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12 Dec Minute (reply to 456) advocating 159 
redeployment only after agreement with 
Egypt 

15 Dec Tel reporting on meeting with Mr Dulles 160 

19 Dec Letter on damaging effect of US aid to 162 
Egypt [Extract] 



[460- 474) THE END OF' CHURCHILL'S RESISTANCE xxiii 

NUMBER 

460 

461 

462 

463 

464 

465 

466 

467 

468 

469 

470 

471 

472 

473 

474 

President Eisenhower 
to Mr Churchill 

Mr Churchill 
to President 
Eisenhower 

Sir J Troutbeck 
(Baghdad) 

to FO 

P S Falla & Mr Eden 

Mr Churchill 
to Mr Eden 

Mr Eden 
to Mr Churchill 

Cabinet meeting 
cc 81(53)1 

COS Committee 
meeting 

Sir J Sterndale-Bennett 
(Fayid) 

to Sir R Stevenson 

Sir J Sterndale-Bennett 
(Fayid) 

to Sir I Kirkpatrick 

Sir R Stevenson 
toR All en 

Sir R Stevenson 
to Sir J Sterndale
Bennett (Fayid) 

Mr Eden 

JPS paper, annex 
for COS Committee 

COS Committee 
meeting 

SUBJECT PAGE 

1953 

21 Dec Letter (reply to 459) on Anglo-American 163 
co-operation in Middle East [Extract] 

22 Dec Letter (reply to 460) clarifying position 164 
on Egyptian policy [Extract] 

22 Dec Tel reporting Nuri Said's suggestion of 165 
handing over bases to Iraq 

22-24 Minutes on need to stall on Anglo-Iraqi 165 
Dec treaty revision 

28 Dec Minute on giving time limit for Egyptian 166 
acceptance of agreement terms 

28 Dec Draft minute (reply to 464) on 167 
advantages of agreement with Egypt 

29 Dec Conclusions on release of Egyptian 168 
sterling balances and defence negotiations 

31 Dec Minutes on implications of breaking off 169 
Anglo-Egyptian negotiations 

1954 

3 Jan Letter on implications of breaking off 170 
Anglo- Egyptian negotiations 

3 Jan Letter on implications of breaking off 17 4 
Anglo-Egyptian negotiations 

4 Jan Letter on danger of Egyptian concessions 176 
on base availability leading to break over 
uniforms 

7 Jan Letter (reply to 468) on problems of 177 
holding Canal Zone by force 

7 Jan Cabinet memo on possible courses of 178 
action if no Anglo- Egyptian agreement 
is reached 

8 Jan Report on military implications of 183 
possible courses of action if no 
Anglo- Egyptian agreement is reached 

8 Jan Minutes on military implications of 186 
possible courses of action if no 
Anglo- Egyptian agreement is reached 



xxiv 

NUMBER 

475 

476 

477 

478 

479 

480 

481 

482 

483 

484 

485 

486 

487 

488 

489 

490 

COS paper 
for Cabinet 

FO 
to Washington 

Mr Churchill 
to Mr Eden 

Mr Eden 
to Mr Churchill 

Mr Eden 

Cabinet meeting 
cc 2(54)5 

Sir I Kirkpatrick 
& E B Boothby 

to Mr Churchill 

Mr Selwyn Lloyd 

Sir R Stevenson 
to FO 

Cabinet meeting 
cc 6(54)2 

Cabinet meeting 
cc 6(54)3 

Cabinet meeting 
cc 7(54)2 

FO 

Lord Simonds 
(lord chancellor) 

Cabinet meeting 
cc 8(54)6 

Sir J Sterndale-Bennett 
(Fayid) 

to E B Boothby 

SUMMARY OF DOCUMENTS [475-490] 

SUBJECT PAGE 

1954 

9 Jan Memo on military implications for 189 
Middle East defence of possible courses 
of action if no Anglo-Egyptian 
agreement is reached, +Appendix 

9 Jan Tel incorporating British draft of 192 
proposed Anglo- Egyptian heads of 
agreement 

11 Jan Minute on desirability of breaking off 194 
negotiations with Egypt 

12 Jan Minute on problems of revising 194 
Anglo-Iraqi treaty 

12 Jan Cabinet memo, 'Legal position regarding 195 
the Anglo-Egyptian treaty of 1936' 

12 Jan Conclusions on action with regard to 197 
Anglo-Egyptian negotiations 

22 Jan Minutes on US amendments to proposed 199 
Anglo-Egyptian heads of agreement 

27 Jan Cabinet memo on possible courses of 200 
action if no Anglo-Egyptian agreement 
is reached 

27 Jan Tel reporting conversation between J 201 
Caffery and Col Nasser 

28 Jan Conclusions on possible courses of action 202 
regarding Anglo- Egyptian negotiations 

28 Jan Conclusions on possible courses of action 204 
regarding Anglo- Egyptian negotiations 

3 Feb Conclusions on steps to break deadlock 204 
in Anglo-Egyptian negotiations 

8 Feb Memo on issues in Anglo-Egyptian 205 
negotiations of availability and uniforms, 
+Annexes 

9 Feb Cabinet memo on legal aspects of 210 
reducing forces in Canal Zone to treaty 
levels, + Report by COS on reduction of 
forces in Canal Zone 

10 Feb Conclusions on prospects of 215 
Anglo-Egyptian agreement and policy if 
no agreement is reached 

12 Feb Letter on Egyptian propaganda and 217 
Egyptian influence in Middle East 



[491-506] THE END OF' CHURCHILL'S RESISTANCE XXV 

NUMBER 

491 

492 

493 

494 

495 

496 

497 

498 

499 

500 

501 

502 

503 

504 

505 

506 

Mr Selwyn Lloyd 

Mr Selwyn Lloyd 
to Mr Churchill 

Sir J Sterndale-Bennett 
(Fayid) 

to Sir I Kirkpatrick 

G G Arthur 

R W J Hooper (Baghdad) 
toPS Falla 

COS paper 
for Cabinet 

E B Boothby, R All en, 
Sir I Kirkpatrick & 
Mr Eden 

Treasury 

E B Boothby 

J E D Street 

Mr Eden 
to Mr Churchill 

Sir RMakins (Washington) 
to FO 

Mr Eden 

Cabinet meeting 
cc 18(54)1 

Cabinet meeting 
cc 21(54)2 

Sir J Bowker (Ankara) 
toR All en 

SUBJECT PAGE 

1954 

15 Feb Note for Cabinet circulating letter from 218 
Sir R Makins to FO on Anglo-American 
Middle East policy 

15 Feb Minute on issues in Anglo-Egyptian 220 
negotiations of availability and uniforms 

15 Feb Letter on difficulties of implementing 221 
Egyptian withdrawal plans without 
Anglo-Egyptian defence agreement 

19 Feb Minute on whether Britain could fulfil 224 
treaty obligations to Iraq and Jordan 
without Egyptian base 

24 Feb Letter on Iraqi reactions to proposed 225 
Turko-Pakistani pact [Extract] 

25 Feb Memo on timetable to reduce British 227 
forces in Canal Zone to treaty levels 

25-27 Minutes on COS views on redeployment 229 
Feb from Egypt while standing on treaty 

26 Feb Memo on difficulties of COS plan to 231 
reduce forces in Canal Zone 

1 Mar Memo on arguments for Anglo- 233 
Egyptian defence agreement 

9 Mar Memo on advantages and disadvantages 234 
of redeployment from Egypt while 
standing on treaty 

9 Mar Draft minute on desirability of 235 
Anglo- Egyptian defence agreement 

9 Mar Tel reporting US information on Col 235 
Nasser's desire for Anglo- Egyptian 
agreement 

13 Mar Cabinet memo on new plan to re-open 236 
Anglo-Egyptian negotiations 

15 Mar Conclusions on re-opening Anglo- 238 
Egyptian negotiations 

22 Mar Conclusions on re-opening Anglo- 242 
Egyptian negotiations [Extract] 

26 Mar Letter on importance of proposed 243 
Turko- Pakistani pact for future Middle 
East defence arrangements 



xxvi 

NUMBER 

507 

508 

509 

510 

511 

512 

513 

514 

515 

516 

517 

518 

519 

520 

Sir R Stevenson 
to FO 

PS Falla 

Mr Eden (Geneva) 
to FO 

Sir R Stevenson 
to FO 

British Defence Co
ordination Committee, 
Middle East 

to COS Committee 

British Defence Co
ordination Committee, 
Middle East 

for COS Committee 

COS Committee 
meeting 

Mr Selwyn Lloyd 

Mr Selwyn Lloyd 

Lord Hankey 
to Mr Churchill 

GP Humphreys-Davies 
(Treasury) 

Middle East 
Redeployment 
Committee meeting 

Gen Sir 0 Roberts 

Mr Selwyn Lloyd 
to Mr Eden 
(Geneva) 

SUMMARY OF' DOCUMENTS [507-520] 

SUBJECT PAGE 

1954 

5 Apr Tel on prospects of Revolutionary 244 
Command Council retaining power and 
concluding Anglo-Egyptian defence 
agreement 

10 Apr Memo on implications of Iraq acceding 245 
to Turko-Pakistani pact [Extract] 

30 Apr Tel on new British proposals for 246 
Anglo-Egyptian defence agreement 

4 May Tel on delegation 's reaction to latest FO 247 
views on negotiations with Egypt 

12 May Tel on what is most likely to produce 249 
Anglo-Egyptian defence agreement 

19 May Memo, 'The problem involved in 251 
maintaining the present strength of 
forces in the Canal Zone' [Extract] 

28 May Minutes on Anglo-Egyptian negotiations 254 
[Extract] 

31 May Cabinet memo on desirability of 255 
discussing revised defence arrangements 
with Iraq 

3 June Cabinet memo recommending use of 258 
civilian technicians to maintain nucleus 
base in Egypt 

4 June Letter on US replacing Britain in Egypt 259 

4 June Minute on use of civilian technicians in 260 
Egyptian base 

8 June Minutes on use of civilian technicians in 261 
Egyptian base 

June Note on value of Egyptian base and 262 
nature of future Anglo-Egyptian 
defence agreement 

12 June Tel seeking approval to pursue civilian 265 
technician proposal 



[521-534] THE END OF CHURCHILL'S RESISTANCE xxvii 

NUMBER 

521 

522 

523 

524 

525 

526 

527 

528 

529 

530 

531 

532 

533 

534 

MOD 
for service 
ministries & COS 

GP Humphreys-Davies 
& Sir J Crombie 
(Treasury) 

Field Marshal Lord 
Alexander of Tunis 

Mr Eden 
to Mr Churchill 

Cabinet meeting 
cc 43(54)1 

Mr Eden 
to Captain 
Waterhouse 

Sir R Stevenson 
toTE Bromley 

WO 
for Middle East 
Redeployment 
Committee 

Mr Eden 
to Sir R Stevenson 

Cabinet meeting 
cc 47(54)2 

FO internal paper 

Middle East 
Redeployment 
Committee 

for British Defence 
Co-ordination 
Committee, Middle 
East 

Sir R Stevenson 
to FO 

Sir R Stevenson 
to FO 

SUBJECT PAGE 

1954 

15 June Note on British requirements in Egypt 267 
and nature of future Anglo-Egyptian 
defence agreement, + Memo by T E 
Bromley 

16-17 Minutes on use of civilian technicians in 270 
June Egyptian base 

21 June Cabinet memo on military requirements 273 
in Egypt 

21 June Minute on US involvement in Anglo- 274 
Egyptian settlement 

22 June Conclusions on new approach to 275 
Anglo-Egyptian defence agreement 

24 June Letter on proposed Anglo-Egyptian 279 
defence agreement [Extract] 

2 July Letter on how to limit influence of 279 
Egyptian propaganda 

July Note on points to emphasise in proposed 280 
Anglo- Egyptian negotiations, +Appendix 
"A" 

2 July Despatch giving detailed instructions on 284 
forthcoming Anglo-Egyptian nego
tiations 

7 July Conclusions on resumption of 286 
negotiations with Egypt 

10 July Draft heads of Anglo-Egyptian defence 288 
agreement (presented by Col Nasser to 
Sir R Stevenson) 

12 July Draft brief on aim of Anglo-Egyptian 289 
negotiations 

12 July Tel on position of Egyptian delegation 290 

16 July Tel on advantages of accepting short 292 
term defence agreement with Egypt 



xxviii SUMMARY OF DOCUMENTS [535-547] 

NUMBER SUBJECT PAGE 

535 

536 

537 

538 

539 

540 

541 

542 

543 

544 

545 

546 

547 

1954 

C A E Shuckburgh 17 July Minute on advantages of accepting short 293 
to Mr Selwyn Lloyd term defence agreement with Egypt 

Sir R Stevenson 20 July Tel on need to meet Egyptians over 294 
to FO duration of defence agreement [Extract] 

Mr Churchill 21 July Minute on speeding up evacuation of 296 
to Field Marshal Egypt 
Lord Alexander of 
Tunis & COS 

Mr Birch 22 July Minute (reply to 537) on need for two 296 
to Mr Churchill years to evacuate Egypt, +Annex 

Mr Eden 23 July Cabinet memo on advantages of defence 298 
agreement with Egypt 

Mr Head 25 July Tel on handling of forthcoming 298 
to Mr Eden Anglo-Egyptian negotiations 

Sir R Stevenson 29 July Despatch, 'Report on the initialling of 299 
to Mr Eden the heads of agreement regarding the 

future of the Suez Canal base' 

Chapter 9 
The growing importance of the forward Iraqi- Levant strategy for 
Middle East defence and the contradictions of the Baghdad Pact, 

Aug 1954-Mar 1955 

Sir R Stevenson 
to FO 

G E Millard 

G E Millard 
for Mr Selwyn 
Lloyd 

J G Ward 

T E Bromley & Mr Eden 

FO 

1954 

11 Aug Tel on Egyptian reactions to Iraqi 305 
proposals for Middle East defence pact 

31 Aug Minute on whether base should be 306 
referred to as Egyptian 

14 Sept Report on state of Anglo-Egyptian base 307 
negotiations 

18 Sept Minute on drafting of article 11 308 
(consultation clause) of Anglo- Egyptian 
base agreement 

22-24 Minutes on consultation clause of 309 
Sept Anglo-Egyptian base agreement 

Sept Memo giving answers to criticism of 309 
Anglo-Egyptian base agreement 



[548-563] IMPORTANCE OF FORWARD IRAQI-LEVANT STRATEGY xxix 

NUMBER 

548 

549 

550 

551 

552 

553 

554 

555 

556 

557 

558 

559 

560 

561 

562 

563 

PS Falla 

PS Falla 

Mr Nutting (Cairo) 
to Mr Eden 

JPS paper, annex 
for COS Committee 

Mr Nutting (Cairo) 
to Mr Eden 

D R Serpell & Sir J 
Crombie (Treasury) 

FO 

F RH Murray (Cairo) 
to FO 

Mr Nutting 

F RH Murray 
to FO 

J E Powell-Jones 

PH Dean 
for COS 

Sir I Kirkpatrick 

J F Brewis, G E Millard 
& T E Bromley 

F RH Murray 
to Mr Eden 

JPS paper, annex 
for COS Committee 

SUBJECT PAGE 

1954 

25 Sept Memo on advantages and disadvantages 312 
of northern tier defence arrangement 

l Oct Memo on Nuri Said's proposed northern 313 
tier defence arrangements and retention 
of British military facilities in Iraq 

[Extract] 

5 Oct Tel on progress of Anglo--Egyptian base 315 
negotiations 

6 Oct Report, 'Middle East logistics- the 316 
Basra L of C' [Extract] 

9 Oct Tel on deadlock over Moascar 317 

19 Oct Minutes on unsatisfactory nature of 319 
agreement over accommodation at 
Moascar 

19 Oct Text of final Anglo-Egyptian agreement 320 
on Suez Canal base 

22 Oct Tel on Gen Neguib's opposition to 324 
Anglo- Egyptian base agreement 

28 Oct Note reporting conversation with Col 325 
Nasser [Extract] 

1 Nov Despatch on final stages of Anglo- 329 
Egyptian base negotiations and Egyptian 
reactions to agreement 

2 Nov Minute on likelihood of Nuri Said 332 
securing covering arrangements for 
Britain's use of Iraqi defence facilities 

20 Nov Letter on dangers of disclosing details of 333 
Middle East defence planning to Arab 
states 

29 Nov Minute on difficulties of securing 335 
effective Egyptian defence co-operation 

9 Dec Minutes on Egyptian objections to Iraqi 335 
ideas on northern tier defence pact 

ll Dec Enclosure to despatch recording 336 
conversation between CA E Shuckburgh 
and Egyptian leaders on defence links 
between Arab states and western world 

22 Dec Report, 'Defence questions in the Middle 339 
East area' 



XXX 

NUMBER 

564 

565 

566 

567 

568 

569 

570 

571 

572 

573 

574 

575 

576 

577 

578 

579 

COS Committee 
meeting 

G E Millard 

COS Committee paper 

R W J Hooper (Baghdad) 
to CAE 
Shuckburgh 

C A E Shuckburgh 

Sir RMakins (Washington) 
to FO 

J M McNeill (COS 
Committee secretary) 

Sir R Stevenson 
to FO 

EM Rose 

J G Ward 

Sir R Stevenson 
to FO 

Cairo embassy chancery 
to FO 

E M Rose & Sir I 
Kirkpatrick 

COS Committee paper 

Mr Eden 
to Mr Churchill 

Sir R Stevenson 
to Mr Eden 

SUMMARY OF DOCUMENTS [564- 579] 

SUBJECT PAGE 

1954 

22 Dec Minutes on South African contribution 343 
to Middle East defence 

23 Dec Memo on economic aid for Egypt 344 
through additional sterling releases 

1955 

7 Jan Memo, 'Defence questions in the Middle 346 
East area' 

8 Jan Letter on Iraqi ideas of Middle East 350 
defence arrangements 

11 Jan Minute on di fferent Anglo- American 353 
approaches to northern tier defence 
arrangements 

12 Jan Tel on US concerns ab out Brit ish failure 355 
to pressure Iraq to align itself with 
Turkey and Pakistan 

13 Jan Note on briefs for combined 355 
Anglo- American- Turco Middle East 
defence studies, + Annex 

20 Jan Tel on Egyrtian opposi tion to proposed 360 
Turco-Iraqi pact 

31 Jan Minute on defence facilities offered in 361 
Iraq if Britain were to join Turco-Iraqi 
pact [Extract] 

2 Feb Minute on exploiting Turco-Iraqi pact 362 
to ensure favourable revision of Anglo--
Iraqi treaty 

10 Feb Despatch on Egyptian opposition to 362 
proposed Turco-Iraqi pact 

15 Feb Letter on French opposition to proposed 365 
Turco- Iraqi pact 

16-17 Minutes on French fears about 366 
Feb implications of Turco--Iraqi pact 

18 Feb Brief for British representative at the 367 
Anglo-Iraqi staff talks 

21 Feb Tel reporting meeting with Col Nasser 371 
and Egyptian leaders 

21 Feb Enclosure to despatch recording 372 
conversation between Mr Eden and 
Egyptian leaders 



[580-593] COLLAPSING F'A<;:ADE OF' MIDD LE EASTERN DEFENCE xxxi 

NUMBER 

580 

581 

582 

583 

584 

585 

586 

587 

588 

589 

COS Committee paper 

Sir R Stevenson 
to FO 

Sir R Stevenson 
to FO 

RA Beaumont (Baghdad) 
to FO 

Mr Eden 

Sir R Stevenson 
to FO 

C A E Shuckburgh & 
Sir I Kirkpatrick 

COS Committee paper, 
annex 

Sir R Stevenson 
to CA E 
Shuckburgh 

Mr Eden 
to Sir R Makins 
(Washington) 

SUBJECT PAGE 

1955 

4 Mar Memo, 'Combined Turkey-UK-US Middle 37 4 
East defence study', +Annex [Extract] 

5 Mar Tel on proposed defence arrangement 390 
between Egypt, Syria and Saudi Arabia 

9 Mar Tel on responses to Col Nasser's defence 392 
initiative 

9 Mar Despatch on history of Turco-Iraqi 393 
pact's creation 

14 Mar Cabinet memo, 'Middle East defence: 397 
the Turco-Iraqi agreement and revision 
of the Anglo-Iraqi treaty of 1930' 

14 Mar Tel on Col Nasser 's views on Turco-Iraqi 401 
pact and Egyptian agreement with Syria 
and Saudi Arabia 

15 Mar Minutes on French attitudes to rival 402 
Middle East defence groupings 

23 Mar Memo, 'Combined military studies on 404 
the defence of the Middle East' 

28 Mar Letter suggesting Turco- Iraqi pact 411 
should be encouraged to fade into 
background thereby allowing Iraq to 
return to Arab orbit 

31 Mar Tel on discouraging Jordan from joining 412 
Turco-Iraqi pact 

Chapter 10 
The collapsing fa~ade of Middle Eastern defence and covert action 

against Egypt, Apr 1955-Dec 1956 

1955 

590 G G Arthur, J F Brewis, 23-25 Minutes on 588, on need for Persia and 413 
LAC Fry & T E Bromley Apr Pakistan to join Turco-Iraqi pact 

591 Suez Canal Committee 26Apr Memo on future running of Suez Canal 416 
paper 

592 Sir R Stevenson 23 May Letter on possible British responses to 418 
to CA E Egyptian- Saudi-Syrian agreement 
Shuckburgh 

593 TW Garvey 6 June Letter reporting meeting with Salah 421 
toT E Bromley Sal em on Middle East defence 

arrrangements 



xxxii 

NUMBER 

594 

595 

596 

597 

598 

599 

600 

601 

602 

603 

604 

605 

606 

607 

608 

609 

Sir R Stevenson 
to Mr Macmillan 

JPS (ME) of C's-in-C 
Committee (ME) paper, 
annex 

for COS 
Committee 

JPS paper, annex 
for COS Committee 

JPS paper for COS 
Committee 

COS Committee paper 

CA E Shuckburgh & Sir 
H Caccia 

Sir R Hadow & Sir H 
Caccia 

G G Arthur 
to Sir H Trevelyan 

FO 

Cabinet meeting 
CM 34(55)8 

COS Committee paper, 
annex 

T E Bromley 
to CA E 
Shuckburgh 

Sir H Trevelyan 
to FO 

Mr Macmillan 

Cabinet meeting 
CM 36(55)1 

Cabinet meeting 
CM 37(55)3 

SUMMARY OF DOCUMENTS [594-609) 

SUBJECT PAGE 

1955 

11 July Despatch commenting on changes 421 
during his ambassadorship 

25 Aug Memo, 'Persian relationship to Middle 426 
East defence plans ', + Annex: report 
approved by British Defence Co
ordination Committee, Middle East, on 
advantages and disadvantages of Iranian 
membership ofTurco-Iraqi Pact 

30 Aug Report on reinforcements for Middle 429 
East defence 

30 Aug Report, 'Cyprus-military arguments 432 
against a leased base' 

31 Aug Memo, 'Draft directive to C's-in-C, 433 
Middle East' on Britain's strategic aims 

23 Sept Minutes on implication of Egyptian 436 
purchase of Soviet arms 

23 Sept Minutes on importance of defining 437 
common response to Egyptian purchase 
of Soviet arms with US 

28 Sept Letter on US attitudes to modification of 439 
Middle East defence pacts 

3 Oct Record of conversation in State 440 
Department between British and US 
representatives 

4 Oct Conclusions on responding to Egyptian 446 
purchase of Soviet arms 

5 Oct Memo on military consequences of 448 
Egyptian purchase of Soviet arms 

5 Oct Minute on how to respond to Egyptian 452 
purchase of Soviet arms 

13 Oct Tel on strength of Col Nasser's regime 455 

14 Oct Cabinet note, 'Middle East oil ', +Annex: 456 
report by Middle East Oil (Official) 
Committee 

20 Oct Conclusions on responding to Soviet 461 
Middle East policy 

25 Oct Conclusions on provision of aid for 463 
Aswan dam 



[610-626) COLLAPSING FA<;:ADE OF MIDDLE EASTERN DEFENCE xxxiii 

NUMBER 

610 

611 

612 

613 

614 

615 

616 

617 

618 

619 

620 

621 

622 

623 

624 

625 

626 

Sir I Kirkpatrick 

A J Wilton & Sir R 
Hadow 

Sir H Trevelyan 
to FO 

Sir H Trevelyan 
to FO 

Mr Dulles 
to Mr Macmillan 

JPS paper, annex 
for COS Committee 

A J Wilton 

Sir H Trevelyan 
to FO 

COS Committee paper 

Mr Selwyn Lloyd 
to Sir H Trevelyan 

COS Committee paper, 
annex 

JPS paper 
for COS Committee 

JPS paper, annex 
for COS Committee 

Sir H Trevelyan 
to FO 

COS Committee 
meeting 

COS Committee paper 

Sir E Chapman Andrews 
(Beirut) 

to CAE 
Shuckburgh 

SUBJECT PAGE 

1955 

30 Oct Memo on future British Middle East 464 
policy 

4-9 Minutes on Egypt's position in Arab 467 
Nov world 

4 Nov Tel on Col Nasser's approach to Middle 468 
Eastern problems 

10 Nov Letter on conversation with Col Nasser 469 
about Egyptian diplomacy 

6 Dec Letter opposing moves to expand 469 
Baghdad Pact, + Minutes by C A E 
Shuckburgh & Sir I Kirkpatrick 

18 Dec Report on developments relating to 471 
outer ring strategy for Middle East 
defence 

23 Dec Minute on use of military aid as 475 
incentive for Arab- Israeli settlement 

1956 

1 Jan Tel on Col Nasser's attitude to Baghdad 476 
Pact 

4 Jan WO note on British position in Egyptian 477 
base [Extract] 

10 Jan Tel on his response to invitation from 478 
Col Nasser to visit Egypt 

13 Jan Memo on Middle Eastern problems of 479 
cold war and global strategy [Extract] 

19 Jan Report, 'The Baghdad Pact: background 480 
brief,+ Annex 

19 Jan Report, 'The Baghdad Pact: interim 484 
concept of operations' [Extract] 

30 Jan Tel reporting Col Nasser's views on 486 
Jordan and Iraq 

7 Feb Minutes on a new strategy for Middle 487 
East defence [Extract] 

8 Feb Memo on possible action if Anglo- 488 
Egyptian agreement is abrogated 

18 Feb Letter reporting conversation with 491 
Egyptian and Turkish colleagues on 
attitudes to Baghdad Pact 



xxxiv 

NUMBER 

627 

628 

629 

630 

631 

632 

633 

634 

635 

636 

637 

638 

639 

640 

641 

642 

643 

J H A Watson, C A E 
Shuckburgh, P H Dean 
& D M H Riches 

COS Committee paper 

Cabinet meeting 
CM 16(56)5 

J HA Watson 

Cabinet meeting 
CM 17(56)4 

Mr Selwyn Lloyd (Cairo) 
to Mr Eden 

Cabinet meeting 
CM 19(56)1 

C A E Shuckburgh 
to Sir I Kirkpatrick 

Cabinet meeting 
CM 24(56)5 

COS Committee 
meeting 

Sir H Trevelyan 
to J HA Watson 

Sir H Trevelyan 
to J H A Watson 

J HA Watson 
to Sir H Trevelyan 

Sir H Trevelyan 
to Mr Selwyn Lloyd 

Treasury, FO & Ministry 
of Defence 

for Cabinet Policy 
Review Committee 

COS Committee paper, 
annex 

COS Committee paper 
for Cabinet Defence 
Committee 

SUMMARY OF DOCUMENTS [627-643) 

SUBJECT PAGE 

1956 

20 Feb Minutes on new strategic concept for 492 
- 1 Mar Middle East defence 

21 Feb Memo by MOD on difficulties of 494 
increasing effectiveness of Baghdad Pact 

[Extract] 

22 Feb Conclusions on forthcoming meeting 496 
between Mr Selwyn Lloyd and Col Nasser 

23 Feb Minute on Cairo radio's propaganda, + 496 
Annex 

28 Feb Conclusions on role of Baghdad Pact 497 
[Extract] 

2 Mar Tel reporting on meeting with Col 499 
Nasser [Extract] 

6 Mar Conclusions on dismissal of Gen Sir J 499 
Glubb 

10 Mar Minute on implications of plan Alpha's 500 
failure for Britain's Middle East policy 

21 Mar Conclusions on countering Egyptian 502 
Middle East policy 

3 May Minutes on implications of decisions 503 
taken at Baghdad Pact meetings 

5 May Letter on Col Nasser's suspicions of 504 
British hostility to Egypt 

8 May Letter on problems of 'cover policy' 505 

12 May Letter (reply to 637 & 638) on 506 
importance of Plan Omega 

27 May Letter on Col Nasser's reaction to new 506 
British policy to Egypt 

1 June Memo by officials, 'The future of the UK 508 
in world affairs ' [Extract] 

14 June Memo on strategic importance of 511 
Cyprus 

3 July Memo, 'United Kingdom requirements 516 
in the Middle East', +Annex 



[644-648] COLLAPSING I'A~ADE 01' MIDDLE EASTERN DEI'ENCE XXXV 

NUMBER 

644 

645 

646 

647 

648 

COS Committee paper, 
annex 

Official Committee on 
Middle East Policy 

for Cabinet Policy 
Review Committee 

JPS paper 
for COS Committee 

M R Wright (Baghdad) 

JPS paper, annex 
for COS Committee 

Appendix to Part Ill 

SUBJECT PAGE 

1956 

13 July Note recording points emphasised by 524 
COS under Baghdad Pact, +Annex 

[Extract] 

23 July Report on non-military methods of 528 
promoting UK interests in Middle East 

25 Oct Report on strategic importance of Jordan 533 
and acceptability of Anglo-Jordanian 
treaty abrogation 

22 Nov Despatch on need to give fresh impetus 536 
to Baghdad Pact 

7 Dec Report, 'United Kingdom commitments 538 
under the Baghdad Pact' [Extract] 

Extract from the 1936 Anglo-Egyptian treaty 545 





[369] 1 

369 DEFE 11/87, DCC(53 )16 23 Feb 1953 
[Middle East defence strategy]: memorandum by the British Defence 
Co-ordination Committee, Middle East on the difficulties of meeting 
the conditions necessary for the success of the present strategy 

[The assessment of the Soviet threat by the C's-in-C, Middle East was different from that 
made in London in 1950 which led to the abandonment of the Tel Aviv-Ramallah line (see 
part Il of this volume, 128, note and 159, note). It was now believed by the men on the spot 
that the Soviets would overrun Turkey by 0+ 170 days and at 0+ 180 they would have 1 2~ 
divisions at Iskenderun. Mosul would be taken at 0+23 by 1~ divisions, Basra at 0+40, 
Ohahran at 0+47, Tehran at 0+5 and Kermanshah at 0+24. The Soviets would be in a posi
tion to attack the Levant with five divisions at 0+55 (OEFE 11/58, OCC(53)14, 11 Feb 
1953) . Greater Turkish resistance did not remove the problem of getting British forces in 
position early enough, while nothing could stop the Soviets reaching the Gulf. This 
increased the need to destroy the oil, a commitment first made in 'Ooublequick', which 
had by now been refined into a programme of priorities. The first was to destroy the refined 
oil stocks in Iraq and Persia; the second to destroy the refineries in Iraq and Persia; and the 
third to destroy critical items of refinery equipment in the Persian Gulf and Abadan. The 
British joint planners did not believe that sub-surface denial was militarily essential but 
had no objections to it being carried out (OEFE 6/23, JP(53)14, 14 Mar 1953).] 

The three conditions 
1. In their paper on global strategy (COS(52)361 1 of 15th July 1952) the Chiefs of 

Staff said that the Middle East must be defended in war. Their ideas as to how that 
should be accomplished were given in paragraphs 82-85 of their paper. An analysis of 
these paragraphs shows that they stipulate certain conditions:-

(a) In order to hold off light Russian attacks during the initial phase, the local 
forces of the Middle East States must be built up and there must be a British 
garrison in the Middle East in peacetime, available to support these local forces 
immediately in war. 
(b) We must reinforce the Middle East during this initial phase. For this purpose 
we should plan to reinforce the Middle East with two Territorial Army divisions 
and a mobi le reserve of five R.A.F. squadrons from the United Kingdom and with 
all available Commonwealth forces. 
(c) In order that this reinforcement may be made with great rapidity, an effective 
base must be maintained in Egypt. 

The paper also emphasises the importance of satisfactory co-operation with 
S.H.A.P.E. and of establishing a sound allied defence organisation. These matters are 
discussed in subsequent paragraphs of this memorandum. 

2. Looking at the three conditions set out above in turn the picture is as 
follows:-

(a) There are no signs of steps being taken to build up the forces of the Middle 
East States to the scale which would be necessary for them to carry out their role 
in this strategy. The only practical evidence since forthcoming of our ability and 
willingness to strengthen the Arab armies has been a gloomy exchange of 
correspondence about the inevitability of reductions in the best of them, the Arab 
Legion of Jordan. 

1 See part !I of this volume, 308. 



2 RELUCTANT TO STAY BUT UNABLE TO GO [369] 

As to the 'immediately available peace-time British garrison' the Chiefs of Staff 
have recommended in their own paper that this garrison should be reduced to 'the 
equivalent of about one division and approximately 160 aircraft together with 
Commonwealth squadrons (shortly) to be stationed there'. This force is calculated 
as being the minimum which should be retained in order to hold the position in 
the Cold War. It is certainly not enough to hold the light Russian attacks during 
the initial phase, mentioned in the Chiefs of Staff paper, while the Arab armies 
remain in their present feeble and unco-ordinated state. 
(b) The prompt arrival of the two divisions from the United Kingdom is critical to 
our build up in the Middle East in war but the decision to send these divisions is 
not firm. It is understood that the projected mobile reserve of five R.A.F. 
squadrons from the United Kingdom is no longer available for the Middle East. 
The provision of any contingent from Australia is dependent on events in the Far 
East. There is no real likelihood of an effective contribution of land forces from 
South Africa within the first twelve months of war. In brief, our plans for 
reinforcing the Middle East in war are not, at present, realistic. 
(c) Our base in Egypt is in indifferent shape today. It would need considerable 
reactivation to enable it to carry out its allotted role if war were to occur in the 
near future . We are now about to enter discussions with Egypt on the future of this 
base. The strong probability is that these negotiations will result in our being 
deprived of an effective base in Egypt during the critical first six months of the 
war. Any agreement will be dependent on Egyptian goodwill and good faith , which 
are doubtful factors. 

3. On all three counts, it is clear that the conditions which the Chiefs of Staff 
themselves propounded for the success of their strategy in the Middle East are not 
being fulfilled. 

An attempt is made below to discover whether any alternative strategy can be 
adopted and, if not, whether anything can be done to produce the conditions 
necessary to make a success of our present strategy. 

Alternative strategies 
4. From time to time many suggestions have been made regarding alternative 

forms of strategy. 
It has been proposed that we might establish a base in Israel and make full use of 

the relatively efficient Israeli fighting forces. This is impracticable for two main 
reasons. In the first place the Israelis will not afford us better conditions in peace for 
looking after our base than the Egyptians are prepared to do. Secondly, any such 
policy would antagonise the Arab States whose co-operation is essential. 

5. Another suggestion has been that we should concentrate our strength in the 
Persian Gulf. It is certainly desirable to defend the Gulf and the oilfield areas on its 
shores. If we could obtain base facilities at Karachi or Basra the idea might be quite 
practical though the provision and administration of naval forces would present 
great difficulties . The drawback is that such a plan does not defend the Middle East, 
nor give any protection to the Turkish flank. 

6. Others have suggested that we should base ourselves on Alexandretta and 
concentrate our efforts on supporting Turkey. By this means, it is hoped that we 
should effectively ensure the defence of Turkey and that the Russians would not dare 



[369) FEB 1953 3 

to advance on the Levant while Turkey held. There are three fatal flaws in this. 
Firstly, it would mean that Turkey 'y\'Ould be exposed to attack from the North, East 
and South and would therefore collapse. Secondly, communications with our own 
forces would be cut as soon as the Eastern Mediterranean became unsafe for convoys. 
Thirdly, the Arab States, deserted by us would fall an easy prey to the Russians, and 
the whole area from Baghdad to Cairo would fall into the Russian lap without any 
military effect on their part being necessary. 

7. It is worth noting, at this stage, that the valour of the Turkish soldier has been 
given so much publicity recently that quite exaggerated ideas have been spread about 
the military power of Turkey, though General Wyman2 and his staff are under no 
such illusions. Instructions have been issued by H.A.F.S.E. that the Turks are to 
develop an 'offensive capacity' on their Southern frontier, and hints have been made 
that by such means it would be possible to do all that is necessary in the Middle East. 
The truth is that Turkey will be stretched to the limit in her own defence. There is no 
prospect of her being able to extend her responsibilities to the Caspian as suggested 
in paragraph 84 of COS(52)361. There is no early prospect of her being able to 
provide a force of any size to take offensive action in conjunction with the Middle 
Seat forces: even if she can do so in the distant future she will not thereby dominate 
the vast area that lies between her frontier and the Suez Canal. It is a misconception 
that the Middle East can be defended by holding Turkey: it is equally false to suppose 
that Turkey can hold out irrespective of what is happening in the Middle East. 

Providing the covering force 
8. Accepting that there is no alternative strategy open to us, can we create the 

conditions necessary for the success of the present strategy? 
The first of these conditions is that a covering force should be immediately 

available to hold the light Russian attacks expected in the initial phase. 
9. The Chiefs of Staff, in their paper, are not specific as to where these attacks 

should be held. If we wish to count on the Arab countries to play a big part in holding 
them, we must at least plan on the assumption that this covering force will be 
deployed on the Eastern frontier of Iraq. No other land can be decently discussed 
with the Arab countries, nor shall we get much co-operation from S.H.A.P.E. on any 
other basis. We cannot, however, expect the covering force to hold these positions 
indefinitely: we know that a protracted defence of the Outer Ring is beyond the 
bounds of present practicability and will probably only become practicable when 
Pakistan is able and willing to play her traditional role in this area. All, therefore, that 
we ask of this covering force is that it should be strong enough to hold up the 
Russian attacks during the initial phase sufficiently far East and sufficiently long to 
enable us to complete our build-up. 

10. Since it is no longer possible for Great Britain to provide such a covering 
force alone, the only alternative is that it should be provided by the Middle East 
States themselves supported by such British forces as we can furnish . This thesis is 
indeed put forward in COS(52)361, see paragraph l(a) above. To put it into practice, 
however, would require action to build up the local forces on a scale corresponding 
to the action taken by N.A.T.O. to build up the armies of Western Europe, or by the 

2 General Willard Wyman, US commander, Allied Land Forces SE Europe, 1952- 1954, based at Iskenderun 
(Alexandretta), Turkey. 
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United States in Turkey. Our present grudging attitude will not produce the 
necessary result. 

11. To provide arms to the Middle East States may be the easiest part of the 
business. The Arabs are very anxious to get arms, really in order to attain superiority 
over the Israelis and some of the Arab States are even willing to pay for them. It is far 
more difficult to get them to maintain their arms in peace, or to train adequately for 
their use in war. 

12. Indeed when we rely upon the Arabs we are trusting in very unstable 
material. Individually they can be brave and intelligent: in several countries there is a 
fair supply of men with good technical aptitude. Unfortunately, there is a great 
instability in their character both as individuals and nations. Their inability to 
combine, due to their mutual suspicions, is a great source of weakness which is 
demonstrated by the failure of the Arab Security Pact to result in any planning for 
action against the avowed common enemy, Israel. Any plan for combining the action 
of the forces of the various countries is liable to encounter difficulties; for example, it 
is not by any means certain that Iraq would agree now to receiving assistance from 
Syrian or even Jordan forces in the defence of her Eastern frontier. 

13. Another grave difficulty is that, if we build up the strength of the Arab 
countries in the manner indicated above, we shall be offering them direct incitement 
to fall upon Israel. This danger is particularly acute in the case of Syria; we can exert 
a strong influence in Jordan, and Iraq has no common frontier with Israel. 
Incidentally, if we agree to move our troops from the Canal Zone an existing 
deterrent to trouble making on the Israeli- Arab frontier will become more remote. 

14. Thus we see that it is a difficult and perilous matter for the Allies to carry out 
the recommendation of the Chiefs of Staff that they should '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'. But if the Middle East is to be defended, it must be done. The risks of Arab 
instability must be accepted. The danger of an Arab attack on Israel must be reduced 
to a minimum; various steps may be possible in this direction, such as stationing 
British troops in Jordan, refraining from making Syria too strong, and making it very 
clear to all that Great Britain and the United States will really act exactly as they have 
undertaken to do by the Tripartite Declaration. 

15. In first priority we should concentrate on making the forces of Iraq and 
Jordan really strong. These are the countries where we have the best chance of 
ensuring that equipment provided will be put to proper use. They are well placed to 
produce a covering force of the kind mentioned in paragraph 9 above. There is no 
reason why Jordan should not be able to put 1Y! divisions, and Iraq at least 3 divisions 
into the field on the outbreak of war. It will be far more difficult, on the other hand, 
to bring the Syrian forces into any effective scheme of military planning. The 
Lebanese forces are insignificant. Egypt is a separate problem since her role will be to 
provide for the immediate defence of the Base. 

Provision of an adequate air force 
16. By the means described in paragraphs 10 and 15 above, one may say, given a 

very considerable measure of optimism, that means have been proposed whereby the 
ground forces needed during the initial phase of the war might be provided. There 
remains, however, an even graver flaw, namely the appalling deficiency of air forces . 
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The Arab States are not capable of producing strong air forces however much help 
they are given. The Arab armies will not fight if they are subjected to really heavy 
attack from the air. 

17. It is easy to suggest that this gap should be filled by the Americans but there 
is very little likelihood of their being willing to fill it. 

18. The requirements for air defence as affecting this theatre fall under three 
heads:-

(a) Protection from the air of our Mediterranean convoy routes, including the 
defence of Malta; 
(b) Defence from the air of the Egypt Base; 
(c) Provision of a tactical air force in the theatre of operations. 

It is very clear that the resources available to M.E.A.F. are quite inadequate for 
these three tasks. Any attempt to disperse the available squadrons with a view to 
covering all three commitments could only mean that none of them would be 
covered in any worth-while degree. B.D.C.C.(M.E.) has already recommended that 
the responsibility for the defence of the Egypt Base should be passed to the 
Egyptians, who should be offered British, or even preferably American, technical 
assistance to that end. Responsibility for air defence in the Mediterranean has now 
been allotted to C-in-C MED under the terms of his appointment in N.A.T.O. No 
indication has yet been given as to the resources which are to be given to him for this 
purpose. The importance of protecting Middle East convoys is clear and imperative, 
but it is urged that steps should now be taken to provide the necessary forces from 
some source other than M.E.A.F. 

19. It is perhaps not going too far to suggest that Great Britain should produce 
an adequate tactical air force in the field provided that she were relieved of all 
responsibility for air defence in the Mediterranean and of the base in Egypt. The 
very small air forces which are now planned for the Middle East in peace would 
provide a useful nucleus for this T.A.F. They would, however, require considerable 
strengthening, particularly by the addition of a force of tactical bombers. It might 
not be too difficult to persuade the Americans to provide suitable aircraft for the 
protection of the Mediterranean convoy route on which their own forces are in any 
case dependent and to provide whatever may be necessary to enable the Egyptians 
with United States assistance to defend the main base. It would also be of great 
assistance if the Americans could allot tactical bombers to Turkey, provided that 
co-ordination in the air between the Turkish front and the Middle East were 
effected. 

20. From the military point of view it is highly desirable that as steps are taken to 
build up the Arab armies, corresponding steps should be taken to build up the Israeli 
Air Force. In this way a very useful adjunct to the British Air Force could be provided. 
Political considerations must however determine the extent to which this can be 
done. We must not seriously prejudice our position within the Arab States for the 
sake of a relatively small accretion of strength from an Israeli Air Force. This 
consideration will be particularly strong if we station some of our own troops in 
Jordan. 

21. Although the Arab States cannot produce strong air forces they can produce 
something. What they possess at the present time is virtually useless for modern war 
and steps to make it useful and to co-ordinate its operations should be taken. 
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The build up 
22. By such means perhaps the front might be held during the initial phase but 

something far more solid would be required thereafter when the Russians are able to 
deploy strong forces for an attack on the Levant. In this second stage, defeat will be 
certain unless a compact British force of about 6 divisions can be produced. The time 
by which this force must be operational is open to some question, but we ought to 
put it at about M+6 months. 

23. In order to provide such a build up there must be a firm decision to release 
the two divisions from the United Kingdom about whose arrival there is at present 
considerable uncertainty. Secondly, steps must be taken to accelerate the arrival of 
contingents from South Africa and New Zealand. These steps are not impossible 
though they are not easy. 

The base 
24. It would, however, serve little purpose to accelerate the build up of the force 

if it cannot be maintained. In this connection it must be realised that the armies of 
the Arab States will themselves need maintenance and will inevitably look to us for it. 
It will be quite impossible to attend to their needs and to support six British divisions 
in the field without a fully functioning base in Egypt, yet there is little prospect that 
we shall have such a base within six months from the outbreak of war. 

25. There appears to be only one way out of this dilemma. The Americans have 
repeatedly queried our insistence on the retention of a base in Egypt. They have 
implied that they themselves would be able to get on without one and they have 
instanced their operations in the Pacific during the last war as an example of the way 
in which very rapid measures can be taken to create adequate administrative backing 
for a force in the field. There is an element of truth in what they say. Our methods 
are slow. This is due in a minor degree only to our national characteristics. It is 
mainly due to our lack of resources by comparison with those which the Americans 
themselves possess. Given unlimited resources and plenty of drive, the time required 
to reproduce in Egypt a fully functioning base would no doubt be appreciably 
shortened. 

26. The solution then appears to lie in consultation between the Americans and 
ourselves. As soon as the results of our negotiations with the Egyptians are known a 
very careful examination should be made by the American and British staffs to find 
out exactly what would be necessary to ensure that our base could function fully 
within six months of the outbreak of war. It is certain that this examination would 
reveal the need for much practical American help including inevitably air transport. 
Whether the Americans will be prepared to give this help or not is presumably 
dependent upon the importance they attach to the defence of the Middle East. 

Organisation of defence 
27. The establishment in peace of a sound defence organisation is also, according 

to COS(52)361 , a necessary condition for the defence of the Middle East. As a result 
of many months of patient diplomacy, the seven powers have reached agreement as 
to the form which M.E.D.O. should take, yet there is no certainty that it will ever be 
acceptable to the Arab States in this form. It has been on the counter for such a long 
time now that it has become to a large extent politically "shop soiled" in the eyes of 
the Arab countries. Furthermore, there are signs that an organisation which 
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includes the Turks and the French will not be acceptable to them. Its warmest 
advocates do not claim any real military value for M.E.D.O. The hope expressed by 
the Chiefs of Staff that it 'will have an effect on the Middle East similar to that which 
the establishment of S.H.A.P.E. has had on Europe' appears to be very optimistic. 

28. Considerable political advantages should result from the establishment of 
such an organisation. It will involve the United States in the Middle Seat in a definite 
manner: it will, or should, make it easier for us to obtain, or retain, facilities in Iraq, 
Jordan and even Egypt. We are bound to recognise the political need even if we fear 
that, as a body for evolving military plans, the value of any such organisation in the 
Middle East may be small. 

29. We shall not wish lightly to jettison the fruits of so many months of difficult 
negotiation, but if it is the case that M.E.D.O. is unsaleable we should accept the fact, 
and think again. It might be worth our while to pay some attention to what the 
customer has to say on the subject. M.E.D.O. has been designed entirely on the 
Western model; the advice of the Arab leaders has not been sought; when it has been 
offered, it has been rejected. The idea put forward by Nuri Said of a pact between 
Great Britain and the United States on the one side and the Arab States on the other 
might, for example, be worth serious examination. It might even be worth testing 
Arab reactions to the idea of a real command organisation instead of the emasculated 
planning party, which is M.E.D.O ., and which the Americans say, on very flimsy 
evidence, would be more palatable to the Arabs. 

The far;ade 
30. Our previous ideas about the defence of the Middle East and of our almost 

exclusive responsibility for its defence are no longer tenable . This memorandum puts 
forward certain alternative ideas, but they involve much effort and many risks. This 
is admitted in paragraph 14 above; it may even be argued that our ideas are not 
practicable until there is peace between the Arab States and Israel. 

31. So great are the difficulties that some have concluded that a realistic scheme 
of defence for the Middle East in war is not possible in our day: yet, it is argued, we 
must maintain a fac;:ade of intention to defend it in order to prevent its loss to 
communism in the Cold War. This theory is put forward , for example, in Cairo 
telegram 1838 of lOth December 19523 to the Foreign Office. 

32. As a Defence Committee for the Middle East, we are bound to limit ourselves 
to real solutions of the problem of defending this important area, and to exclude 
those which are only 'make-believe' . If however, it is decided that we cannot, for 
economic or political reasons , afford a real solution, but that, for political reasons 
again, we must put forward a fac;:ade , then we submit the following comments:-

(a) Even if we feel that we must try to deceive others, we should not deceive 
ourselves or the Americans. 
(b) Our bluff may be called one day and British soldiers and airmen may again find 
themselves committed to a hopeless venture. Therefore we should not be content 
with our bluff, but should strive with might and main to convert it into the real 
thing. 

3 See part I! of th is vo lume, 348. 
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(c) The fa~ade must not be so transparent that it fails to deceive. There is already 
doubt in the Arab world about our ability and determination to defend the Middle 
East: hence occasional talk of neutrality. If we reach an agreement with Egypt, 
involving the evacuation of the Canal Zone, our ability to defend the Middle East 
will inevitably be subject to further question. The garrison which we shall then 
leave in the Middle East will be the public announcement of our intentions and 
our answer to such questionings; the effectiveness of that answer will depend upon 
its size. It is difficult to be didactic as to the level at which the answer will cease to 
carry conviction but it is our opinion that the force recommended in COS(52)361, 
namely 'about one division and 160 aircraft' is below that level, and that, at least, a 
force of modern armour should be included, and a stronger air force be provided. 

Conclusions 
33. If (as is implied in Conclusion 139(x) of COS(52)361) a realistic scheme of 

defence for the Middle East is to be devised, the following are our main conclusions, 
in brief, as to the steps which should be taken:-

(a) The armies of the Arab countries, particularly Jordan and Iraq, must be very 
substantially strengthened. 
(b) M.E.A.F. must be relieved of all responsibilities outside the immediate theatre 
of operations, must be appreciably strengthened and provided with a force of 
tactical bombers. Steps must be taken to provide for the defence of the 
Mediterranean convoy routes from other sources. 
(c) The build up of the British Middle East forces in war must be firm and 
adequate both as regards strength and timing. 
(d) An Anglo- American plan for the development on the outbreak of war of 
adequate base facilities for the allied forces in the Middle East must be made. 
(e) A new and more determined attempt must be made to devise an allied defence 
organisation for the Middle East. 

34. If it is considered that neither are [sic] these ideas acceptable, nor can other 
means for producing a realistic defence of the Middle East be found , then our present 
instructions should be changed. 

35. The location of a portion of our peacetime garrison in Jordan has very great 
advantages both in relation to war and to the stabilisation of the Middle East in 
peace. The offer made to us in this connection should be accepted. 

36. As an insurance against losing the Middle Ease in the Cold War alone the 
minimum garrison required is, in our opinion, one division, including some armour, 
and a stronger air force than is proposed in COS(52)361. 

370 FO 3711104236, no 1 24 Feb 1953 
[Arab League security pact]: letter from AD M Ross to Sir J Troutbeck 
(Baghdad) opposing it as a vehicle for extending defence co-operation 

In paragraph 3 of your telegram No. 83 of the 17th February you requested 
instructions concerning the forthcoming discussions between Nuri Said and General 
Robertson. A brief for the Commander in Chief's guidance during his visit to Iraq has 
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been approved by the Chiefs of Staff and is enclosed with my letter E 1192/68 of the 
20th February. 

2. It is unfortunate that Nuri should have reverted to the Arab League Security 
Pact. Towards the end of last year we re-examined the possibilities of making use of 
the Pact for forwarding our own plans for the defence of the area. Our conclusions 
were unfavourable and did not greatly differ from those of a year ago of which you 
were informed in Bowker's letter (E 1193/2) of 11th January, 1952. We feel therefore, 
as you seem to also, that you should do what you can to lead Nuri away from the idea 
that the Arab League Collective Security Pact can be a suitable vehicle to carry 
forward the co-operation of the Western Powers with the Arab States in the defence 
of the Middle East. 

3. It may be helpful if I summarise the line of thought which led us to this 
conclusion. Apart from the formality of ratification no positive action has yet been 
taken in consequence of the conclusion of the Pact; in contrast to the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organisation no permanent secretariat or directing committee has been set 
up and it can hardly be said to have any existence beyond that of its component 
states. All the difficulties which we expect to encounter in persuading those states to 
co-operate in the defence of the Middle East will remain and can not be expected to 
be sensibly diminished by our using the mechanism of the Pact. These difficulties are 
that the Arab States have been so far incapable of organising any joint effort and 
unwilling to co-operate whole heartedly with each other for constructive purposes; 
that the only real solidarity is that which prevents any one Arab State from making 
an open rapprochement with the Western Powers in the interest of regional defence; 
and lastly that the Arab States are not really conscious of the danger of Soviet 
aggression and fear chiefly an attack by Israel; thus, although it is nowhere explicitly 
stated, the Security Pact was, of course, designed as a counter to the supposed danger 
from Israel. 

4. We have examined a variety of possible ways of using the Pact so as to 
associate the Arab States with Middle East Defence, each of which in varying degrees 
implies Western recognition and approval for the Security Pact. Here we have to bear 
in mind the Secretary of State's undertaking to the then Israel Minister that we 
should not participate in the Security Pact as long as it was directed against Israel. 
We should therefore need some form of declaration correcting the anti-Israel bias of 
the Pact, which would not be easy to secure. 

5. To sum up, we feel that the right course is for us to go ahead with the 
establishment of the Middle East Defence Organisation as soon as Anglo-Egyptian 
negotiations permit. We hope that it will then be possible for the Sponsoring Powers 
to deal with the Arab States individually rather than collectively and consider that 
the former would be much preferable. If, on the other hand, it turns out that the only 
way in which we can secure the collaboration of the Arab States is by dealing with 
them en bloc through their Security Pact we will have to look at the problem again. 
We do not, however, feel that in itself the Pact can contribute anything of positive 
value towards the defence of the area and hope to be able to avoid connexion with it. 

6. The question of the Royal Air Force bases is being studied with the Chiefs of 
Staff in the light of the present correspondence between you and us about the Treaty. 

7. I am sending copies of this letter to Stevenson and Rapp. 



10 RELUCTANT TO STAY BUT UNABLE TO GO [371) 

371 FO 371/108525, no 49 25 Feb 1953 
'Suez Canal Convention, 1888: rights and obligations': memorandum 
by R Alien 

[The British acceptance of the evacuation of combat troops, albeit conditional, was 
disturbing the French as well as the right wing of the Conservative Party. The French 
feared that the Suez Canal would be at the mercy of the Egyptians who would interfere 
with ships bound for Indo-China and they wanted a tripartite declaration reaffirming 
freedom of transit and setting up an international consortium for the Canal (FO 
3711102764, no 81, minute by Sir W Strang, 2 Mar 1953; FO 3711102763, no 66, FO 
memorandum, 23 Feb 1953). The British preferred a clause in the preamble to any 
agreement with Egypt.] 

(1) The Convention provides that the Suez Canal shall always be free and open, 
in time of war as in time of peace, to every vessel of commerce or of war, and we, as 
one of the High Contracting Parties, agree not in any way to interfere with the free 
use of the Canal in time of war as in time of peace. 

(2) We agree that no right of war, no act of hostility nor any act having for its 
object to obstruct the free navigation of the Canal shall be committed in the Canal or 
its neighbourhood. 

(3) We undertake not to keep any vessel of war in the waters of the Canal. 
(4) Egypt is entitled to take what measures she may find necessary to secure by 

her own forces the defence of Egypt and the maintenance of public order. (This is the 
Article under which the Egyptian Government at present prevent the transit of ships 
to Israel, since they say they are at war with Israel and that they are entitled to 
exercise this right in their own defence.) 

The Convention does not therefore give us any special rights in relation to the 
Canal; indeed, it is made clear in the Convention that the "principle of equality as 
regards the free use of the Canal" forms one of the bases of the Convention. Turkey is 
however given certain rights and obligations as regards the defence of the Canal, and 
we do argue, when necessary, that we have inherited the rights of Turkey, since we 
terminated Turkish sovereignty in 1914 and declared a protectorate over Egypt. This 
argument is of course very unpopular in Egypt. 

It is clearly not the intention either of the Suez Canal Convention or of the 1936 
Treaty that we should protect the Canal against Egyptian interference. Under the 
terms of the Treaty, which are now admittedly out of date, we are in the Canal Zone 
to help the Egyptians protect the Canal against outside attack. 

It is of course a fact that we would probably, in our own interests, use our forces in 
the Canal Zone to prevent Egypt interfering with the transit of our ships or those of 
other powers, but I know of nothing which gives us any legal right to do this, or 
which imposes any obligation on us rather than on all the maritime powers who are 
charged to watch over the execution of the Suez Canal Convention. 

We did in fact use British forces to provide some of the essential services of the 
Canal in the autumn and winter of 1951 to 1952. This was to replace Egyptians who 
had gone on strike, but technically the Egyptian Government was not involved. The 
presence of our troops in the Canal Zone is of course in fact a guarantee that Egypt 
will not misbehave herself; on the other hand, from the Egyptian point of view, their 
continued presence is a continual provocation to the Egyptians to assert their rights 
over the Egyptian territory through which the Canal runs by pinpricks directed 
against the working of the Canal or the Suez Canal Company. 
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372 FO 371/102763, no 68 25 Feb 1953 
[Policy towards Egypt and the Sudan]: letter (reply) from Mr Eden to 
Lord Hankey on the implications of evacuation and the Sudan 
agreement 

Thank you for your letter of the 11th February1 and for sending me your interesting notes 
on the effect of a military evacuation of the Canal Zone upon the Suez Canal Company. 

You may be justified in being apprehensive about the intentions of the Neguib 
regime. Although Neguib and his colleagues have not so far made any inroads upon 
the Suez Canal Company, they may well be tempted in that direction before long on 
account of Egypt's shortage of sterling. But one factor which may deter them is the 
prospect of being called to account by all the users of the Canal. As you rightly point 
out, the Suez Canal Company is a very different matter from the Anglo-Iranian Oil 
Company in that it is in a sense an international utility, of concern to the whole 
world. If harm were done by Egypt to the Canal, either directly or through action 
against the Company, then Egypt would have to answer for it, not only to the United 
Kingdom, but to all the other users of the Canal. 

We shall do our best to ensure free and unhampered use of the Suez Canal at all 
times. That is the declared policy of both Her Majesty's Government and the 
Government of the United States. But it is also the policy of both countries to ensure 
the voluntary association of Egypt with the West in preparing to defend the Middle 
East against outside aggression. It is not at all fair to write down as defeatism and 
flabbiness the reasons which have led us to adopt this policy in regard to Egypt. In 
the middle of the 20th century we must deal with Egypt as an independent nation in 
her own right. You may be quite sure that we have no intention of being scared out of 
the Canal Zone by threats, and, as you pointed out, with the presence of three 
divisions in the Canal Zone we do not have to negotiate from weakness. 

Since writing the above I have received your second letter, about the Sudan. I am 
sure that our Sudanese Agreement with Egypt was right. It is a fact that the 
Sudanese politicians wanted an agreement with Egypt which placed on record 
Egyptian recognition of the Sudan's right to self-determination. They got it from 
Neguib's emissary and they were determined to stick to it. 

We were already committed to self-determination for the Sudanese. The question 
remaining last autumn, when Neguib abandoned Egypt's traditional policy of 
claiming sovereignty over the Sudanese, was whether or not to associate Egypt with 
the transitional regime or to try to exclude her completely. I am sure that we chose 
the only possible course. 

Since there will be so many calls on my time between now and my departure for 
the United States, I fear that I shall not have a chance to discuss these most 
important questions further with you. But I am anxious that you should know that 
what we are trying to do in Egypt is not to run away from a regime which often says 
crude and hostile things, but rather to lay the foundations of security in the Middle 
East in the new and changed circumstances that now prevail there. By this I mean of 
course not so much the new regime in Egypt, as the changes in our own position in 
the world. It is a case of "new times, new methods". 

3 See part 11 of this volume, 358. 
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373 PREM 11/704 25 Feb 1953 
[Approaching General Neguib]: letter from Mr Churchill to President 
Eisenhower on the advantages of a joint approach 

1. I had a talk with Aldrich when he delivered your message this morning. The 
time factor is important to me and Menzies as Slim is needed in Australia by the end 
of April, but of course if you so prefer, the decision can await Eden's talks with you 
and Dulles. 

2. I am sure you will consider my suggestion in relation to Ridgway's front now 
so advantageously extended to Turkey. All the Egyptian theatre lies behind Ridgway's 
right wing and if cast away might be a source of weakness to the whole position in 
Western Europe. The Canal of course is a lateral communication in the whole 
potential front which I believe you would wish to see sustained southward from the 
North Cape to Korea. Our British interest in the Canal is much reduced by the post
war changes in India, Burma, etc., and we got on all right round the Cape for a long 
time in the War. I cannot regard it as a major British interest, justifying the 
indefinite maintenance of eighty thousand British troops at immense expense. There 
are lots of places where they could be used better or the money saved. 

3. On the other hand we are not going to be knocked about with impunity and if 
we are attacked we shall use our concentrated strength to the full. 

4. It seems to me that you might by standing with us in the approach to Neguib 
on the lines on which we have agreed bring about a peaceful solution in the truest 
harmony with the military and moral interests of the anti-Communist front. This is 
no question of British Imperialism or indeed of any national advantage to us, but 
only of the common cause. If an Anglo-American team, military and diplomatic, puts 
our agreed plan firmly to Neguib all may come well without bloodshed, and other 
blessings would flow from the success of this decisive accord. Please think of a 
potential regrouping of forces as a part of your bitter problem in Korea. 

5. We were very pleased to see the line Ambassador Caffery has taken since your 
hand was on the tiller. 

6. Please talk everything over with Anthony, including the atomic point I made to 
you. I hope that he can be shown the same kind of picture I was given at the 
Pentagon last year. 

7. Every good wish. 
Your much older friend. 

Wins ton 

374 CAB 128/26/1, CC 17(53) 9 Mar 1953 
[Anglo-American approach to General Neguib]: Cabinet conclusions 
on the basis for joint discussions with the Egyptians 

The Cabinet had before them a number of telegrams from the Foreign Secretary 
reporting the results of his discussions with President Eisenhower on the suggestion 
that the next stage of the defence negotiations with the Egyptian Government should 
be undertaken in Cairo by an Anglo-American team comprising military as well as 
diplomatic representatives of the two Governments. 
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The United States Administration were prepared to support the proposals outlined 
in the documents annexed to C. (53) 17 Revise1 as a basis for the next stage of the 
negotiations, but they had at first been reluctant to participate directly in the 
negotiations. As a result of the Prime Minister's personal message to the President,2 

and the conversations which the Foreign Secretary had held in Washington, the 
Administration had been brought to agree that a joint Anglo-American approach 
offered the best prospect of success; and the President had promised that General 
Hull, Deputy Chief of Staff of the United States Army, would be made available at 
short notice to join the United States Ambassador in Cairo in the negotiations. 
Difficulties had then arisen over the conditions on which we should insist regarding 
the maintenance in peace of the military base in the Canal Zone. While the 
Americans agreed that we should do our utmost to persuade the Egyptians to accept 
the conditions laid down in Case "A" in the papers annexed to C. (53) 17 Revise, they 
were reluctant to commit themselves in advance to the view that nothing less than 
Case "A" could be accepted. If it were found that the Egyptians could not be 
persuaded to accept this, they did not wish to exclude from the outset consideration 
of Case "B" or of some compromise lying somewhere between the two. The Prime 
Minister had feared that the position of the British negotiators would be seriously 
weakened if the American attitude on this point remained uncertain. If there were 
any risk that the Americans would not support us on some condition regarding the 
maintenance of the base which we thought essential for our future security, it would 
be better that we should enter upon the negotiations alone. He had conveyed his 
anxieties to the Foreign Secretary in a series of messages despatched during the two 
previous days, and had urged the Foreign Secretary to press for satisfactory 
assurances on this point in his final interview with the President which had taken 
place earlier that day. 

The Cabinet now had before them a telegram from the Foreign Secretary 
(Washington telegram No. 523 of 9th March) giving a preliminary report on this 
interview. This showed that President Eisenhower fully shared our anxiety to secure 
Egyptian acceptance of the conditions set out in Case "A", and that his 
representatives would be instructed to do their utmost to secure agreement on the 
acceptance of those conditions. If, however, this attempt should fail, he recognised 
that the alternative arrangements must be such that we could resume the use of the 
base as soon as possible after the outbreak of war, and that for this purpose we should 
insist on the need for keeping certain of the installations and depots under British 
technical supervision and control. He also agreed that no modification of the 
conditions under Case "A" should be made unless they were acceptable to both the 
British and the American military representatives in the negotiations. 

In discussion the following points were made:-
(a) Field-Marshal Sir William Slim said that in his view there was some scope for 

minor concessions under Case "A", so long as there was no infringement of the 
principle that the essential depots and installations should remain under British 
command. 

It was agreed that, before opening their discussions with the Egyptians, the British 
and American negotiators should first agree upon the minimum conditions 

1 See part 11 of this volume, 354. 2 See 373. 
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regarding the maintenance of the base which should in no circumstances be 
compromised. Field Marshal Slim undertook to draw up a note of these in 
consultation with the Minister of Defence. 

(b) It would be wise to remind the United States Government once again that the 
five main proposals outlined in C. (53) 17 Revise were to be treated in the 
negotiations as an interdependent whole. There could be no question of our agreeing 
to withdraw British troops from the Canal Zone unless the Egyptians accepted the 
other proposals. 

(c) The Government would face political difficulties in defending to their sup
porters any agreement involving the withdrawal of British troops from Egypt 
before the expiration of the Anglo-Egyptian Treaty in 1956. But those difficulties 
would be greatly reduced if the withdrawal could be presented as part of a gen
eral Middle East settlement carrying the full support of -the United States 
Government. The fact that we had acted in concert with the Americans would 
also be a great help in justifying an agreement to Australia and other 
Commonwealth countries. 

The Prime Minister, summing up the discussion, said that his anxieties had been 
relieved by the assurances which the Foreign Secretary had been able to obtain in his 
final interview with President Eisenhower. He was specially glad to know that the 
President appreciated the need for keeping the vital depots and installations in the 
base under British supervision and command. If this point were stressed, if the 
Americans were reminded that the five proposals were to be treated as 
interdependent parts of a single settlement, and if it was clearly understood that no 
modification of the conditions in Case "A" would be made without the concurrence 
of both the British and American military representatives, the Foreign Secretary 
could, he thought, be authorised to make final arrangements for a joint 
Anglo-American approach to the Egyptian Government on the basis which he had 
discussed with the President. 

The Cabinet endorsed the Prime Minister's view. 
The Cabinet:-
(1) Approved the terms of a telegram (subsequently despatched as Foreign Office 
telegram to New York No. 153 of 9th March) informing the Foreign Secretary that, 
on the understandings to which the Prime Minister had referred, the Cabinet 
agreed in principle that a joint Anglo-American approach should now be made to 
the Egyptian government on the basis which he had discussed with President 
Eisenhower. 
(2) Invited the Commonwealth Secretary to inform the Prime Minister of 
Australia of the outcome of the discussions which the Foreign Secretary had held 
in Washington regarding the suggestion that an American military officer should 
be associated with Field-Marshal Sir William Slim in the next stage of the defence 
negotiations with Egypt. 
(3) Authorised the Commonwealth Secretary to inform the Governments of all 
the older Commonwealth countries of the basis on which a joint Anglo- American 
attempt was now to be made to secure a comprehensive defence settlement with 
Egypt. 
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375 PREM 11/486 10 Mar 1953 
'Negotiations with Egypt': memorandum by Field Marshal Sir W Slim 
on the approach to be adopted 

1. Object 
We must bear in mind the twofold aspect of these negotiations:-

(a) The military. 
(b) The political. 

Our objects in them must, therefore, be:-

(i) To relieve us of the burden of maintaining large forces in Egypt and to gain the 
willing co-operation of Egypt (and other Arab States) in the defence of the Middle 
East. 
(ii) To achieve (i) without seriously jeopardising the military security of the 
Middle East. 
(iii) To produce an agreement with Egypt which not only actually secures 
reasonable military security but can be represented to our own people as doing so. 

The last (iii) is largely a matter of British prestige at home and abroad and is an 
essential feature. Unfortunately it cannot be urged with the Americans who would 
react strongly against such a suggestion, but we must bear it in mind. 

2. Package proposals 
Our proposals are an integrated whole. We are not prepared to accept or even discuss 
on any other understanding. If as, I expect, the Egyptians attempt to insist on the 
acceptance of British evacuation before anything else is discussed, we should refuse 
and if necessary break off the talks. The Americans should be persuaded to agree to 
this before the negotiations start. 

3. The base 
We should stand firm in the principle of Case "A". i.e. British depots, establishments, 
stores, etc. to remain under British command and control. The Base Area may be 
under overall Egyptian command and certain of our present depots be completely 
handed over to them with possibly some of the communications. 

The Americans should agree to British Bases being under British command as 
their own in U.K. are under theirs. 

4. Progress of negotiation 
It will be impossible for me if I am to get to Australia in any reasonable time to 
complete the detailed negotiations. The most I can hope to do-if the Egyptians are 
fairly reasonable- is to gain acceptance of the main principles on which a settlement 
is to be reached. I should propose to attempt this, leaving the details, e.g. how many 
British soldiers should be in the Base, what depots are handed over to the Egyptians, 
the extra-territorial rights of our troops , etc. to be settled after my departure by 
technical and military committees. 

5. If there is a difference of opinion on some important point between me and 
the American delegation it should not be made known to the Egyptians. The 
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Americans and I should argue it out in private. If we cannot agree we should refer to 
our Governments. If after that agreement is not reached and the Egyptians do not 
accept the British view negotiations should be broken off but neither British or 
Americans should tell Egyptians of their differences. 

6. We should not be afraid on a matter of importance or principle to let the 
negotiations fail. That would be much better than weakly yielding to either Egyptians 
- or Americans. It is comforting in this affair to remember that there are few 
countries in the world weaker than Egypt. We are for the first time negotiating from 
a position of strength. 

376 T 225/319 Mar 1953 
'Brief on Abu Sueir': note to be incorporated into the brief for the 
British negotiating team by the working party on Middle East 
redeployment 

1. The American requirement is that Abu Sueir should be available as a strategic 
bomber base for full operational use within a few days of the outbreak of war. 

2. At present, the airfield cannot be used for its intended purpose, which is a 
most important factor in allied strategy, until additional works services have been 
carried out, particularly on the provision of a large capacity fuel supply system. This 
is essential because of the very large requirements of the heavy aircraft which will be 
using the airfield. As things stand there is no bulk storage available fo r American use 
(the tankage at Fanara is fully stocked on British account), there is no pipeline to the 
airfield, and there is no fuel distribution system at the airfield. If the fuel problem is 
not solved and the work carried out before the outbreak of war the airfield will not 
meet the strategic requirement. 

3. We have assumed elsewhere in this Brief that Abu Sueir will be used under 
Cases 'A' and 'B' for the peacetime deployment of two British fighter squadrons. The 
presence of these squadrons would not justify the provision of a large fuel supply and 
distribution system even if the obvious financial difficulties could be overcome. 

4. If, on the other hand, we do not occupy Abu Sueir ourselves but leave it 
entirely to the Americans to negotiate a separate agreement in Egypt, there is an 
obvious danger of our losing the airfield altogether or at least of a hiatus, during 
which the airfield would deteriorate. Recently about £BiM has been spent on 
improving it for the U.S.A.F. 

5. It seems clear, however, that whatever immediate course of action is adopted 
it will be necessary to tell the Egyptian Government what the wartime requirement 
for the airfield is, and negotiate openly with them on that basis, before the additional 
works services can be carried out. 

6. There is a subsidiary requirement to hold, maintain, and guard certain 
American stores at the airfield in peacetime. Some of these stores are already there. 
This presents little administrative difficulty if British squadrons are stationed at the 
airfield, since the squadron establishment can be marginally increased (by a total of 
approximately 50) to cover this commitment. Provision has been taken for this in the 
current estimates of R.A.F. manpower required at Abu Sueir. On the other hand, it is 
likely that the existence of these stores would become known to the Egyptians as 
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something not needed for the Air Defence Organisation. We could not afford to be 
caught out on this, and it appears that unless Egyptian agreement can be obtained to 
the retention of these stores on American account, they will have to be withdrawn. 

377 FO 371/102807, no 250 16 Mar 1953 
[Evacuation from Egypt]: memorandum by Mr Ameryl for Mr Eden 
on the implications of evacuation and British requirements in Egypt 

The Egyptian demand that all British troops be withdrawn from the Suez Canal Zone 
raises three main issues. The security of the Suez Canal Waterway; the maintenance of 
the Suez Canal Base; and the location of Britain's strategic reserve in the Middle East. 

The waterway 
The Suez Canal Company's concession to operate the Canal expires in 1968. There 
has been talk, however, that the Egyptians may seek to abrogate the concession 
before that date and to nationalise the undertaking, in which H.M.G. is the largest 
single shareholder (44%), with or without paying compensation. Once British troops 
were withdrawn from the Zone, nationalisation could be enforced either by direct 
action as at Abadan, or indirectly by making the Company's position intolerable on 
lines with which the Chinese Communists have made us familiar. 

Nationalisation of the Company might well be followed, as with the Anglo-Iranian 
Company at Abadan, by the withdrawal of the chief European personnel. There are, 
however, nothing like enough Egyptian technicians capable of operating the Canal: 
(less than a third of the pilots, for instance, are Egyptians). Egyptianisation might 
thus lead to the Canal becoming derelict through sheer incompetence. 

There is also the danger of sabotage by Communists or other extremists. The 
General Strike of January 1952, for instance, would have paralysed the Canal 
altogether if the Royal Navy had not taken over all essential work. The Canal, 
moreover, could be physically blocked by the demolition of the bridges across it. 
These were prudently seized by General Erskine when trouble broke out in January 
1952. Could the Egyptians ensure their protection? 

Finally, there is always the possibility that the Egyptian Government might decide, 
despite the Canal Convention, to close the waterway against the ships of certain 
powers. They have already done this with cargoes destined for Israel. Can we be sure 
that they might not do so against French troopships going to Indo-China or against 
our own if we ever had to undertake operations in the Persian Gulf? 

To evacuate the Canal Zone might thus lead to the expropriation of substantial 
British (and French) financial interests and to the closing of the Suez Canal by 
incompetence, sabotage, or ill-will. Over 100,000,000 tons of world shipping would 
then have to follow alternative routes round the Cape or through the Panama Canal. 
Such a readjustment would bear hardest upon Britain's Mediterranean and Indian 
Ocean shipping which represents some 35% of the annual tonnage passing through 

1 Julian Amery, leader with Captain Waterhouse (see 526, note l) of the 'Suez group' of Conservative MP's 
in the House of Commons. 
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the Canal. The consequences would be particularly serious for the British Army. The 
distance to be travelled by troopships sailing from England to Malaya or Hong-Kong 
(or French troopships sailing to Indo-China) would be nearly doubled, and the strain 
on manpower and money correspondingly increased. 

The base 
The Middle East region is important to Britain for two main reasons. First, because 
it is the junction of the main sea and air routes which link the Atlantic sector of the 
Commonwealth (United Kingdom, Canada, West Indies and West Africa) with the 
Indian Ocean sector (New Zealand, Australia, Malaya, India, Ceylon, Pakistan, East 
Africa, Central Africa and South Africa). Second, because of its oil supplies, cotton 
crop and markets . In time of war the Mediterranean route is uncertain and the sea 
route round the Cape (or the air route across equatorial Africa) long. This means 
that the defence of our interests in the Middle East and, indeed, in the whole area 
of the Indian Ocean cannot be effectively based on the United Kingdom. We must, 
therefore, have a base or bases from which we could sustain operations in both 
these areas even if communications with the United Kingdom itself should tem
porarily break down. 

The existing Base in the Suez Canal Zone is so situated geographically that it can 
be used, with equal effect, (i) to organise the defence of the Middle East against attack 
from the North; (ii) to maintain order in the Middle East and in North East Africa (e.g. 
Kenya); (iii) to reinforce our fellow members of the Commonwealth and other associ
ates in the Indian Ocean Area; and (iv) to support our allies in the Eastern 
Mediterranean. It provides the necessary combination of ports, airfields, road and rail 
communications, power, water, food and labour. It already contains, moreover, instal
lations and stores, which would cost some £500,000,000 to replace and only a part of 
which could be removed. No other site in the Middle East, perhaps no other site in the 
world, offers the same combination of natural and man-made advantages. 

If we were to abandon the Canal Base, we would have either to abandon our 
position in the Middle East and Indian Ocean altogether, or to construct two new 
bases, one, perhaps, in Cyprus or Cyrenaica, the other in East Africa. We should then 
be faced with the expense of new construction, the additional cost of duplicating 
installations and rear services and the strategic liability of having two commitments 
which could not be used to help each other. 

The reserve 
A distinction has to be made between the troops needed to maintain and guard the 
Suez Canal and Base, and the Middle East strategic reserve. The latter, though 
sustained from the Suez Canal Base, may be needed for operations anywhere in the 
East Mediterranean, the Middle East, or the Indian Ocean area. 

At present, this reserve (over 2 divisions) is concentrated in the Canal Zone. It is 
there, partly to defend the Base and the Canal against Egyptian terrorism; partly, too, 
because we have not yet found suitable alternative accommodation for it. Living 
conditions in the Zone are, at present, wholly inadequate for so large a force. This is 
mainly because they are temporary. If it became necessary to keep the reserve there 
permanently, they could, of course, be greatly improved. Given a friendly Egypt, 
however, there is no need to concentrate the strategic Reserve in the Canal Zone at 
all. Before the war, indeed, the Reserve was stationed in Palestine, and the security of 
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the Canal Zone was maintained by a few battalions. Palestine is no longer available to 
us. Where else, then, could the strategic reserve be kept? Given sufficient transport 
aircraft-and air superiority over the Mediterranean-part of the reserve might be 
stationed in the United Kingdom itself. With commitments, however, which extend 
from the United Kingdom in the West to South East Asia and Hong-Kong in the East, 
there is much to be said for stationing a part at least of our strategic reserve in a 
central area such as the Middle East whence it could be brought to bear eastward or 
westward according to need. Such a Middle East Reserve would need to have ready 
access to the Suez Canal Base. It would, therefore, be most conveniently stationed in 
the general area of Jordan, the Negeb and the disputed Gaza Strip. 

Britain's needs in the Canal Zone 
We would naturally prefer to have the co-operation of the Egyptians in the defence 
and maintenance of the Canal and Base rather than have to hold these against them. 
After 1956, moreover, our right to remain in the Canal Zone will rest upon 
international necessity rather than legal title. We have every interest, therefore, in 
trying to reach a new agreement with the Egyptians provided our essential interests 
can be safeguarded. The importance to us of the Canal and of the Base make it clear 
that we cannot contemplate total, unconditional evacuation. The question thus arises: 
how far can we go to meet the Egyptians in the interest of securing agreement? What 
are, in fact, our strict minimum requirements? As I see it they are the following:-

1. The Egyptians are not technically competent to maintain the Base and 
installations. We must, therefore, have British technical personnel stationed in the 
Base. 
2. The Egyptians cannot be relied upon to protect the more vital installations, 
including the Canal itself, against sabotage. There must, therefore, be a minimum 
number of British troops and naval units available for guard duties. 
3. The maintenance of our Commonwealth sea communications and the close 
relationship between Naval and Air power require that the Royal Navy and the 
Royal Air Force should have facilities in the Canal Zone in peace as in war. These 
must include an airbase. 
4. If the Base is to be of real use to us, we must be able to enter it at any time we 
judge necessary. We have to think, here, not merely of a major war with the 
Soviets, but of the possible need to defend our interests in Iraq and the Persian 
Gulf, to honour our obligations under the three power agreement to prevent a 
resumption of the Arab- Israel war, or to help our fellow members of the 
Commonwealth in Pakistan, India or South East Asia. We cannot afford to be 
dependent on the agreement of the Egyptian Government to re-enter the Base. 
Nor dare we rely on any assurances which the Egyptians may give. It is, at the 
least, questionable whether General Neguib's Government is stable enough to be 
able to honour its obligations. His Government, moreover is a revolutionary 
Government and his successors may easily repudiate any agreement he may 
conclude. It is not enough, therefore, to have the right of re-entry into the Zone. 
We must hold existing positions which can be reinforced. This means that, in 
addition to any technicians or guards, we must have enough "teeth" troops to 
ensure that we can reinforce the Canal Zone against any opposition which the 
Egyptian Army might try to put up. 
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Possible steps to agreement 
How are we to bridge the gap between our minimum requirements and Egyptian 
demands for total evacuation? The proposal most generally canvassed is the formation 
of a Middle East Defence Organisation which Egypt herself would join as an equal part
ner with Britain, the U.S.A., France, Turkey and other interested powers. 

There is much to be said for encouraging other countries interested in the Middle 
East to share in the responsibility for its defence, particularly if, by so doing, we could 
overcome Egyptian objections to our retaining control of the Canal Base. It would be 
essential, however, even under a M.E.D.O., that the Supreme Command in the Middle 
East and the key positions in the Canal Zone should remain in British hands. The other 
free nations are primarily concerned to defend the Middle East against Soviet aggres
sion. We have an additional interest which existed before the Soviet danger arose, and 
which will continue after that danger has passed. This is to maintain control of a region 
which is the hinge joining the two main sectors of the Commonwealth and the ful
crum of British power and influence in the whole area of the Indian Ocean. 

If the negotiations fail 
It may be that nothing could persuade the Egyptians to accept the mm1mum 
requirements in the Canal Zone suggested here. If so, we should stand firm on the 
1936 Treaty. 

The legal position under the Treaty is stronger than is sometimes recognised. We 
are not definitely committed to a withdrawal of our troops in 1956. On the contrary, 
it is explicitly laid down (Article 8) that, if the ability of the Egyptians to maintain the 
defence of the Suez Canal is in question (and, after their recent defeat by Israel, who 
can doubt that it is in question?), any dispute over the evacuation of British troops 
should be referred to the now-defunct League of Nations or to some other agreed 
international body. The final article of the Treaty, moreover, states that, in 1956 a 
new Treaty should be negotiated on the basis of the principles contained in certain 
articles of the existing Treaty. One of these articles (Article 7) lays down that British 
troops should have the right to use Egyptian soil "in the event of war, imminent 
menace of war or apprehended international emergency". The Cold War, the fighting 
in Korea and South East Asia, and the state of war officially existing between Israel 
and the Arab League Powers, might well be held to constitute "apprehended 
international emergency". 

Much may happen before the 1936 Treaty expires. In particular, the attitude of the 
United States may become more helpful than it is now. If, for instance, a South East 
Asia or Pacific Pact were concluded on similar lines to the N.A.T.O. Pact, the need to 
link the European and Pacific theatres might become as apparent to the United 
States as it already is to members of the Commonwealth. 

Much may also happen to General Neguib. He may consolidate his position at 
home. If so, it may then be easier for him to reach a reasonable agreement with us. 
Alternatively he may be overthrown. If his successors are more accommodating, we 
shall be lucky. If they are more extreme, firm action on our part may become more 
acceptable to world opinion than it is to-day. 

Failure to reach agreement with Egypt might, of course, be followed by a 
renewed outbreak of terrorism in the Canal Zone. Such an outbreak is unlikely to 
be sustained. If it were, however, several ways of countering it are open to us. We 
could refuse to buy cotton or release sterling balances. We could seal off the Zone 
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completely and make it a kind of Panama Republic. Finally, if pushed too far, we 
could occupy Cairo and install a new and friendlier Egyptian Government with 
which we might conclude a reasonable Treaty. Forceful action against Egypt, how
ever provoked, would doubtless arouse protests at U.N.O. and even in the United 
States. It would be a mistake, however, to exaggerate the importance of such 
protests. No amount of criticism at U.N.O. or in Washington has stopped the 
French from defending their interests in North Africa and Indo-China, or even 
from holding on to their enclaves in India. In any case we should be very wrong to 
shirk strong measures if they become necessary. To abandon the Canal Zone in the 
face of terrorism or the threat of terrorism would only be to invite similar terror
ism in any other bases to which we might retire. 

Prestige 
A British withdrawal from the Canal Zone would inevitably have far-reaching 
repercussions on Britain's position in the eyes of the other nations. The first effects 
would no doubt be felt in the Middle East itself. It is hard to believe that we could 
long refuse to Iraq and Jordan, or to Cyprus and even to Spain over Gibraltar, what 
we agreed to concede to Egypt. The effects, however, would not be limited to the 
Mediterranean and the Middle East. The Asian Dominions are linked to us by ties of 
interest rather than sentiment. Whatever the ir superficial sympathies with Middle 
Eastern nationalism, they would see little advantage in remaining members of the 
Commonwealth once it became clear that we were no longer in a position to come to 
their support in an emergency. The repercussions could not be very different in 
Australia and New Zealand. Both countries have agreed to contribute to Middle 
Eastern Defence so as to keep open their communications with "home" as they still 
call us. Once we were out of the Canal, however, they would inevitably feel that the 
shortest route to safety lay not through the Suez but through the Panama Canal. 
South Africa has also agreed to join in Middle East defence so as to keep Communism 
and anarchy out of the African Continent. Both political parties there and the East 
and Central African Colonies would regard our withdrawal from the Canal Zone as a 
betrayal, opening the gates of Africa to Communism and disorder. It is, indeed, 
hardly too much to say that an evacuation of the Suez Canal Zone would mean the 
end of the Commonwealth as an independent force in the world. 

378 FO 371/102803, no 155 19 Mar 1953 
[American contacts with the Egyptian regime]: letter from M J 
Creswell to R Alien on the nature and effects of links between US 
embassy staff and the Military Committee 

I am incl ined to think that paragraph 3 of Cairo telegram No. 491 and the whole of 
telegram No. 494 should be examined rather closely with an eye to reading between 
the lines. 

2. You will remember that we expressed to you gloomy views about what would 
happen after the departure of McCiintock when Caffery would rely upon (or be egged 
on by) the advice of junior members of his staff only, whose ideas we have known fo r 
some time are both anti-British and most "starry-eyed" as regards the Egyptians. A 
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further point which I had not thought of at the time is that, since McClintock's 
departure, the link between the U.S. Embassy and the Military Committee is through 
these juniors and, in particular, through Lakeland,l First Secretary (Political) and 
Arabist, (i.e. he combines the political functions of a Head of Chancery and Oriental 
Secretary), who is notable for his youthful enthusiasm and idealistic, even 
sentimental, approach to the Egyptians untempered by realism and uncoloured by 
any feeling of solidarity with us. I consider his general attitude to be infinitely more 
dangerous than that of McClintock. In this connexion, you will probably be as 
shocked as I was to read the attached records2 by Cumberbatch and Burroughs of 
what this young man has been saying about present Egyptian tactics in the Sudan. 

3. Over the events of last weekend I was at first pleasantly surprised, as was the 
Ambassador, at the extent of co-operation shown by Caffery as instanced by the effect 
which the joint approach, reported in Cairo telegram No. 477, had on Neguib and 
Fawzi. The fact that the members of the Military Committee rejected the proposal 
seemed to us at the time to be beyond Caffery's control, even though a suspicious 
nature like mine might be inclined to wonder at the Americans, who are in such 
close touch with "the boys", being taken so much by surprise, and at the Egyptians 
quoting back to the Americans, as a reason for this rejection, the very argument 
which Caffery had always himself used about "not using up his goodwill". Somehow I 
do not find paragraph 3 of telegram No. 491 altogether convincing. 

4. I am afraid, therefore, that the reluctance which I have personally felt at 
giving rein to such suspicions has now been overcome by the evidence in the last few 
days which so strongly supports them. The press statements both by Neguib and by 
Caffery demonstrating how much the U.S. Ambassador has been doin&; to help Egypt, 
and particularly Lakeland's attitude about the Sudan, seem to me to point 
unmistakeably in one direction only. 

5. I fear we may now be approaching the situation which obtained at Teheran in 
the days of Ambassador Grady.3 I fear also that, quite apart from the damaging effect 
of so flagrant a lack of Anglo-American solidarity, we may now expect the Egyptians 
to indulge in all kinds of folly in the (mistaken) belief that such courses will not 
weaken U.S. support for Egypt and in the still more mistaken belief that such tactics 
will force H.M.G. to capitulate to their demands. This process will, I am afraid, be 
continued and repeated every time a critical point is reached in Anglo-Egyptian 
relations, unless radical action can be taken at once from Washington to put things 
right. 

6. I should like to emphasise that this is a purely personal view, and to mention 
also the danger that I may be unduly influenced by the sore feelings generated in the 
last few days. Nevertheless, I do not think I am wrong in the main conclusion. I have 
talked this over with the Ambassador who asks me to say that he is in full agreement 
with the conclusion and in general agreement with the rest. 

1 William Lakeland, second secretary and counsellor at the US embassy in Cairo until Nov 1954. 
2 Not printed. 
3 Ambassador Henry Francis Grady, a San Franciscan educated at Columbia who was ambassador to India 
in 1947, ambassador to Greece in 1948 and ambassador to Iran in 1950- 1951 after which he became an 
adviser to presidential candidate Adlai Stevenson. 
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379 WO 216/848 21 Mar 1953 
[Negotiations with Egypt]: letter from General Sir B Robertson to 
Lieutenant-General H Redman opposing the decision to insist on an 
air defence arrangement and Egyptian participation in a Middle East 
Defence Organisation 

Decision having now been taken as to the case which our representative is to put 
forward in the impending negotiations with the Egyptians, I feel that I should like to 
record the points in our case with which I disagree. I do not do this in any mood of 
criticism or resentment. My view is necessarily rather local and uninstructed. You 
may be sure that I accept the decisions taken with all loyalty and will support them in 
so far as I am concerned in the negotiations. I do it, on the contrary, because I hope 
that it may be helpful to you to know my view on these points if, as I think probable, 
we run into difficulties over them during the course of the discussions. 

My first two points, given in paras 3 and 5 below, are fundamental in as much as 
they go contrary to the idea of a "package deal" on which so much emphasis is laid in 
the General Brief from the Ministry of Defence. 

I consider that it is a mistake to insist on an arrangement for the air defence of 
Egypt involving the allocation of RAF squadrons to that task. This is apparently the 
intention of the Ministry of Defence brief. As the BDCC(ME) has repeatedly pointed 
out, we have not got the necessary resources to make an effective contribution to the 
defence of the Base. If we stick to this point, we shall almost certainly crash the 
negotiations. In the unlikely event of our gaining the point, we should be committed 
to doing something which we cannot do without the gravest inconvenience. 

The really important thing, from the air point of view, is that we should secure 
overflying and staging rights. Assistance to the Egyptians to establish a C. and R. 
system might well be offered as an inducement in this connection. 

I consider that it is a mistake to insist that Egypt should agree, as a condition to a 
settlement, to participate in a Middle East defence organisation. She has told us 
repeatedly and emphatically that she will not so agree. There is not the remotest 
chance of her changing her mind. We are therefore making a condition which we 
know will cause a break. In fact, if we get an agreement on the Base, agreement on a 
defence organisation will very probably be easy to obtain. Even if it then should prove 
impossible, we should not be nearly as badly off as we should be if we lose our base. 

I consider that the latest War Office statement of the numbers which we should 
maintain in Egypt (Part III Note 1 to Ministry of Defence brief) gives a wrong picture. 
I believe sincerely and definitely that 4000 is the minimum figure on the basis of 
which we can expect to have a base which will fulfil the functions in para 3 of Part III 
Note 2. I agree that we might accept a lower figure rather than break. Whether we do 
or not should depend on the satisfaction which we get in other directions. We 
should, however, know that by accepting a lower figure, we are leaving a legacy of 
trouble to those who come after us. If they should ever read this War Office 
statement, they would have just cause to blame us. The GHQ brief, in Paper No. 1, 
paras 28-30 equally admits that we may have to accept a lower figure than 4000, but 
it does not expose us to a charge of ignorance of the effect of our advice. 

I do not believe that the issue will hang on the question as to whether the figure is 
to be 4000, or 3000, or even 1000. The difficulty will be to get agreement to any such 
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figure: once that difficulty is resolved, the size of the figure will, in my opinion, be a 
relatively minor issue. 

I consider that it is far better to be tough on this question of numbers than to be 
inflexible in our demands for the Dead Sea fruits of air defence and M.E.D.O. 

380 PREM 11/486 21 Mar 1953 
[Negotiations with Egypt]: outward telegram no 1333 from Mr Eden 
to Sir R Makins (Washington) on the backing required from the 
United States 

I should be willing to inform the Egyptian Government that Her Majesty's Government 
would be prepared to open negotiations with them on the basis of the five points in 
the package proposals. We do not seek to fix beforehand the order in which the points 
are discussed. No final or binding agreement would be signed upon any single point 
until satisfactory understandings have been reached on all the points, which in the 
view of Her Majesty's Government are inextricably bound together. 

2. If this approach is to have any chance of success, it will in Her Majesty's 
Government's view be essential that the United States Government shall back us in 
the following ways:-

(a) The United States Government should make it plain now to the Egyptian 
Government that the latter need look for no further economic or military 
assistance from the United States unless they are prepared to open negotiations on 
the basis set out above. 
(b) The United States Government will give their full support to the package 
proposals and make clear to the Egyptians that they regard agreements on all the 
points in them as interdependent. 
(c) Since we shall make every effort to secure Case A, and since we retain full 
liberty to decide what, if any, modifications of this are acceptable to us, the United 
States Government will not indicate to the Egyptian Government, whilst 
negotiations are still in progress, that they believe something less than Case A to 
be acceptable. 
(d) The United States Government will not make any further offer of military or 
economic assistance to the Egyptian Government pending the outcome of 
negotiations, except by agreement with Her Majesty's Government. 

3. You need not of course put this to the United States Government in the form 
of an ultimatum, but they should be left in no doubt that any approach to the Egyptians 
is unlikely in our view to bear fruit unless the United States Government is prepared 
to adopt the attitude which is implicit in the conditions I have mentioned. I need clear 
assurances from the Americans on these points. The recent public statement by Mr. 
Caffery in Cairo, which suggests that the Americans do look at themselves in the role 
of mediators, does not square with Bedell-Smith's1 statement in paragraph 2 of your 
telegram. Nor do the facts that the Americans on 12th March signed an agreement 

1 Waiter Bedell Smith, soldier from Indiana who served on Eisenhower's staff during World War 11; 
ambassador to the Soviet Union, 1946-1949; CIA director, 1950-1953; under secretary of state and head of 
the Psychological Strategy Board when Eisenhower became president in 1953. 
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increasing their Point Four aid to the Egyptians (Cairo telegram No. 64 Saving), that 
Mr. Caffery has been given discretion to offer the Egyptians free training facilities in 
the United States, and that the Americans have just offered further Point Four assis
tance to the value of $10 million, square with his view that inducements should be 
held back to a later stage. (All these offers are of course over and above their offer of 
$11 million worth of arms and equipment already made to the Egyptians). 

4. Further, we should expect full political support from the United States if the 
Egyptians do refuse an offer on the basis set out in paragraph 1 above. 

5. As regards a message from the President to General Neguib, please see my 
immediately following telegram. 

381 FO 3711102798, no 64 23 Mar 1953 
[Middle East Defence Organisation]: minute by R Alien on the need 
for flexibility in its conception 

We have to be careful about MEDO. Its use is not primarily in the Middle East, but in 
the House of Commons. (I rather wonder how useful it will be there, either). But we 
need not now go so far as to say this. 

Sir R Stevenson has rather missed the point in this tel. 1 If MEDO comes into 
being, we can at least complain there if the Egyptians misbehave over the people we 
leave behind in the base and (a) we shall have an extra ground of complaint, in that 
Egypt will be doing wrong to a fellow-Medoite, and (b) we may be able to mobilise 
supporting opinion against her. Apart from all this, MEDO may help to get the 
Americans involved in the Middle East. But I agree that we must retain flexibility in 
our conception of MEDO, and that it may in fact grow out of efforts at co-operation 
between us and Egypt (if these are ever made) over the base. 

I think we might try a rather more full-scale draft to Sir R Stevenson and Sir T 
Rapp now (taking account of the latter's letter to me 11952/08/53 G of 18 March). 

1 Cairo tel 489 in which Sir R Stevenson argued that the security of British troops in Egypt would depend 
on the goodwill of the Egyptians. He also pointed out that the Egyptians would not accept a Middle East 
Defence Organisation until after the end of negotiations on evacuation and the maintenance of the base. 

382 PREM 11/486 23 Mar 19531 

[Negotiations with Egypt] : inward telegram no 636 from Sir C Steel 
(Washington) to FO describing a meeting with Mr Dulles and HA 
Byroade [Extract] 

In the Ambassador's absence in New York, I saw Dulles and Byroade for 40 minutes 
this evening. Dulles had just come from the President, with whom he had discussed 
the four points in your telegram No. 1333.2 

2. He began by saying that the President felt that our request put him in a straight 
jacket to which he could not properly submit. They were eager for the same results as 

1 Received at 6.50am on 24 Mar 1953. 2 See 380. 
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ourselves but they did not feel that they could agree to abandon their freedom of action 
to the extent we asked, the more so as, in their view, the programme we suggested 
would fail. I asked what he meant by the programme, and said I thought that the pack
age and the initial attempt to achieve Case A had been agreed between us . Dulles said 
he did not mean the package, but our proposal that the proceedings should open with 
a threat namely, your point A. Not only did he consider that, in dealing with the 
Egyptians, a threat of this bluntness would be useless, but to make such a statement 
would invite a question as to what assistance the Egyptians might expect if they acqui
esced to our proposals. Dulles said they had no power to answer this question since 
their programme of military and economic aid was completely in the air. The same 
objections applied to point D where the President would never dare to abdicate his dis
cretion to Her Majesty's Government in this way. 

3. I said that this was an extreme way of putting the case. The United States 
Government had urged us to enter the negotiations alone and we naturally felt that 
there should be some understanding as to the basic support we should receive. This 
led Dulles into a rather unfortunate discussion in which he appeared to suggest that 
the Americans were interested only to the extent that they took a benevolent attitude 
towards our negotiations. I said surely this was not the case and that one point on 
which we were all agreed after your visit was that, even though we might be in the 
front line in the Middle East, we were jointly engaged and interested. At this point 
Byroade supported me and Dulles retrieved his suggestion, but he said that he was 
afraid that we were drifting into another misunderstanding. Although it was true 
that they were with us in this matter, the President did not feel that he had in any 
way been guilty of a dereliction in refusing to force his way into the negotiations. The 
tactics in trying to achieve this had been wrong and he was afraid that, in general, it 
was tactics on which we disagreed. We were anxious to face the Egyptians with a 
threat and oblige them to accept our proposals under duress of economic pressure. 
The Americans felt that with these Middle Eastern fanatics this simply would not 
work. 

4. We then passed to a consideration of your points in detail. On A Dulles said 
that they had certain small commitments but no more were in prospect, and I 
gathered from Byroade that, while they would not take the initiative in making a 
statement on the lines of A, they might not find it impossible to return an answer, 
politely, but in this strain if the Egyptians approached them for more aid. 

5. On B, it turned out that the United States Government are prepared to give us 
essentially what we ask and Byroade is drafting for the President instructions to 
Caffery on these lines which I am to be allowed to see in draft tomorrow. Byroade 
indicated that the President had wished to sharpen the instructions somewhat. 

6. On C Dulles said that, of course, they would not queer the pitch for us during 
the negotiations. I said that we never expected that they would do so deliberately but 
it was possible by very small unguarded gestures to give fatal indications, to which 
they agreed. 

7. We then had some conversation as to exactly what was now meant by Case A as 
envisaged in your point C. I said, and Byroade agreed that it was also his 
understanding, that while our negotiators might eventually retreat somewhat from 
the full Case A they should initially make a firm bid for it. ... 
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383 FO 3711102803, no 155 23- 24 Mar 1953 
'Egypt: attitude of US embassy': minutes by R Allen, Sir J Bowker and 
Sir W Strang on the role of American diplomats in Egypt 

The attached letter1 to me from Mr. Creswell throws further light on the attitude of 
members of the U.S. Embassy in Cairo. 

2. As regards the two telegrams to which Mr. Creswell refers in his first 
paragraph, I agree that we should look at the facts with a suspicious eye. I am not 
sure that I agree however if Mr. Creswell means that the U.S. Embassy deliberately 
put the Egyptians up to rejecting our joint proposal regarding the opening of 
negotiations. They may have done so deliberately and in the particular context of this 
proposal, but I do not think that this is a necessary deduction. It seems to me more 
likely that the whole course of conduct of the American Embassy over the last few 
months has been such that the Egyptians knew very well that they could get away 
with a rejection without offending the Americans. They were so far justified in this 
belief, indeed, that we have had the fantastic situation of Mr. Caffery virtually 
apologising publicly to Egypt for the American offer to participate in the 
negotiations. 

3. There is no doubt that, immediately on Neguib's advent to power, Mr. Caffery 
decided that the most paying course for him would be to cultivate the military junta 
(he had some experience, I believe, in South America); that ever since he has been 
flattering them and encouraging them; and that he does this in order to build up his 
own position, and incidentally that of the United States, at our expense. He takes care 
to represent to the State Department that he is doing so because the Neguib regime 
is a bulwark against Communism (this is apparent from many of his telegrams which 
have been shown to me by the U.S. Embassy here) . Some of the younger members of 
the U.S. Embassy in Cairo may be honestly taken in by Egyptian professions of 
goodwill, but I believe that Mr. Caffery is primarily pursuing a policy which will 
result in his being regarded by Washington as the power behind the scenes in Cairo; 
if this should also result in a deterioration of our position, Mr. Caffery will not be by 
any means displeased. 

4. The only good feature of this is that Mr. Caffery does seem, of late, to have been 
pushing things rather too far. The new Administration in Washington are not, I gather, 
very enthusiastic about him; and the press here have started an anti-Caffery campaign 
(see in particular today's "Daily Telegraph"). Mr. Palmer2 of the U.S. Embassy told me 
today that they were worried about the bad press which the United States has lately 
been receiving in this country in connexion with Egypt, and that they have religiously 
collected all the articles and sent them back to Washington. Indeed, I think the 
Embassy here are almost as anti-Caffery as we are, though they are very discreet about 
it. It is to be hoped that all this will bear fruit sooner or later in Mr. Caffery's removal, 
but I fear that as well as this, a purge would be needed at the U.S. Embassy in Cairo. 

1 See 378. 

R.A. 
23.3.53 

2 Joseph Palmer 11, first secretary at the London embassy until Oct 1953 when he became deputy director 
of the Office of European Regional Affairs in the Bureau of European Affairs at the State Department. 
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Sir Ralph Stevenson and Mr. Creswell have been a long time in allowing themselves 
to be convinced of Mr. Caffery's basically unsatisfactory attitude, though they appear 
to be convinced now. It is a sad reflection on the American Embassy in Cairo that Sir 
Ralph Stevenson and Mr. Creswell still appear to regard the departure of Mr. 
McClintock with regret. One of the difficulties of getting things redressed lies in the 
fact that there is a fundamental difference of approach to the Egyptian issue between 
ourselves and the State Department as is indicated once more in Washington 
telegram No. 636. 

R.J.B. 
24.3.53 

The United States Embassies in Persia and Egypt have undoubtedly helped to 
undermine our position in those countries; and it was not until Mr Henderson3 went 
to Tehran that we began to get a fair deal. Even in Saudi Arabia, I suspect that Ibn 
Saud's expansionism is not without its encouragement, conscious or unconscious 
from American quarters, official or commercial. We remember Mr Hare's4 

speculations, reported to us some while ago, about the anachronism of the Trucial 
sheikhdoms: and he is quite a good friend of ours. 

w.s. 
24.3.53 

3 Loy Wesley Henderson, diplomat from Arkansas educated at Northwestern University who served in the 
Soviet Union and eastern Europe in the interwar years and up to 1943 when he became minister to Iraq; 
an ardent pro-British anti-communist, in 1945 he succeeded Wallace Murray, a notorious anglophobe, as 
head of the Near Eastern and African Division of the State Department; ambassador to India, 1948-1951; 
ambassador to Iran, 1951-1955. 
4 Raymond Hare, diplomat from W Virginia who became first secretary at the London embassy in 1944; 
attended Dumbarton Oaks and the Paris peace conference; ambassador to Saudia Arabia, 1950-1953; 
ambassador to Lebanon, 1953-1954; director general of the Foreign Service, 1954-1956; ambassador to 
Egypt, 1956- 1958. In April 1952 Hare had informed the British ambassador in Jeddah, GC Pelham, that 
the Gulf sheikhdoms were unlikely to evolve into independent states as they would either be merged into a 
larger political entity or become part of Saudi Arabia or Iraq. 

384 FO 371/102803, no 138 26 Mar 1953 
'Opening of defence negotiations with Egypt': memorandum by 
M J Creswell on measures to break the deadlock on the establishment 
of a basis for negotiations. Enclosure 

[The memorandum was sent to the head of the African Department, Roger Alien, with an 
enclosure of a short intelligence appreciation of the present situation in Egypt. It was a 
reflection of the embassy's heretical belief that the package agreed with the Americans 
would not be acceptable as a whole to the Egyptians.] 

1. We have now reached a deadlock. Both sides adopt a rigid "take it or leave it" 
attitude and the points of view are mutually incompatible. In addition, the Egyptians 
are repeating their threats of violence and guerrilla warfare and have seized upon a 
report in the "Sunday Despatch" outlining proposals closely resembling our own 
"package", in order to turn them down flat. 

2. If negotiations are to have any chance of success the atmosphere must be a 
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good deal clearer. For this certain pre-conditions are necessary. These are that the 
Egyptians should realise the uselessness and danger of blustering and threatening, 
that they should cease trying to impose pressure on us through the Americans, and 
that a basis of negotiation should be reached which is likely to prove acceptable to 
Egyptian opinion. General Neguib and his officers must also regain confidence both 
in their ability to withstand opposition in Egypt and in our ability to reach a 
settlement which Egyptian opinion will accept. 

3. To this end certain steps should be taken immediately:-

(a) The Egyptians must be told that negotiation is impossible under constant 
threats of renewed press agitation and violent speeches or of guerrilla warfare. 
They told the Americans a few days ago that their press would behave itself for a 
fortnight, no doubt so that we could come forward with something meanwhile. 
This promise has not been kept. In any case, they must realise that such timed 
threats are valueless and that if negotiations are to open they must show proper 
restraint for the duration of the talks both in official utterances and in the press. 
(b) They must be left in no doubt that violence against our forces will be met with 
warlike counter measures; and since (unlike last time) the Egyptian Army is now 
directly responsible for policy this will inevitably involve the armed forces of both 
countries. 
(c) Some clear action must be taken on the American side to demonstrate to 
Egypt that the Americans are firmly behind us and cannot constantly be used as 
"mediators" in order to extract further concessions from us. Positive action is 
required-mere words or half-heartedly conveyed messages are useless. 
(d) On our side we must be prepared to discuss the withdrawal of our troops 
against adequate Egyptian undertakings for maintaining the Base (including the 
airfields necessary for integrated air defence in war) with the assistance of British 
technicians so that the Base can be immediately reactivated, and for our return in 
the event of war. We must be prepared to leave the question of M.E.D.O. to be 
discussed later. No arms or economic aid to Egypt should be given until M.E.D.O. 
participation by Egypt is assured. 

4. The warning in 3(a) above must clearly be put to them confidentially and 
direct and not in the form of public statements. 

5. Until these conditions are fulfilled there is no purpose in running after the 
Egyptians with further offers. If they ask us (as they will) why we cannot come 
forward with an offer they should be told that they have themselves made negotiation 
impossible at present and that it is for them to make it possible. 

6. It may be that exploratory talks to examine technical military matters and 
more precise definitions of terms would be useful. In private the Egyptians have 
always maintained that any defence arrangements they agree to should not have the 
appearance of being part of a bargain against evacuation. It is also possible that they 
may themselves propose technical mil itary discussions or the establishment of a 
mission of independent experts to examine the Canal Zone installations. 

7. It is already clear that we must re-cast our M.E.D.O. proposals in a form 
different from the four power proposals of 1951 if they are to be accepted by the 
Egyptians and other Arab countries. This is in itself a reason for leaving the question 
over until later. If the Americans are firm about giving no arms or economic aid 
except as quid pro quo for M.E.D.O. participation, it should be as difficult for Egypt to 
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run out on this as it is under our "package" proposal. The disadvantages and dangers 
of the latter would be avoided. The only really important contribution that the 
Egyptians can make to M.E.D.O. in practice, is the provision of an effective base, and 
we should surely concentrate solely on this point for the present. 

8. If it really proves impossible to find a basis of discussion it may ultimately 
become necessary for H.M.G. to state that they will withdraw their forces from the 
Canal Zone for their own purposes and in their own good time, and that Egyptian 
action designed to force their hand will have the sole effect of delaying the process. 
The disadvantage of this is that we shall, in effect, get nothing in return and will be 
unable to ensure the maintenance of the Base in peacetime, or our return in war. It 
is, therefore, a last resort which should not be adopted so long as the hope still exists 
of getting the Egyptians to talk in a more reasonable frame of mind than at present. 

Enclosure to 384 

The recent public utterances of General Neguib and of other members of the High 
Military Committee have been so consistently provocative that they can no longer be 
passed off as the indiscretions of irresponsible young men or as retorts to some 
statement or article appearing in the press in the U.K. It is important, therefore, to 
consider why this line is being taken which General Neguib and his officers must 
know will lead to a deadlock only to be broken by force . 

2. The signs suggest that the present military regime realize that they are losing 
ground in the country, that opposition is growing and that many of the schemes that 
they have launched are proving impracticable. They have also had to deal with 
considerable opposition in certain quarters in the Army. Like so many of their 
predecessors in office, they hope to rally opinion to their side and to divert criticism 
by attacking the British. This is the most likely explanation. 

3. Another reason might be pessimism over the prospects of a successful outcome 
of defence negotiations. The approach made recently for the association of the 
Americans in these negotiations, the Egyptians' realization that the principle of evac
uation has not been accepted and that the Western Powers are still in earnest about 
Middle East defence with Egyptian participation, may have led to this depression. 

4. A third possibility is that this is an act put on to impress the Americans and to 
fr ighten them into putting further pressure on us to meet Egyptian wishes. 

5. In default of an expression of firm American opinion to halt them (and there 
are no signs of this at the local level) or failing a split in the Council of the Revolution 
itself, of which there is at present no sign, it appears that the Egyptian Government 
may be starting on the well-worn slippery slope without any adequate calculations of 
the risks which they are running. Being unwilling to admit that the pursuit of their 
present course will make negotiations impossible, and disregarding the political cli
mate in the U.K., the officers of the H.M.G. may consider that they can by truculence 
and intransigence induce us to yield to their demands more quickly than by reasoned 
arguments, trusting to be able to divide the U.S. from us and to rely on the former for 
pressure. They may feel that, faced with the breakdown or failure of conversations, fol 
lowed by violence against British forces in the Canal Zone, H.M.G. may not consider 
it worth while politically, economically or militarily to remain obdurate. Finally, they 
may not have realized that if they stir up Egyptian public feeling and produce either a 
breakdown in negotiations or conditions in which negotiations cannot begin, the 
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result must be an outbreak of violence for which, as a military dictatorship (unlike the 
Wafd Government) they will be unable to disclaim direct responsibility. 

6. If defence talks are started in the present atmosphere, there is considerable 
danger of an early deadlock and a subsequent and rapid deterioration in the security 
position. If negotiations are postponed, Egyptian impatience stimulated by a violent 
propaganda might boil over within a comparatively short space of time and would 
result in the presentation of an ultimatum if not in outbreaks of violence as well. 

385 WO 216/849 27 Mar 1953 
'Maintenance of our position in Egypt': memorandum by General F 
Festing1 on the measures needed to deal with Egyptian opposition in 
the Canal Zone 

1. Should Egyptian intransigence continue we may well be faced with any or all 
of the following contingencies:-

( a) An offensive of sabotage, ambush and raid in the Canal Zone 
(b) The open hostility of the Egyptian Army, police and civil authorities 
(c) A situation in Cairo and Alexandria requiring the implementation of 
RODEO. 

To deal with these we have plans to control movement into and within the Canal Zone 
(DIAMETER), to go to the assistance of our nationals and others in Cairo and 
Alexandria (RODEO), and to neutralise the Egyptian Army and police. There is also a 
plan to cover the defensive measures that it would be necessary to take in the event of 
trouble in the Canal Zone (IMPLACABLE) and a detailed plan covering all aspects of 
military government. These plans are either defensive in nature, or cater for counter
measures only when we or our interests have already been attacked. We are not autho
rised in any of our plans to take anticipatory offensive action in order to fores tall 
projected acts of aggression, although we can place sufficient confidence in our sources 
of intelligence to be able to rely on being kept well informed of hostile intentions. 

The threat in the Canal Zone 
2. It would be dangerous to under-estimate the Egyptian potential and stomach 

for sabotage over the short term. Serious training is known to have been going on 
under German instructors, with considerable emphasis on mine warfare. Not only 
the so-called liberation squads, but also members of the Egyptian Armed Forces in 
quantity have been undergoing this training, and it appears to be the intention to 
employ the latter as guerillas dressed in the national costume. A survey of the threat 
to the Canal Zone is given in Appendix 'A'. 2 

3. The main targets for sabotage in order of attractiveness are:-

(a) Ammunition depots. These are known to have a place in the plans of the 
opposition, and their proper guarding is an almost unlimited commitment. They 
are very vulnerable to sabotage and their perimeters are wide open. Reference was 
made to the problem in our letter E3/25801/12/Q2 dated 25 August, 1952. 

1 General F W Festing, GOC British troops Egypt. 2 Appendices not printed. 
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(b) Power stations. These are inside garrisons and could only be attacked by a ruse 
or if the normal guarding was bad. 
(c) Filtration plants. These are nearly all outside garrison perimeters and are 
therefore exposed and vulnerable. They require strong reliable and resourceful 
guards, and fields of fire should be cleared round them. In certain cases this would 
involve house demolition and tree felling. 
(d) Signal cables . Thefts of cable cause as much dislocation to communications as 
can be at all acceptable. Organised sabotage would either very rapidly deprive us of 
all line communications or would tie up very considerable forces in effective 
patrolling. 
(e) Rail communications. So long as we allowed the Egyptians to use the railway 
for oil traffic, traffic to Sinai and supplies for Port Said and Suez, the sabotage 
threat would be inconsiderable. Once we prohibited railway traffic to the Egyptians 
the proper protection of railway plant, installations and track would be a heavy 
commitment, and would have to be set against our need to keep the railways 
operating for our own purposes. The full implications are reviewed in Appendix 'B'. 

Apart from these, practically every other installation and camp in the Canal Zone 
would require effective guarding and some represent a heavy commitment (e.g. C in 
C's Compound, Cold Storages, ATAKA and PORT SAID, Medical Stores Depot, 
ADABIYA, Engineer Plant Depot, QUASSASSIN, IWT Repair, Shops, PORT SAID) . 
There is also a commitment amounting in all to 300 troops, for placing armed 
escorts on ships passing through the Suez Canal. 

4. The ambush, the raid and the assassin have also to be taken into acount, 
requiring heavy demands on troops for escorts and inlying picquet duties . 
Concurrently with meeting guerilla activities of various natures, we have always to 
be prepared to intervene in the towns of PORT SAID, ISMAILIA and SUEZ should 
civil disorder endanger British lives and property, nor could we remain passive if 
Suez Canal interests were threatened. 

5. It is clear from the above that purely defensive measures, however effective in 
combatting guerilla attacks, commit a very large number of troops for guard and 
internal security duties. In fact, the major part of the Canal Zone Garrison would be 
tied up indefinitely and a state of stalemate might develop in which all the advantage 
would be on the side of the Egyptians. It is therefore essential to reduce the scale of 
our defensive commitments to a minimum by taking such offensive and deterrent 
action as can best be calculated to prevent the guerilla threat from reaching its full 
potential. Only thereby can sufficient forces from the existing garrison be made 
available for RODEO and for dealing with the Egyptian Army in Sinai without 
deterioration of the situation in the Canal Zone. Certain measures are already 
covered in Annex to MIL/1240/1/ME of 18 July 1952 (Measures to be taken in Egypt 
to frustrate an Ultimatum) but with a few exceptions they are of a defensive nature 
and involve additional manpower commitments. Something more is needed and it 
should be applied in the very early stages of active Egyptian hostility, so that full 
effect can be gained from its deterrent effect. 

6. El Ab bass a. The occupation of the bridges at EL ABBASSA is necessary for the 
full and economic control over road movement from the Delta towards ISMAILIA. It 
is also a useful step towards safeguarding our Water Supply from the Sweetwater Canal. 

7. Evacuation of villages. There is no doubt that a substantial easement to our 
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defensive problem, and at the same time a most effective demonstration of our 
purpose, would be the eviction of the inhabitants of certain villages which are the 
known haunts of thieves and undesirables or are situated on our main road com
munications. These include ABU GAMUS MEFISHA, FAYID and FANARA. The 
buildings along the north side of the QUAl MAHOMET ALl in ISMAILIA belong to 
the same category. All these neighbourhoods were the centre of constant trouble 
during the winter of 1951/52 and all reports suggest that they would become so 
again . Their sterilisation would greatly ease the burden of defence. The implica
tions involved our [sic] outlined in Appendix 'C'. A degree of levelling would be 
necessary after evacuation, at least to a depth of fifty yards from roads, though the 
QUAl MAHOMET ALl would have to be an exception. 

8. Measures of this nature are unpleasant and if talked over and deliberated on in 
advance they not only come as a shock to world opinion, but they become largely 
ineffective. If they are to be carried out at all they must be carried out immediately 
the occasion arises and at very short notice to the inhabitants, and this calls for the 
necessary authority being placed in the hands of the Commanders in Chief, so that 
time will not be lost in discussion with Whitehall. 

9. Dismissal of labour. Parallel with the eviction of the inhabitants, from these 
villages comes the expulsion of all Egyptians from our employment. This would be a 
necessary measure to guard against sabotage and assassination inside our perimeter. 
While any Egyptians remain there can be no means of distinguishing between the 
sheep and the goats. Indeed as intimidation develops those that remain will consist 
only of the staunch few and a residue of undesirables, remaining for purpose inimical 
to our interests . As our economy and that of the RAF is based largely on the 
employment of Egyptian labour (at present to the extent of some 25,000) its 
dismissal would be a drastic step from which we should suffer many inconveniences. 
The operations of the Base Installations would be restricted to the extent that they 
supported the operational and day to day requirements of the British forces in Egypt. 
To enable these to continue. civilian labour would have to be replaced, as possible, by 
Pioneers and by trademen withdrawn from fighting units. All other Base operations, 
such as for instance the disposal of surplus and unserviceable stores from TEL EL 
KEBIR, would inevitably have to stop, with the exception of minor activities such as 
shipment of supplies to North Africa, AQABA etc,. The tonnage of WO cargoes for 
unloading at Canal Zone Ports would have to be reduced to meet the immediate 
needs of the Canal Zone alone. While it would be unlikely to find an early solution to 
the question of evacuation of families, the removal of domestic labour in the hot 
weather would probably entail their evacuation beginning within a month or so. The 
authorities in the U.K. will have to be warned to provide movement facilities for the 
numbers shown in Appendix 'D'. In spite of the many disadvantages, dismissal is an 
essential security measure. If it could be carried out before any large loss of labour 
through intimidation, it would be likely to have a resounding effect in Egypt. 
Payment of indemnities to discharged civilian labour, who will be qualified for them 
under the regulations, is estimated to cost approximately £E.500,000. 

10. It must be accepted that measures such as village evacuation and wholesale 
dismissal of labour would close the door on any residue of co-operation thq.t might 
exist between ourselves and the police and the local authorities . This, however, is not 
as serious as might appear because the situation would only arise in face of the clear 
hostility of the Egyptian Government, in which case the local authorities would 
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undoubtedly follow the Government lead, so long as they were in a position to 
receive direction from CAIRO. It would be unwise to draw a parallel between hostility 
by the present regime and that sponsored by the Wafd Government after abrogation. 
It was worthwhile at that time to maintain as correct an attitude as possible towards 
the local authorities, for a change of Government, as actually occurred, might alter 
the whole situation. The situation now is different and more critical. The measures 
we propose to take will either bring the government body in Egypt to its senses 
quickly or will eventually lead to its downfall with nothing to replace it. We should 
undoubtedly at an early stage have to sever all communications between the local 
authorities and CAIRO, disarm the police, and assume responsibility for the security 
at least of European life and property. This would virtually involve martial law, and 
our civil affairs and police organisations would require rapid reinforcement. The 
requirements are shown in Appendix 'E'. 

11. The Suez Canal Company would be embarrassed by the loss of Egyptian 
labour, but if a maintenance of one kind and another lapsed for a period, the actual 
passage of convoys through the Canal could be assured with the assistance of the 
Royal Navy. 

12. While we must encourage Egyptians to remain in the Canal Zone to the 
extent necessary for carrying on the essentials oflocal government in all its aspects 
under our control, and if necessary provide them with protection, there would be 
much advantage in encouraging the mass of the population to migrate to the Delta. 
We should have to accept responsibility for feeding the Civil population that remains. 
This is referred to in detail in Appendix 'F'. The inhabitants evicted from villages (see 
para 6) should in any case be evacuated to the Delta. If they are allowed to remain in 
the Zone they will sooner or later drift back to their villages, or such of them as 
remain standing, and the whole process of evacuation would have to be repeated. 

13. While the above measures were in train the whole of the forces at present in 
the Canal Zone would be committed, and material reinforcements in various 
technical and professional fields would have to be brought in, but once the measures 
had been taken and the Canal Zone had settled down to the new conditions, it should 
be possible to maintain our position with field forces of not more than a division in 
strength although this force could make no contribution towards RODEO or towards 
dealing with the Egyptian Army. 

Offensive measures 
14. While defensive and deterrent measures can maintain our position in the 

Canal Zone with economy of force, it is desirable to take other steps at a very early 
stage to drive home to the Egyptian Government the full consequences of their 
intransigence. Two courses in particular will accomplish this; the denial of oil and 
the severance of communication with SINAI. 

15. Oil denial. Our action under DIAMETER automatically controls the move
ment of oil from Suez to the Delta, for it limits road and rail movement as we 
may wish, and by necessitating the construction of a bridge across the Sweetwater 
Canal at TEL EL KEBIR, it automatically blocks all barge traffic to CAIRO. Only 
the white oil pip-line remains, and this also is under our control. If we are going 
to apply oil sanctions they should be applied completely and at once. In 1951152 
they were never applied more than sporadically, with the result that the Egyptians 
were abel [sic] to build up an alternative oil L of C from ALEXANDRIA, which 
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protected them from the worst consequences of the Suez blockade. To make an 
oil blockade complete we ought therefore to control tankers through the Suez 
Canal to the extent of ensuring that none are bound for Egyptian Mediterranean 
Ports. This would be paying Egypt in the same coin that she long payed ISRAEL. 
We must be prepared for the stoppage of all work at the Suez Refineries , and 
must stand firm against the urges of commercial inte rests. 

16. Communications with SINAI. With an important part of her Army in SINAI 
Egypt is extremely sensit ive to any interruption of her communications over the 
Suez Canal, which we can bring about at any time. With these communications 
blocked, it would only be a question of time (a month or so), before the whole 
operating potential of this force was brought to a standstill, a situation of which 
ISRAEL would no doubt take quick advantage. In carrying out this blockade, account 
would have to be taken of the need of the refugees in the GAZA Strip, which are 
largely supplied through UNRRA resources by rail from the Delta. 

17. These two sanctions could be applied by us through our machinery for the 
control of movement, and no extra effort would be needed. Applied together and 
rapidly, preferably before a fatal deterioration in the situation, they might succeed 
where all else failed in bringing the regime to its senses. 

Open hostility of the Egyptian army and police 
18. The present regime in CAIRO being military, any quarrel it may have 

with us will also be the Army's quarrel. The only question is whether the Army's 
hosti lity will be open as well as covert. Once guerilla activity breaks out we shall 
be forced to take measures that bring us into open opposition with the Egyptian 
Army. We cannot countenance any of their units or headquarters remaining [in] 
the Canal Zone, or in control , as at EL FIRDAN, or [of] communications with 
Sinai . Nor can we accept the ir presence directly on the east bank of the Canal as 
at KANTARA and KUBRI. There are in all some 8,000 Egyptians soldiers to be 
disposed of under these heads. Details are given in Annexure I to Appendix 'A' . 
We do not want to have the responsibility of looking after them, and the least 
troublesome way of dealing with them would be to disarm them and require 
them to withdraw to the EL ARISH area. A total of two brigades might be com
mitted to this task for a short time, and it would not therefore be possible to 
carry out RODEO while it was in progress. 

19. Positive action against the Egyptian Army on the above lines might be forced 
on us at an early stage, because it might result from the measures we should have to 
take to regain control of the EL FIRDAN Bridge, now garrisoned by a Company of the 
Egyptian Army. Early action would also have to be taken against the Intelligence 
Headquarters at ISMAILIA. 

20. There is little to be feared from the Egyptian Army in the Delta, except 
possibly an armed raid on TEL EL KEBIR. Though unlikely, the threat necessitates 
maintaining a field force garrison at TEK. 

21. Action would also have to be taken at an early stage to disarm the Egyptian 
police, for we could not tolerate the presence of armed police moving freely about the 
Canal Zone once trouble began. Having disarmed them we should aim at allowing a 
small number of the· older and more reliable policemen to remain in the Zone 
working within limits defined by us, and the remainder would either have to be 
expelled to the Delta, or held by us, according to circumstances. 
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The RODEOS 
22. It might be part of Egyptian strategy, however defeatist, to force us to 

occupy CAIRO and possibly other parts of the Delta with the object of dissipating 
our resources. This is a very real danger, and one which the regime could at any 
time enforce on us if they were really bent on bringing down the whole edifice of 
Egypt in their collapse. In the present emasculated state of the First Division we 
have the strength to secure ourselves in the Canal Zone, and to deal with that part 
of the Egyptian Army contiguous to it, but we would be gravely embarrassed if we 
had to deal with CAIRO before the situation in the Canal Zone had been got under 
control on the lines indicated in preceding paragraphs, and we could only deal with 
ALEXANDRIA at a later date. 

23. The worst case we should have to face would be a demand for both Rodeo 
BERNARD and FLAIL at the same time as violence, abetted by the Egyptian Army, 
broke out in the Canal Zone. In order to carry out Rodeo BERNARD, the First 
Division, deficient of three battalions (1 W YORKS to MALAYA and 1 LF to KENYA, 
one battalion for I.S. in Suez) would need to be reinforced by 32 Gds Bde. This would 
leave the Canal Zone to be garrisoned by 19 Inf Bde and 16 Para Bde, the present 
infantry strength of which does not exceed two normal battalions. Under these 
circumstances, when succour to ALEXANDRIA would depend on what could be 
spared from CAIRO, it would be best to reinforce the Canal Zone with 3 Commando 
Bridge, instead of retaining it off ALEXANDRIA against the possibility of its being 
able to land unopposed. The BANARD [sic] force would quickly benefit from the 
consequent improvement in · the Canal Zone, and aid for ALEXANDRIA would be 
accelerated to that extent. ' We should however, be forced to remain on the defensive 
in the Canal Zone, and have to remain passive against the Egyptian Army in SINAI 
until more considerable reinforcements arrived. There will shortly be three 
battalions in KENYA, and three battalions in the UK earmarked for reinforcing the 
Canal Zone in an emergency. With CAIRO on our hands we should, under existing 
circumstances, need reinforcing with one brigade and at least two further battalions 
in addition, not counting 1 Foresters from CYRENAICA. This would provide the basic 
force of approximately a division to keep the Canal Zone secure, a division (1 Inf Div) 
for Rodeo BERNARD, and two brigades (including 3 Cdo Bde) available for FLAIL or, 
if necessary, as a reserve. It is arguable that the occupation of CAIRO would in itself 
provide the necessary deterrent to further hostile action in the Canal Zone and 
elsewhere. This is unlikely in view of the present temper of the extremists. Speed will 
be the essence of the problem in providing reinforcements, and there would be 
advantages in calling on one or more units from Kenya at least temporari ly unless 
reinforcements from elsewhere can be provided with equal speed. 

Conclusions. 
24. (a) The measures which sufficed to secure our position in the Canal Zone 
during the post-abrogation troubles would not suffice in the face of the better 
organised and directed opposition which we are likely to encounter next time, nor 
need we be influenced by any considerations of keeping contact with the local 
authorities should the present regime be overthrown. 
(b) Any fresh attempt to confront us with force should be met, not only 
defensively, but offensively, in time for our action to be fully effective as a 
deterrent. Timely action will hardly be possible unless the Commanders-in-Chief 
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have a free hand to authorise the necessary measures at the appropriate moment, 
without the delays consequent on having to refer to London. 
(c) The bridges at EL ABBASSA would be a great asset in our hands, both for 
controlling road movement and for safeguarding our water supplies. 
(d) The eviction and partial demolition of certain villages and built-up areas which 
are adjacent to our communications is [sic] a necessary security measure [sic], as 
is also the dismissal of all Egyptian labour from our garrisons and camps. These 
measures, together with (a) above would have a most salutary effect throughout 
Egypt if they were properly timed. 
(e) We must be prepared for the abrogation of the local government and the 
expulsion of the majority of the police, and the necessary civil affairs and police 
staffs to replace them must be available at short notice. We must in fact be 
prepared for the early application of martial law, developing into at least a measure 
of military government. Many of our actions will create widespread claims for 
government compensation with consequent political repercussions. The Civil 
Affairs staff must therefore be well represented on the finance side. 
(f) While retaining and protecting Egyptians useful to us in the Civil 
Administration, we should aim at reducing the Egyptian population of the Canal 
Zone to the greatest possible extent. 
(g) We hold powerful sanctions in our control over oil traffic to the Delta from 
Suez and over communications with Sinai. If these are used to their full extent 
before the situation gets out of control the effect might be sufficiently salutary 
to restore the situation to the degree necessary to give diplomacy another 
chance. 
(h) If hostilities develop in the Canal Zone, we should have to take action which 
would bring us face to face with the Egyptian Army. It would be preferable to 
disarm and force the withdrawal of that part of it which affects the Canal Zone 
rather than to assume responsibility for its custody. The police would also have to 
be disarmed. 
(i) If possible we must avoid at all costs a situation in which RODEO is forced on 
us simultaneously with the outbreak of vioence in the Canal Zone. If this occurred 
a conflict in priorities would arise on which guidance would be required. 
U) Once violence breaks out and we have to go to Cairo a very rapid reinforcement 
of at least a brigade and two additional battalions will be necessary. In addition it 
would be helpful if 3 Cdo Bde came to the Canal Zone. Unless there is complete 
and most unlikely quiet in the Canal Zone, FLAIL will have to be delayed until 
CAIRO can spare troops to take part in it. If we became deeply committed in Egypt 
further reinforcements of at least a division would be necessary. 

25. It would be militarily desirable to aim at blocking off the Canal Zone from 
the rest of Egypt, imposing military control to the necessary extent, and encouraging 
the evacuation of all inhabitants not useful to us. We should then be in a position to 
meet any other commitments that might arise. 

Recommendations 
26. (a) When it is clear that the Egyptian Government is bent on a resort to 
violence, oil sanctions should immediately be applied and communications with 
Sinai severed. This might be our answer to any ultimatum that might be given us. 
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(b) We should be given authority to take the following measures additional to 
those already authorised at the first sign of violence:-

(i) The occupation of posts at bridges at EL ABBASSA. 
(ii) The evacuation of and in certain cases partial demolition of villages and 
built-up areas which endanger our essential communications . 

(c) The implications of dismissing all Egyptian labour should be accepted. These 
include the replacement of minimum essential labour by military pioneers and by 
British troops withdrawn from already depleted units; the despatch of technical 
personnel from the UK to fill key posts (See Appendix 'G') ; the virtual stoppage of 
work at some Base Installations, and considerable dislocation at RAF 
establishments, which would be likely, further, to fall back on the Army for 
assistance. 
(d) The evacuation of families should be accepted in principle. 
(e) The appointment of an experienced and senior officer as Senior Civil Affairs 
Officer is of outstanding importance, and he should be nominated now and visit 
the Canal Zone to study the problems at a very early date. 
(f) The essential staffs for reinforcing our embryo civil affairs and policy 
organisation should be despatched the moment it becomes necessary to take 
action under (b) above, or earlier if practicable. 
(g) Approval should be given for us to disarm and force the withdrawal into Sinai 
of the Egyptian Army contiguous to the Canal Zone. 
(h) If we have to occupy any part of the Delta, initial reinforcements of at least a 
brigade and two additional battalions (excluding 3 Cdo Bde) should be despatched 
with the utmost speed. 

386 FO 3711102804, no 167 1 Apr 1953 
[Egyptian attitudesto defence negotiations]: letter from M J Creswell 
to R Alien reporting on a conversation with Colonel Nasser and other 
Egyptian officers 

[With both sides now having stated their incompatible positions on the resumption of 
negotiations, the question was whether it would be possible to start the talks. Eden was 
prepared to try without any fuss or public statements. Unfortunately the following day the 
foreign secretary was to enter hospital for a gall bladder operation which was to go horribly 
wrong and put the foreign secretary out of commission until October. In London the hard 
liners like the prime minister were keen to avoid any appearance of running after the 
Egyptians by making fresh approaches regarding the start of any talks. The Americans 
were likely to have an important role to play if talks were to begin. The key question was 
whether they would be seen as backing the British position or acting as mediators.] 

You may like to have some account of a longish conversation I had with Colonel 
Gamal Nasr at a private dinner yesterday at Trefor Evans' house. The dinner was 
attended by the three first-named officers in Cairo telegram No. 578 plus Major Salah 
Salem, and by four members of this Embassy, including myself, plus Rapp who 
happened to be in Cairo for the day. I wish I could feel that we had, in fact, made 
some progress; I do not think we did but I hope that it served at least to make our 
point of view clearer to the Egyptians and to give us a closer indication of what they 
are thinking. 
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2. Colonel Nasr's chief contention is that he suspects our real intention to be to 
gain time in order to continue, in some form, the forced stationing of occupation 
troops on Egyptian territory. He said several times that he thought the 
communication I made on Saturday was an instance of the same tactics as we had 
used in the past with previous Egyptian Governments and that we did not mean to 
take our troops away at all. These troops, since they were present in overwhelming 
numbers in the Canal Zone only about one hundred miles from Cairo, could, at any 
moment, intervene and re-estab lish an occupation of the Delta (see also my Top 
Secret letter of 30th March). Thus Egypt was under duress, and the whole purpose of 
the Army Movement and the whole will of the Egyptian people were directed at 
terminating this state of affairs. How could they agree to any kind of negotiation 
when they thought it was merely a means of repeating the manoeuvres of the past 
and would get them nowhere? 

3. In reply I said that he was entirely mistaken about our real intentions; in fact we 
and the Egyptians were aiming at the same thing, i.e. the withdrawal of British troops 
from the Canal Zone. But in order to do this it was essential from our point of view:-

(a) That the withdrawal should be carried out in such conditions and in such a 
manner that it did not appear that we were being forced out under threats. The 
British public would not stand for this, and this aspect was far more important 
now than it had been in the past owing to the effect on public opinion, first of 
Abadan, and secondly of what many people regarded as an unsatisfactory 
settlement over the Sudan. 

Carnal Nasr said that he entirely understood this point of view and entirely shared 
my opinion that we could not be expected to withdraw in such conditions as to lose 
face or appear to be leaving in an undignified manner. 

(b) The second essential element was that after our troops had withdrawn there 
should be a thoroughly efficient Base and system of defence to replace that degree of 
protection for the Middle East against Soviet attack which our Forces were at present 
affording. (This led to discussion of Middle East Defence, which I deal with later). 

4. I then asked Carnal Nasr why he thought we had other intentions than to with
draw our troops, and his answer was that, while on previous occasions we had started 
by giving Egypt some open assurance or declaration of intention and had discussed 
with the Hilali Government the form which an undertaking to accept the principle of 
evacuation should take, on this occasion we were apparently proposing to negotiate 
under duress. I replied to this by saying that the reason why we had not made such a 
statement was precisely because he and General Neguib had made various speeches 
threatening violence and that, under such conditions, any statement by us would have 
appeared to have been extracted under threats. I said that it seemed to me that we were 
both really complaining about the same thing- the Egyptians that our troops were in 
a position to threaten them and we that the Egyptians were themselves constantly 
making menacing statements. If only one could get away from both these elements of 
suggested force and violence, there might sure ly be some prospect of getting down to 
concrete discussions in a healthier atmosphere. 

5. We then went over the weary old ground of Middle East Defence, Nasr saying 
once again that the Egyptian people would not accept "a pact" as a condition for 
evacuation, particularly after Nahas had rejected such a pact in October, 1951, (he 
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kept repeating this point about Nahas and the Wafd and it is, I am sure, a very 
important element in the Government's position in the country) . He again spoke of 
the Arab League, but, unlike the conversation reported in Cairo telegram No. 578, he 
admitted that the Arab League Pact as it now stood was no use; he said instead that 
our relations with Iraq and Jordan and the inclusion of Turkey under N.A.T.O. surely 
gave us an adequate framework for Middle East Defence without anything further. I 
explained that something much more technical was required and something much 
more general in scope, and although he constantly repeated that the Egyptian people 
would not now accept the "Middle East pact" I do not think his mind is altogether 
closed to the idea of a much more advanced degree of military cooperation on the 
staff level, provided that it is not made part of a political organisation and does not 
involve a definite political commitment. He said indeed several times that the 
Egyptians were anxious to carry on with planning and technical talks about military 
affairs. I really do not think that, if once we can overcome the feeling of distrust 
which bedevils all our contacts with every Egyptian Government, there is any reason 
why Middle East Defence machinery should not be discussed exhaustively. At present 
all they will agree to are "liaison arrangements" and it is clear that the actual 
wording "participation in M.E.D.O." itself is at the root of much of the trouble. 

6. As regards the Base, the Egyptians constantly repeated that they are prepared 
to discuss with us the maintenance of the Base (although the more extreme position 
is that the Egyptian Army can perfectly well do the maintenance themselves-which 
they must know to be untrue). They also rather grudgingly admit that this covers air 
defence, though, in the latter context, they are emphatic that the stationing of even 
one British squadron of R.A.F. jet fighters on Egyptian territory would involve 
continued "pressure". 

7. By starting off with discussions on the Base and the rate of withdrawal of our 
troops we could, I am sure, get a long way with them, and once the conversations had 
started we could, I think, quite easily discuss a great deal else, provided we did not 
insist in categorical terms on a commitment in advance by them to do so. In other 
words, they are prepared to go quite a long way in discussion provided they do not 
themselves assume the responsibility in advance, particularly in written form, of 
doing so. 

8. The conversation, of course, frequently came back to the terms of the 
communication made last week (my telegram No. 571). Here it is quite clear that 
there is a slight difference of emphasis between different members of the 
Committee- for instance, Carnal Nasr was quite prepared to agree, I think, to the 
whole deal provided that M.E.D.O. as such is left out. Pointing to Hakim Amr1 he 
suggested that he, Amr, was not so convinced of this, and suggested that other 
members of the Committee disagreed also. It boils down to the fact that the 
Committee, as a whole, do not know their own minds on the details and have not 
really thought the whole matter out, but are scared at the suggestion of undertaking, 
by accepting discussion of the five elements of the question mentioned in my 
communication, a specific commitment which would be tantamount to agreeing to a 
discussion of "conditions", under a threat of non-withdrawal. 

1 Hakim Amr, member of free officers' executive committee and Nasser's most trusted lieutenant who 
became commander of the Egyptian armed forces in June 1953. 



[387] APR 1953 41 

9. Incidentally also, the argument of the political difficulties in getting across, in 
the United Kingdom, an Agreement which is not in complete accord with our own 
proposed formulae does not cut much ice with them. They say, in effect, why should 
they be concerned with the political difficulties of Mr. Eden; such matters are our 
concern and, in any case, the evacuation question is not a matter of life and death 
and of natural survival etc., etc., to us which it is to them. If one suggests that in fact 
it might cause a political crisis in England and even the fall of the Government, that 
also leaves them quite cold. These are, to them, all matters of British party politics 
with which they have little concern. 

10. I hope the above may give you some further insight into the present Egyptian 
attitude, unsatisfactory though of course it is from our point of view. I hope also that 
you will not think that I have disregarded too flagrantly the instruction in telegram 
No. 717 not to be "drawn into discussion". Nothing was said which committed us in 
any way, and it would be a grave mistake at this moment to keep away from those 
who really control the Egyptian Government's decisions. Sooner or later we must get 
down to hard tacks and there is no possible advantage in standing coldly aloof while 
each side plays its cards against the other. The atmosphere here is far too charged 
with emotion for that. 

11. Incidentally you might show a copy of this letter to the Minister of State who 
would I think be interested. 

387 DEFE 4/62, COS 48(53)1 13 Apr 1953 
[British requirements in Egypt]: COS Committee minutes on the 
revised proposals for air defence [Extract] 

[The COS were discussing Powell 's minute relating to the briefs for the proposed defence 
negotiations with Egypt. With the Americans having accepted the Egyptian desire not to 
have them involved the talks were to be conducted on a bilateral basis and to begin on 27 
Apr 1953.] 

B. Numbers of British personnel in the base 
The Committee discussed the points raised in paragraph 3(1) of the minute from Mr. 
Powell, concerning the minimum number of British personnel required in the base. 

General Sir Brian Robertson said that the Prime Minister had emphasised that the 
final agreement must both provide an effective base organisation to meet our 
military requirements, and, at the same time, present the best appearance to uphold 
our world prestige. This was particularly important to our prestige in the other 
Middle East countries. Therefore, any Egyptian action aimed at bringing down the 
numbers in Case A would have to be fought with the greatest possible toughness; a 
reduction could not easily be conceded. · 

In discussion The Committee noted the views of the Prime Minister, and agreed that 
if the principle of Case A depended upon a reduction in numbers, it would be militar
ily practicable to reduce the figure of British personnel to 3,000. It was also noted that 
the figure of 500 for the Air Defence Organisation mentioned in the first paragraph of 
paragraph 3(1) of the minute by Mr. Powell covered only the Army personnel required. 
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C. Egyptian air defence organisation 
The Committee discussed the points raised in paragraph 3(2) of the minute by Mr. 
Powell and also a telegram from the British Defence Co-ordination Committee, 
Middle East. 

Air Chief Marshal Sir Arthur Sanders (Commander-in-Chief, Middle East Air 
Force) said that under our previous plans, in which an integrated Anglo-Egyptian Air 
Defence Organisation had been envisaged for the defence of the base, the Royal Air 
Force expansion programme was just sufficient to provide a contribution to such an 
air defence organisation and at the same time meet the tactical requirements of the 
Land/Air operations elsewhere. With the recent reduction in the R.A.F. planned 
expansion, three out of the available seven Fighter Squadrons in the Middle East 
would be committed to the Egyptian Air Defence Organization without possibility of 
redeployment. It was by no means certain that, at any rate in the early stages, an 
enemy air threat would develop against the Egyptian base; in this event nearly half 
our slender fighter resources would be tied down to no purpose. We should give full 
encouragement to the establishment of the Egyptian Air Defence Organisation and 
offer frequent visits by R.A.F. squadrons in order to undertake joint training. At the 
same time we could agree that, in the event of an air threat developing to the base, 
we would give the Egyptians all possible assistance. With the very limited air 
resources now available to us it would appear highly dangerous to tie down nearly 
half where they could not directly hit the enemy. 

Sir William Dickson said that for both the British and the American operational 
plans it was essential that we should retain control of Abu Sueir airfield. He also felt 
it necessary to retain in the Canal Zone a British airfield at which we had the right to 
station operational aircraft in an emergency, and to which squadrons could be sent 
for training with the Egyptians. He considered that provided Abu Sueir was retained 
as a purely British airfield, on the same lines as the U.S. Air Force held their leased 
bases in Great Britain, then that should meet both the British requirement and also 
meet Egyptian susceptibilities. The Egyptians could have an Egyptian officer on the 
airfield for matters of local liaison; at the same time the British would command the 
station and be responsible for the operation of the airfield and its installations. He 
emphasised that no other arrangement would meet our requirements. He considered 
that, provided such arrangements could be agreed, R.A.F. staging facilities could also 
be provided on this airfield and the airfield at Fayid would no longer be required. 

General Sir Brian Robertson said that he saw the main difficulty with Egyptians 
on the Air Defence Organisation would be in obtaining their agreement to station 
three squadrons in Egypt permanently. The Egyptians would inevitably consider, in 
coming to their final decision, the total number of personnel in the base, whether 
these were Army or R.A.F. technicians or part of the Air Defence Organisation, and 
they would undoubtedly find it very hard to agree to a grand total of men which, 
given case A and the full air defence scheme, would not be much smaller than they 
had accepted under the 1936 Agreement. At the same time, the Egyptians had made 
great play on their insistance [sic] that there should be no fighting troops retained 
on Egyptian soil; R.A.F. fighter squadrons would undoubtedly come under this 
heading. He considered however that it should be possible to persuade the Egyptians 
to accept Abu Sueir airfield as another installation, on a par with, for example, an 
ammunition depot over which the British had direct technical control and 
supervision, but over which there would be an overall Egyptian authority . 
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Sir William Dickson said that this would be acceptable provided that it was quite 
clear that this was an Air Force station run by the British and not an Egyptian or 
joint user air field. 

In discussion The Committee agreed:-
(a) with the views put forward by Sir William Dickson and General Sir Brian 
Robertson. 
(b) that this should be discussed at a meeting with the Minister of Defence later in 
the day. 
(c) that a reply should be sent to the B.D.C.C.(M.E.) informing them that their 
telegram had been discussed with C-in-C MELF and C-in-C MEAF. 

D. Breaking points in the negotiations 
The Committee discussed the points raised in para. 3(3) of the minute by Mr. Powell. 

General Sir Brian Robertson said that he had informed the Prime Minister that in 
his opinion, if the time for evacuation of British forces was cut down below 18 
months, we should be forced into a disorderly and undignified withdrawal; he felt 
strongly that 18 months should be maintained as the minimum period. 

In discussion of the jurisdictional status of the forces remaining in Egypt, The 
Committee agreed that it would be a mistake to attempt to start negotiations on the 
basis of the present jurisdictional arrangements; initially it would be better simply to 
state the British requirements in general terms, and leave it to the British delegates in 
the sub-committees to argue out the details, bearing in mind that the minimum accept
able status was that of the Bonn Convention.1 What was absolutely essential was that 
all military personnel in the base should wear uniform and be allowed to retain their 
personal weapons. 

In further discussion it was agreed that it was essential to make arrangements by 
which we could retain the bulk oil storage facilities since these were the only ones in 
the Middle East area. 

E. American participation in defence negotiations 
In discussion it was agreed that in view of the great American strategic interest in 
Abu Sueir it was desirable that they should be aware of the arrangements which we 
proposed to make for the use of this airfield. At the same time it was agreed that it 
was undesirable that the Americans authorities should be given the brief for the 
British delegates, as they would tend to support our minimum rather than our 
optimum requirements. As it was understood that the Minister of State would be 
seeing General Sir Brian Robertson before his return to Egypt it was agreed that this 
matter of American participation should be raised then. 

The Committee:-
(l) Took note of the minute from Mr. Powell; 
(2) Agreed to discuss at their meeting with the Minister of Defence later that day 
the revised proposals for the Air Defence Organisation; 
(3) Instructed the Secretary to reply to the telegram from the British Defence Co
ordination Committee (Middle East), on the lines agreed in discussion. 
(4) Invited the Ministry of Defence to take note of their views and to issue any 
necessary amendments to the brief for United Kingdom delegates . 

1 Whi ch dealt with the status of British forces in West Germany. 
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388 CAB 128/26/1, CC 26(53)1 14 Apr 1953 
'Egypt': Cabinet conclusions on the resumption of defence 
negotiations 

The Prime Minister reported to the Cabinet the latest proposals for resuming 
defence negotiations with the Egyptian Government. It had now been arranged 
that, when the negotiations were resumed, Her Majesty's Ambassador in Cairo 
would be supported by General Sir Brian Robertson, who would for this purpose 
relinquish his military command in the Middle East a few weeks earlier than he 
would otherwise have done. General Robertson had been brought back to London 
for consultations; and it was now hoped that the negotiations would open in Cairo 
on 27th April. This plan fitted in with the possibility of the United States joining 
with us later, on the original model. 

The Prime Minister was anxious that our conditions, as formulated in the instruc
tions which were to have served as the basis for the proposed Anglo- American 
approach, should be plainly stated to the Egyptians at an early stage; and he pre
ferred on this account that there should be a formal opening of negotiations which 
would be distinct from normal diplomatic exchanges. His conversations with 
General Robertson had confirmed him in this view. He had therefore instructed our 
negotiators to proceed on the basis that it was the Egyptians who desired to resume 
the negotiations; that the discussions should begin with a formal meeting at which 
both sides would state their views; and that our case should be developed on the 
lines indicated in the instructions which had been drawn up for the purpose of the 
proposed Anglo-American approach. It would be announced in advance that the dis
cussions were to be opened on 27th April. 

The Prime Minister also said that he was instructing our negotiators to do their 
utmost to secure Egyptian agreement to the proposal that British troops retained in 
the base installations in the Canal Zone should wear uniform and carry personal 
arms. He thought it specially important that these men should not be left unarmed 
and open to arrest by Egyptian police if, for instance, trouble arose about the Sudan. 
If they wore uniform and carried personal arms they could not be molested by the 
Egyptians without military action which would constitute an act of war. 

Discussion showed that the Cabinet were in agreement with the action taken by 
the Prime Minister. 

The Cabinet:-
(1) Endorsed the decision that General Sir Brian Robertson should be associated 
with Her Majesty's Ambassador in Cairo in the renewed defence negotiations with 
the Egyptian Government. 
(2) Approved the instructions which the Prime Minister had given regarding the 
manner in which these negotiations were to be opened. 
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389 PREM 11/392 21 Apr 1953 
[Defence negotiations with Egypt': minute by Mr Selwyn Lloyd to Mr 
Churchill on the attitudes of the Revolutionary Command Council 

[Extract] 

Prime Minister 
One of the main reasons for the difference between our judgment of the Egyptian 
Government and that of the Americans is that the State Department appear only to 
receive reports of what the Egyptians say to Americans to their faces and not what is 
said behind their backs. We, on the other hand, have received regular and disturbing 
reports of what the members of the Egyptian Council of the Revolutionary Command 
are saying and doing among themselves. 

2. Our latest secret info rmation is that the extremists in the Neguib regime want 
to play us along fo r another six months, by which time they will hope to have 
prepared their guerrilla formations to a pitch where they can be effectively used 
against our forces in the Canal Zone. Their German advisers are reported to be 
encouraging this tendency. The Egyptians probably want to get rid of us without a 
row, but they may find our price too stiff. If so, it is no good the Americans expecting 
us to lower the price in view of what we suspect to be the real intentions of the 
Egyptians. On the contrary, we can only agree to withdraw our forces if we get what 
we consider adequate safeguards for the future from Egypt. ... 

390 FO 3711102806, no 228 23 Apr 1953 
'Israel and the Egyptian negotiations': minute by Mr Churchill to Sir 
W Strang on support for Israel 

I don't understand why we should be so alarmed about all this .1 I do not mind it 
being known here or in Cairo that I am on the side of Israel and against her ill
treatment by the Egyptians. The idea of selling Israel down the drain in order to 
persuade the Egyptians to kick us out of the Canal Zone more gently is not one 
which attracts me. We have probably got to have a showdown with Neguib, and Israel 
will be an important factor both Parliamentary and military. We must not throw 
away any important card we have in our hand. 

2. The latest secret information shows how dangerous it would be to let things 
drag on while Neguib uses Nazi Germans to teach the Egyptian Army and the 
terrorist auxiliaries sabotage and guerilla warfare . 

3. Mr. Creswell need not go on protesting against abusive speeches and anti 
British propaganda and then seeming to be gratified by vague promises that it will be 
mitigated. Let us leave them alone till the Conference opens and then confront them 
with our present overwhelming force and resolute intention to work on the basis 
agreed with the Americans. All their blustering only strengthens our case. Our aim is 
to avoid bloodshed but this will not be achieved by our being disturbed by words. 

4. Please redraft in this spirit. 

1 Churchill is commenting here on FO drafts of telegrams to the UK embassies in both Cairo and Tel Aviv 
on the question of diplomatic links between the UK and Israel and the impact of these on relations with 
Egypt. 
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391 PREM 11/485 30 Apr 19531 

[Anglo-Egyptian negotiations] : inward telegram no 721 from 
Sir R Stevenson to FO on the Egyptian conception of how the base 
should be run 

Following from Delegation. 
Further to our telegram No. 718, paragraph 3. 
In order to give you the picture, and not with a view to making any specific 

recommendations at this stage, we give below the Egyptian conception as to how the 
base should be run. This has been pieced together from various observations which 
they have made and it may therefore not be quite exact. Nor does it necessarily 
represent their final position. 

2. Egypt is prepared to take over our base and to run it efficiently. They say this 
with scant realisation of the magnitude of their undertaking and they offer no 
guarantees for the fulfilment of this undertaking. We must, they say, have confidence 
in them. 

3. The equipment of the base remains our property. We have not as yet pressed 
them to define what they include in the term equipment. 

4. They do not want their undertaking to maintain the base to be unlimited in 
duration. 

5. The base must be under Egyptian control. Whatever else may be meant by this 
word control , it is clear that in their prsent [sic] thinking it should include:-

(a) Egypt's right to control the use to which the contents of the base are put. For 
example, if we wished to draw on the base to support operations which were 
distasteful to Egypt in any way, or compromise her neutrality, she would have the 
right to stop us. 
(b) The personnel in the base must be in Egyptian employ, which implies that they 
would have the right to hire and fire them. In this connexion see paragraph 7 
below. 

6. They appear to recognise that we must have the right to say how our 
equipment is to be handled. For example, if we need modifications made to certain 
stores or to the composition of mobilisation packs, or we wish repairs to be carried 
out in a certain way, they are ready to receive our wishes in this respect and to carry 
them out. Such wishes must be conveyed in principle on a government-to
government basis and not direct to those in charge of the installations. They seem to 
have in mind that some kind of mission should be attached to our Embassy for this 
purpose. Possibly the members of the mission would have the right to inspect in 
order to ensure that the wishes are correctly executed. 

7. They are prepared to employ a certain number of technicians in the base. 
While they have so far talked about non-Egyptian technicians they would probably 
agree that they should be men who are appointed on the recommendation of Her 
Majesty's Government, i.e. British. They may be prepared to agree that some of these 
men should occupy managerial and supervisory positions in the installations. They 

1 Although this tel is dated 29 Apr, the actual time of dispatch is recorded as 12.38 am, 30 Apr. 
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have made no mention of numbers at present, but they are not likely to accept the 
figures in case "A". In any case they will not commit themselves to employ such 
technicians indefinitely. They insist that some kind of time limit must apply to them. 
For example, that they should remain only until competent Egyptians are available 
to take their place. They certainly do not expect these technicians to be wearing 
British uniform and carrying arms. 

8. In brief, the Egyptians appear to be willing to accept case "C" with the 
addition of something, as yet ill-defined, along the lines of case "B", paragraph 9. 

9. The Egyptians are fundamentally opposed at this time to making any 
commitment as to what should happen on the outbreak of or threat of war. Quite 
apart from the effect of this attitude on the proposed MEDO it means that they will 
not bind themselves to re-admit us to our base in the event of war, but will insist that 
this is a decision which they must take when the time comes. 

392 PREM 111485 30 Apr 1953 
[Anglo-Egyptian negotiations] : outward telegram no 891 from Mr 
Churchill to Sir R Stevenson on the Egyptian conception of how the 
base should be run [Extract] 

[The British negotiating team was made up of Sir R Stevenson, General Sir B Robertson, 
M J Creswell, Air Chief Marshal Sir A Sanders and members of the general staff GHQ 
Egypt, Group Captain J Davis, Brigadier A Dove and Brigadier A Hope. The Egyptian 
delegation included Fawzi and Colonel Nasser.] 

Following for Delegation. 
Your telegrams Nos. 716 and 721 1 of April 29 
As was to be expected, we and the Egyptians are very far apart on the principles 

which should govern the maintenance of the base. 
2. The Egyptian conception, as set out in your telegram No. 721 , is quite 

unacceptable in regard to the following points:-

(a) Egyptian wish to run our base. The Egyptians are quite incapable of running 
the base efficiently. Moreover, the idea that instructions on the detailed running of 
the base should be conveyed from us to them on a government-to-government 
basis is quite impracticable. 
(b) Duration of any undertaking in regard to the base. The Egyptian idea of a short 
time limit is unacceptable. 
(c) Egyptian control of use to which contents of base would be put. We cannot 
accept an Egyptian veto on our right to decide freely the uses to which we should 
wish to put our own stores and the base installations which we have created. 
(d) Egyptian control of British personnel in the base. We cannot consider placing 
British personnel in to Egyptian employment and under Egyptian orders. 
Secondly we shall no doubt be far apart on the question of numbers of such 
personnel. Thirdly we cannot bind ourselves to replacement of such personnel by 

1 See 391. 
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Egyptians within the foreseeable future. Fourthly it is essential that our men 
should wear uniform and carry personal weapons in order to safeguard their 
position. This is a point to which I attach great importance as you know. 
(e) Reactivation of the base in event of threat of war. The Egyptians unwillingness 
to commit themselves is also unacceptable. This would destroy any value which 
the base might have .... 

393 CAB 128/26/1, CC 31(53)8 14 May 1953 
'Egypt': Cabinet conclusions on the suspension of the defence 
negotiations 

The Prime Minister informed the Cabinet of the latest developments in the defence 
negotiations with the Egyptian Government. A deadlock had been reached over the 
arrangements for technical supervision of the base installations in the Canal Zone, 
and the negotiations were in effect suspended. Meanwhile provocative speeches were 
being made by Egyptian Ministers and sporadic attacks on British troops and 
property in the Canal Zone were increasing. It was known that about 1,000 members 
of the Muslim Brotherhood had been organised into parties of 50, each under 
German leadership, for the purpose of undertaking sabotage and guerilla activities in 
the Canal Zone. The Defence Committee had considered the situation and had 
authorised certain precautionary measures, including the despatch of some 
reinforcements from Malta. It would, however, be unwise to launch the operation for 
protecting British lives and property in Cairo and Alexandria unless civilians in those 
cities were clearly seen to be in imminent danger. The Defence Committee would 
continue to keep a close watch on developments. 

In discussion the following points were made:-
( a) General Robertson had recommended that for the present no initiative should 
be taken by us to secure the resumption of the negotiations. His latest message to 
the Prime Minister was read to the Cabinet (Cairo telegram No. 790 of 12th May). 
(b) The United States Secretary of State, who was now visiting Cairo, had made a 
helpful statement about the attitude of his Government towards the objectives of 
the negotiations. The Cabinet considered whether it would be expedient to bring 
this specially to the notice of Parliament. It was recognised, however, that a 
Parliamentary statement about it would provoke numerous questions designed to 
elicit any points of difference between the United States and United Kingdom 
Governments; and, after discussion, it was decided that on this account it would be 
preferable not to volunteer any further statement at the present time about the 
attitude of the United States Government towards the negotiations. 
(c) The British military authorities in the Canal Zone would be under increasing 
pressure to provide information to Press representatives. The Minister of Defence 
undertook to consider, in consultation with the Minister of State, whether they 
should be provided with further expert assistance in dealing with the Press. 
The Cabinet-
Took note of the Prime Minister's statement and of the points raised in the 
Cabinet's discussion. 
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394 FO 3711102765, no 124 20-21 May 1953 
[Negotiations with the Egyptians]: minutes by R Alien and 
Sir J Bowker on Mr Dulles's proposals for resuming the negotiations 

[Extract] 

In a recent submission the Department suggested four possible lines of action 
between which we might choose if negotiations were broken off and the Egyptians 
showed signs of using physical violence against our forces in the Canal Zone. It is 
however becoming increasingly likely that the Egyptian Government, who are 
hesitating to take the plunge, will try to maintain order in Egypt at least until after 
the return of Mr. Dulles to Washington. There is no doubt that they expect him then 
to take some fresh initiative. Until the Egyptians see the form of that initiative, and 
whether we are prepared to modify our attitude as a result of it, the present rather 
uneasy stalemate in Egypt may continue. 

2. We have no precise information which would indicate what form Mr. Dulles' 
initiative will take, and it is possible that he is not yet sure himself. It is perhaps 
worth speculating a little on this, however, so that we may have some idea in advance 
of what our general attitude might be. 

3. When we discussed the possibilities with Mr. Byroade and the American 
delegation at the end of December, we put to them three different sets of conditions 
for the maintenance of the base, namely Cases A, B and C. The Egyptians so far have 
tried to insist upon something between Case C and Case B; we have held firmly to 
Case A. The Americans, in their discussions with the Secretary of State in 
Washington in March, made it clear that they did not believe that we should succeed 
in obtaining Case A and that it might be necessary to fall back on an arrangement · 
between Case A and Case B, and in the last resort on Case B. It might even be that 
they would be prepared-as indeed were our own Chiefs of Staff in the last resort-to 
come down to Case C, and the reference in recent telegrams from Washington 
concerning the Prime Minister's speech to the possibility that Mr. Dulles might feel 
obliged in certain circumstances to refer not only to Case B but to Case C is ominous. 
On the other hand, the talk which Mr. Dulles has had with our delegation in Cairo, 
the unfavourable impression apparently left on him by Egyptian intransigence, and 
his resulting statement to the effect that everything should be arranged "so that the 
important base in the Canal area with its depots and supplies, its system of technical 
supervision, should remain in good working order and be available for immediate use 
on behalf of the free world in the event of future hostilities" make it perhaps less 
likely than it was that he would be prepared to urge us to accept Case C. Equally 
however his careful omission to mention the need for British control of installations 
or the retention of British technicians points to the likelihood that he will urge us to 
abandon Case A. Indeed, it seems reasonable to assume that he will seek to obtain 
our agreement that, if negotiations can be resumed, we will not insist upon British 
control of any installations, and retain some flexibility regarding the numbers and 
duration of stay of British technicians, though these might be under British 
administrative arrangements instead of in Egyptian employment. 

4. At the same time Mr. Dulles has shown concern at the Egyptian intransigence 
over M.E.D.O. He does not apparently think that M.E.D.O. in its present form would 
be acceptable to the Egyptians, but he does believe that some defence arrangement 
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must be made, and will indeed be all the more important if we are not to be able to 
maintain the base as well as we had hoped under Case A. It seems possible therefore 
that he may urge the Egyptians to give the Arab League Collective Security Pact a 
new look. It may be that he will suggest that this organisation should in some way be 
linked with an integrated allied headquarters in Cyprus, at which Americans, Turks, 
and French should be represented; or alternatively with General Wyman's 
headquarters at Alexandretta. 

5. All this may or may not be accompanied by an offer of American participation 
in the Anglo-Egyptian talks. 

6. The ultimate result of all this, or of any similar suggestions, would be:-

(a) inadequate arrangements for the maintenance of the base; 
(b) an ineffective Middle East defence organisation; 
(c) the withdrawal of British troops from Egypt and possibly the redeployment of 
a few of them elsewhere in the Middle East. 

Set out like this, it looks very bad; but I suggest that the real question which we have 
to ask ourselves is whether any conceivable arrangement would be very much better. 
Whatever agreement we reached with Egypt for the maintenance of the base would 
be bound to be unsatisfactory in practice; the stiffer the terms on which we insist, the 
less likely are the Egyptians to keep them. We have never believed that any really 
effective Middle East Defence Organisation, including all the Arabs, could be set up. 
We have always been prepared in principle to withdraw our troops from the Canal 
Zone. If therefore it is really to our interest to get rid of our present commitment in 
the Suez Canal Zone, there is something to be said for not being too rigid about the 
terms upon which we do so. We must not give the appearance of being bundled out 
bag and baggage by either the Egyptians or the Americans, but at least there is 
something to be said for going out by means of an agreement. 

7. If this is not acceptable, then it seems to me that there are broadly two 
alternatives:-

( a) We tell Mr. Dulles that we refuse to resume negotiations on this basis, and that 
if the Egyptians will not meet our terms, then we shall remain in the Canal Zone 
for as long as seems good to us, and shall take whatever measures may be 
necessary to maintain our position there. The disadvantages of this course are well 
known. 
(b) We tell Mr. Dulles that we are not prepared to resume negotiations on this basis, 
that we see no prospect of an agreement and that in consequence we intend to wind 
up our affairs in the Canal Zone in our own time and make such alternative arrange
ments as we can. This would undoubtedly be a considerable disappointment to the 
Americans, but I doubt whether it would induce them to give us 100% support for 
our present position. It might be the most dignified course to follow, but in fact we 
know that no adequate alternative arrangements will be possible and to withdraw 
in this way will be inconsistent with the stress which we have always laid on the 
need to maintain the base. We shall moreover be subject to continual Egyptian pin
pricks and harrassing in the process of withdrawal. 

Recommendation 
8. It is impossible to make any firm recommendation until we know exactly what 

Mr. Dulles has in mind, but on the whole I should be inclined to recommend our 
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making another effort to reach agreement with American support. If however this is 
considered unsatisfactory, because the terms are inadequate, then I should 
recommend the last course. 

I agree with Mr. Alien's analysis. 

R.A. 
20.5.53 

In deciding our policy we must take into account the effect it will have in the rest 
of the Middle East. There is no doubt that if we appeared to be turned out bag and 
baggage from Egypt or if we had what was a demonstrably bad agreement with Egypt, 
it would be extremely difficult for us to maintain our present strategic facilities in 
Iraq, or to make any new defence arrangements with other Middle East States. On 
the other hand, our position in this respect would not be improved by a policy of 
staying on in the Canal Zone at all costs. Therefore, the best solution would be a 
reasonably satisfactory agreement with Egypt, under cover of which, and in virtue of 
which, we could make defence arrangements with the other Arab States. 

Failing full American support, the possibility of which we must dismiss, we have 
no chance of getting Case A. We must therefore now decide whether we would be 
prepared to start talks with the Egyptians with the prospect of getting Case B, or at 
the best, Case B with some admixture of Case A. For such an arrangement we might 
be able to count on effective American support and with such an arrangement we 
might be able to avoid the worst difficulties with the other Arab States. 

If (a) it is decided that we could not accept anything less than Case A or (b) we 
started talks in the hope of getting a reasonable adaptation of Case B and the talks 
showed that our hopes were not justified, then I think we should take Mr. Alien's last 
course In that case, I suggest our line with the Egyptians and the world should be as 
follows:-

The base is an asset of great value for the defence of the Middle East, but to be 
of any use it must be subject to arrangements which ensure its efficient 
maintenance in peace and its rapid reactivation in the event of war. The 
Egyptians have made it plain that they will not accept such arrangements and 
we do not choose to impose them by force. We therefore intend to make our 
own dispositions in our own time, and meanwhile resolute action will be 
taken in the event of any attacks on our forces. 

Such a line in the circumstances would be logical and dignified. It would also, 
incidentally, have the advantage of releasing us from our present close dependence 
on American support. 

R.J .B. 
21.5.53 

395 FO 3711102765, no 124 22 May 1953 
'Egypt' : record of an FO meeting on guidance for Sir R Stevenson on 
fu ture policy in Egypt [Extract] 

An Office meeting was held in the Minister of State's room on May 22 to discuss what 
policy guidance could be given to H.M. Ambassador at Cairo regarding Her Majety's 
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[sic] Government's future policy in Egypt. A submission dated May 20 served as a 
basis of discussion. 

2. The Minister of State pointed out that it would be desirable to instruct H.M. 
Ambassador at Washington to approach Mr. Bedell Smith before the return of Mr. 
Dulles on May 29 in order to try to secure American support for the principle of 
British control of essential installations in the Canal Zone. Sir R. Makins should take 
the line that Mr. Dulles' visit had been helpful, and that his firm attitude towards the 
Egyptian had had a beneficial effect. He might also try to get General Hull1 sent over 
for the Coronation as part of General Marshall's staff. 

3. Mr. Nutting suggested that it might be better to send someone to Washington 
who knew the military and technical arguments, but he realized that if General 
Robertson were to go to Washington now it would seem too obvious. General 
Robertson could talk to President Eisenhower at the Bermuda Conference on this 
matter later, but the essential was to take some initiative now rather than to let 
matters slide. 

4. The meeting agreed that our policy should be to try to get the Americans to 
support a line as close as possible to case A, and that an effort must be made 
forthwith to pin them down to support of the principle of British control of essential 
installations. 

5. The Minister of State said that Neguib's position was that if he started covert 
guerrilla activities, the Moslem Brotherhood might wrest the initiative from him and 
get the better of him. If on the other hand he himself took the lead, he would meet 
with a military defeat. There was therefore a one in ten chance that, rather than face 
either of these unpleasant courses, he might accept an agreement with us 
approaching case A. 

6. Mr. Hankey said that he was disturbed by two other aspects of the Egyptian 
situation: the spectre of neutralism and the danger to the freedom of navigation of 
the Suez Canal. Surely we should have no confidence that the Egyptians would not 
decide on a policy of neutrality for their country, even if we patched up some 
temporary agreement, or that if we withdrew our troops they might not make it 
impossible to keep the Canal open in peace-time? If we retained a base in Egypt, 
there was not only a better chance of keeping the Canal open in peace, but also of 
using it in war. It would be harder for the Russians to close it in the event of war than 
it had been for the Germans, who had not succeeded in doing so until after Crete had 
fallen. It might be our assessment that the Russians would not attack in the Middle 
East, but that assessment depended partly upon the continued existence of our base. 
Mr. Hankey was attracted by the second alternative conclusion in the paper 
submitted by African Department on May 20 that we should try to resume 
negotiations on the agreed basis, and that if the Egyptians would not meet our terms, 
then we should say that we intended to wind up our affairs in the Canal Zone in our 
own time, and make such alternative arrangements as we could. 

7. In further discussion it was pointed out that the lesson of Abadan had been 
that once you go away you cannot get back without committing an act of aggression. 
Therefore it was better to stay, in some shape or form, so long as our legal case for 
doing so remained valid. If we cleared out, whatever way it might be explained to the 
world, there would be bound to be adverse repercussions elsewhere in the Middle 

1 General Hull , proposed American representative if joint Anglo-American talks with Egypt took place. 
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East: the Egyptians would claim a victory and might engage in harassing tactics 
against our rear-guard; there was also a risk of action against the navigation of the 
Canal. If, on the other hand, we said we were staying indefinitely by force of arms, we 
should sooner or later be obliged to occupy Cairo. This action, even if it were 
followed up by a thorough-going occupation of Egypt on the 1882 model, would have 
even worse repercussions upon our whole international position, particularly in Asia. 

8. It was therefore concluded that it would be better, in the event of a definite 
break in the negotiations, to adopt the line suggested by Sir J. Bowker, and to say to 
the world:-

The base is an asset of great value for the defence of the Middle East, but to be 
of any use it must be subject to arrangements which ensure its efficient 
maintenance in peace, and its rapid reactivation in the event of war. The 
Egyptians have made it plain that they will not accept such arrangements and 
we do not choose to impose them by force. We therefore intend to make our 
own dispositions in our own time. Meanwhile, resolute action will be taken in 
the event of any attacks on our forces. 

9. The meeting further agreed that we should improve our chances of standing well 
with world opinion if we were to go a step further and announce at an early date that, 
in accordance with Article 16 of the Treaty of 1936, we would place our differences 
with Egypt before the United Nations (as the successors of the League) . ... 

396 FO 3711102765, no 121 22 May 1953 
[Policy towards Egypt]: note by R M A Hankey of a meeting with 
Mr Churchill on not running after the Egyptians and not canvassing 
the Americans 

[With Eden seriously ill Churchill was in effect giving Hankey instructions prior to his 
becoming, on Churchill's instigation, charge d'affaires in Cairo on 11 June in the absence 
of Sir R Stevenson.] 

The Prime Minister asked me to dinner this evening and over a period of well over an 
hour explained his views about the policy we should pursue in Egypt. He was most 
categorical. 

2. The Prime Minister reiterated that he did not think we should be active in 
trying to start new negotiations. We did not need a new agreement nearly as much as 
Neguib. He looked to me to preserve an attitude of patience and composure. We 
should not run after the Egyptians. They would have to come to us. If H.M. Embassy 
did nothing for 6 months except avoid giving things away, he would be very content. 
We should be very polite and courteous and leave the Egyptians to make the running. 
At one point he said I should be a "patient, sulky pig" . 

3. The Prime Minister said he was not afraid of physical trouble. Although we 
should not of course say so, he would in some ways welcome it. It would do the 
Egyptians no sort of good. We should certainly not take the initiative in precipitating 
trouble, but we should know how to deal with it and our position would in no way 
suffer. It would put the Egyptians in the wrong and force Neguib to face his 
responsibilities. He was the one who needed a new agreement and it was better to 
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make him come to us. His speeches had merely made matters worse for him. Let him 
find that out. 

4. The Prime Minister said that he did not want to intervene in the Delta or Cairo 
or disperse British troops. If there were really a massacre of Christians he might have 
to reconsider this . But he did not think Neguib would allow matters to go so far, 
especially as we should let him think that plans for such action on our part were held 
in readiness. 

5. There might be a nasty situation in Cairo. Obviously if the Egyptian army tried 
to occupy our Embassy, we should not resist. If the crowd attacked our Embassy, we 
should show all patience and not fire unless we must; but in the last resort we must 
defend it against the mob, conscious that Neguib and the Army would be obliged to 
restore order. If relations were broken, the Embassy should go to Fay id, and not leave 
Egypt if it could be avoided. The Egyptians would merely put themselves in the 
wrong if they did any of this. 

6. As regards Case A and Case B, the Prime Minister said Case A already repre
sented a sorry whittling down of our real needs, undertaken to secure American sup
port. He was not prepared to take anything much less than Case A. He was in no hurry. 

7. If the Americans really made it impossible for him to stand on Case A, he 
would be prepared to remove all our forces and everything that could be moved. If 
the Americans made our position impossible, they could see how they liked to take 
over our responsibilities. He would appropriate the Egyptian blocked balances to pay 
for what we could not remove and stick in the Sudan. He explained why he did not 
think the Russians would have many forces available to overrun the Middle East as 
far as Cairo. 

8. The Prime Minister was against our canvassing the Americans about the 
Middle East. He was against our always running to the Americans for help. It was 
undignified and did not increase their respect for us. He felt pretty sure President 
Eisenhower and Bedell Smith were all right over Egypt. Of Mr. Foster Dulles he 
seemed to despair. Anyhow he would himself be seeing the President in Bermuda. 

9. The Prime Minister begged me not to send long telegrams. They never got 
read any more. I could send him short succinct ones at any time. All the cyphering 
was a scandal, though. 

10. Summarising his thought, the Prime Minister said we must not run after the 
Egyptians. Subject to being courteous and polite and listening to them, we must let 
time do some of the work. The Egyptians would come round all right when they 
found how determined we were. 

397 DEFE 5/46, COS(53)268 10 June 1953 
'The Egyptian situation': report by the JIC, Middle East to the 
Commanders-in-Chief Committee, Middle East, 1 June 1953 
(JIC(ME) (53)40) 

Introduction 
Events during the fortnight since our last paper under this title was written on 18th 
May have served only to confirm our appreciation. The Council of the Revolutionary 
Command is becoming subject to increasingly open criticism and seems to be 
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showing some inability to suppress it. The most notable instance was a full scale 
editorial attack on the unconstitutional methods of the Government published in the 
Wafdist newspaper 'AI Misri' on the 2nd May, which the Government, presumably, 
did not feel itself strong enough to suppress. On the one hand, preparations continue 
for forceful action against the British; German advisers for example have made secret 
reconnaissances of British installations in the Zone and steps are being taken to 
earmark buildings in the Delta for the internment of British subjects, should that 
course be necessary. On the other hand, the Revolutionary Command displays 
continued signs of indecision and is clearly playing for time in the hope that some 
face-saving device can be found to enable talks to be resumed with the British. While 
members of the Revolutionary Command, in their speeches, promise forceful action 
to achieve the national aspirations and when preparations are complete and the time 
is ripe, the speeches themselves seem designed primari ly to stave off criticism of the 
Government's indecision. We have evidence of German advice to the Revolutionary 
Command that the full support and active participation of the Ikhwan is essential in 
any attack on the British yet at the same time relations between the Ikhwan and the 
Government have become markedly more critical and bitter. 

Aim 
2. In this paper, therefore, we do not consider it necessary to reassess the situa

tion but seek to give our views on certain reliable secret reports which, at first sight, 
might appear conflicting and which refer to the timing of future Egyptian action. 

Summary of reports 
3. We have reliable evidence that General Neguib considers there is little hope for a 

successful campaign against the British at present, but that in three months time he 
thinks the Egyptians will be ready to strike. It is also reported that the Egyptian 
Government are making preparations by way of training programmes and the increase 
in the control of food production which they would undertake during these three months. 

4. An official in close touch with the Revolutionary Command stated recently 
that the Revolutionary Command mean to start guerilla operations against the 
British at the end of June. 

5. It is reliably reported that in the view of the German advisers guerilla 
operations will start in mid-June, immediately after the end of Ramadan. 

Interpretation 
6. These varying reports , all from reliable sources, are not so conflicting as they 

may at first appear. It would be a mistake to ascribe to the Revolutionary Command 
any fixed intention or strategic or political plan of action, though we know that 
individual tactical plans exist. There is no doubt that the Revolutionary Command is 
in a state of anxiety and indecision. The views which itself or its members express are 
far from coherent or uniform and will , no doubt, continue to vary in the near future . 
It is unlikely that any clear cut decision on the timing of guerilla operations has yet 
been made. If it has, it may easily be altered in the light of future events. 

Conclusion 
7. We consider that from the end of Ramadan, after Mr. Dulles has reported to 

the President, a critical problem of timing will arise . If the Egyptian Government can 
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stave off internal criticism and if it sees some possibility of a resumption of talks, the 
Revolutionary Command will be extremely loathe to resort to violence which, it must 
realise, may well end in the disintegration of its own regime. If talks are resumed we 
may experience a period of detente. This doubtless accounts for Neguib's opinion 
mentioned in paragraph 3 above. We have also evidence that, in some Egyptian 
opinion at least, greater preparation both physical and political is required before 
violent action is launched. 

8. If, on the other hand, internal pressure becomes unbearable and the prospects 
of further negotiations seem too remote, violent action may well be launched 
without further delay. The varying statements of intention reflect the differing views 
from time to time on these two possibilities. 

398 FO 3711102810, no 346 June 1953 
'Analysis of the differences revealed to date in the Anglo- Egyptian 
discussions': memorandum by General Sir B Robertson for 
Mr Churchill 

Mr. Dulles has reported to Washington that it will not be possible to get agreement 
from the present Egyptian Government on Case "A" as set out in the Brief. He 
therefore considers that we should move towards Case "B". This is a very undesirable 
over-simplification of the real position. This analysis is an attempt to clarify the 
differences which have arisen, and to assess their relative importance. It does not 
contain concrete recommendations as to the course which we should pursue, but it 
endeavours to shed light on the courses open to us and so to facilitate a choice 
between them. 

A point of a general nature worth making as a preamble to the analysis is that we 
have now ample confirmation, if indeed we needed it, that the Egyptian 
Government is a great deal more concerned about the impact of these negotiations 
on its own unsteady political position than it is with the realities of the strategic 
situation. They are not really interested in the maintenance of an effective base on 
their territory. Quite a number of Egyptians fear that the existence of the base may 
involve them in a war when they might otherwise succeed in remaining neutral. 
These considerations stress, on the one hand, the importance of concluding any 
agreement on the firmest bas is possible; on the other hand, they are a warning to 
us not to expect too much from an agreement, either as regards the efficiency of 
the base which we shall have under it, or as regards the faci lity with which we shall 
be able to reactivate it. 

As is generally the case in such negotiations the differences are partly of real 
substance and partly of appearance and presentation. On this occasion the 
differences of appearance are the more difficult to resolve and are probably the more 
important to both sides. Certainly they are more important to the Egyptians. The 
reason for saying that they may be more important to ourselves is as follows. Even an 
agreement on our own terms without any qualification would be dependent for its 
real value on Egyptian good faith, and, to some extent, on Egyptian competence. 
Neither of these commodities represents a solid foundation and the details of the 
agreement are of subordinate consequence to the immense risk which we should 
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take if we accepted any agreement that rested on such foundations. To put the matter 
bluntly: if we must make an agreement with Egypt, we cannot hope to get a really 
sound agreement, but we must avoid one that does damage to our prestige in the 
Middle East and in the world generally. 

The deadlock which occurred in the negotiations on 6th May, 1953, arose solely on 
the question of technical control. The British Delegation had demanded that the 
control of the operation of important installations in the Base should remain in 
British hands. This is the distinctive feature of Case "A". Under Case "B" all control 
in the Base would nominally by Egyptian, a situation which would not be appreciably 
relieved by the presence in the Base of our so-called technicians. Under Case "C" all 
control would be Egyptian in name and fact. To accept now Case "B" or "C" would be 
to act in sharp contradiction to the statements made recently by the Prime Minister 
and Minister of State. Moreover, for us this question of technical control is an 
eminently practical one. When we say, as we did repeatedly during the negotiations, 
that Egyptians cannot control the operation of the installations containing British 
equipment, not for lack of technical competence or integrity, but for the reason that 
they are not British, we state an axiomatic truth. If we were to concede this point, the 
installations could not operate in peace. The Base would be reduced to a static dump 
of stores which would inevitably deteriorate rapidly. Not only would the time 
required to reactivate the Base be protracted, but our prospects of being able to re
enter it promptly would be much worse because we should no longer have "a foot in 
the door". We cannot afford to accept such an arrangement, not merely for financial 
reasons, but because all this material is irreplaceable and we must have the use of it 
when war comes. The logical deduction is that, if we cannot retain some measure of 
control over our own equipment (by agreement or by holding on to the Canal Zone), 
we should be better advised to remove it altogether. 

From the Egyptian point of view this question of technical control is entirely a 
matter of appearance and prestige. The Egyptians know very well that it would not 
mean an infringement of their sovereignty, nor a continuation of the occupation. 
However, they stand so committed by their slogans and speeches that they cannot 
afford to accept the appearance of foreign control even in the technical field. 

Technical control of the installations involves action at two levels. In the first place 
it requires that policy directions emanating from the Service departments in London 
or Service Headquarters in the Middle East should reach the installations concerned 
promptly and receive prompt attention when they arrive. Secondly, the efficient 
operation of the installations is not governed solely by such policy directions: the 
day-to-day management must also be in British hands if things are to go according to 
British requirements. Thus we see that the practical instruments of technical control 
are:-

(a) the directives; 
(b) the British technicians charged with the management of the installations. 

The question of the directives is perhaps not impossible of solution. Provided that 
appearances are preserved by sending the directives, or copies of them, to an 
Egyptian authority, it may be possible to secure agreement that the action copy 
should pass direct to the installation. 

The controversy thus crystallizes in the question of the British technicians, their 
numbers and the duration of their stay. 
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We did not get down to discussing numbers of technicians, but we have reason to 
believe that the Egyptian figure is closer to 500 than it is to our minimum figure of 
3,000. It is possible that our figure might be pruned slightly without much sacrifice. 
It is quite possible that the Egyptians might be got to raise their figure. It may not be 
impossible to reach an agreement reasonably satisfactory to both sides on this 
question of numbers. 

The matter of the duration of the stay of the technicians is much more difficult. 
Unless the British technicians remain, all control over our equipment will vanish. As 
we said in the discussions, an arrangement which provides for British technical 
control of British equipment is one kind of arrangement, and one which excludes it 
is another. We therefore took the line that the duration of stay of the technicians 
should be the same as the duration of the agreement itself. The Egyptians did not 
reject this idea, but made it very clear that in such case the duration of the 
agreement must be fixed and short. We do not want a short agreement for very 
obvious reasons. It is of course possible to devise a formula which would assign a 
short period of minimum duration to the agreement, while providing for extension 
of its duration by mutual agreement. This means that we should be relying on 
creating such good relations between ourselves and an Egyptian Government of the 
future in consequence of our evacuation of their territory that they would be 
prepared to agree to an extension. This is an extremely dubious prospect. The best 
that can be said about it is that under the 1936 Treaty itself we should have been 
dependent on Egyptian agreement to an extension beyond 1956: whatever may be the 
legal position, the practical position still amounts to this. 

Connected with the question of the British technicians is the matter of their 
status. We have not yet confronted the Egyptians with our demand that they should 
be in uniform. But it is quite clear that, at present at all events, they would not accept 
such a demand, because it would be blatantly inconsistent with the appearance and 
fact of Egyptian authority in the Base. From our point of view also the matter is 
primarily one of prestige, but from the practical aspect it can be argued that there is 
value in having our men in uniform because they would thereby be protected from 
arrest etc., save by action amounting to war. It remains true, however, that the 
Egyptians could make our Base utterly useless to us at any time, even under Case 
"A", without any physical interference with the British staff in it. There is another 
point which may be of even greater practical importance. That is that we should find 
it very difficult to recruit and maintain a corps of civilian technicians, whereas it is 
scarcely practicable to administer any considerable number of soldiers effectively 
unless they are in uniform. Such compromises as have been suggested offer small 
hope of evading the issue. It is difficult at this time to see any solution of it. If 
negotiations are resumed, the best tactics appear to be to avoid this issue until we see 
whether a satisfactory agreement can be reached in other respects. It may then be 
easier both for the Egyptians and for ourselves to decide whether a compromise is 
acceptab le or not. 

We have not discussed the rate of withdrawal of our forces . No doubt there will be 
much argument about this point if we ever reach it; but there is no reason at present 
to suppose that we cannot get our way. 

Finally there is the big difficulty about our right to use the Base as we wish in 
peace, and to re-enter Egypt with our forces in war. As regards peace the Delegation 
has already suggested to the Foreign Office that some consideration should be given 
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to Egyptian concern lest we should so use it as to embarrass their Government. We 
say repeatedly that we do not wish to infringe their sovereignty. If Ibn Saud today 
were to complain to Egypt that she was allowing her territory to be used as a military 
base against him, Egypt would have to reply that she was not in a position to prevent 
this, i.e ., that Great Britain was infringing her sovereignty by force . We cannot 
seriously expect Egypt to sign an agreement which allows such a condition to 
continue. This is an issue of substance and not of appearance. 

As to what is to happen when war or threat of war arises, Egypt in her present 
frame of mind is not going to accept an open-ended commitment now as to what 
she will do in such an event. To us the Base is useless unless we can use it when 
war comes. Indeed it is worse than useless because we cannot afford to lock up this 
large quantity of valuable war material if we are not to be allowed to use it when 
war comes. There are two considerations which may throw some light on the road 
towards a solution of this problem. The first is that whatever may be said in an 
agreement, Egypt will in fact take her decision when the time comes according to 
her appreciation of her own interests at that time. Whatever assurance we may 
have extracted from her we shall in fact have to rely on her willingness to honour 
that assurance or, alternatively, on our own willingness and ability to force the 
issue. The second consideration is that the Egyptians can probably be got to agree 
that if Egypt were indeed attacked or threatened with attack she would be ready to 
have our assistance. Any aggression, say by Russia, against any part of the Middle 
East would clearly be a threat of aggression against Egypt and it is possible that 
the Egyptian delegation might be prepared to recognise this fact in the agreement. 
From our own point of view we should only need to reactivate the Base if there 
were an attack or threat against the Middle East. Out of these considerations it 
may be possible to evolve something which, while not entirely satisfactory to our
selves, would probably be not less satisfactory than many other things in the 
agreement. 

It is not the intention of this analysis to produce recommendations or suggestions 
as to how agreement might be reached. It seems, however, fair to record the 
following conclusions of a general nature:-

(a) Appearances are all-important to the Egyptians, whereas substance does not 
matter very much to them. 
(b) Appearances are important to us also, but, being more confident in ourselves 
than the Egyptians are, they matter less to us than to them. 
(c) There is one point of substance which is of over-riding importance to us. This 
is that we should have technical control of the main installations in the Base. We 
should lose this under Cases "B" and "C". 
(d) The retention of a minimum number of British "technicians" throughout the 
period of the agreement is critical to the maintenance of technical control. 
(e) Even if we give way on other points of substance and appearance in Case "A", 
we should not accept Case "B" or "C", nor give way on (d) above. 
(f) A clear-cut provision giving us the right to reactivate our Base in the Canal 
Zone as soon as serious trouble threatens the Middle East is essential. 
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399 FO 371/102811, no 372 11 June 1953 
[Negotiations with Egypt] : letter from President Eisenhower to Mr 
Churchill on how to reconcile defence needs with Egyptian 
nationalism1 

From my discussions with Foster about the findings of his recent trip, I am 
particularly concerned about Egypt. While I wish to talk to you personally about this 
matter in Bermuda, there seems to me a real danger that the situation there will not 
hold that long without further action. 

I was happy to hear that you agreed with Foster's statement of our position on May 
12, 1953 at Cairo. He reaffirmed that position in his radio report to the American 
public on June 1. I fully concur in his views. 

From Foster's personal observation and from all other reports which reach me, I 
have come to the conclusion that some step should be made soon to reconcile our 
minimum defense needs with the very strong nationalist sentiments of the Egyptian 
Government and people. It appears that it is not possible to conclude a settlement on 
the basis of Case A in its entirety, despite its desirability from a military point of view. 
As we had agreed when it was thought we might negotiate side by side, there may 
have to be some concessions which will permit a quick start on withdrawal of U.K. 
troops and produce an adequate if not ideal arrangement for maintenance of the 
base. Department of State is sending to American Embassy London a formula which 
illustrates what we have in mind and which your staff can examine if you so desire . 
To assist further with this problem, if you desired and if it proved helpful with the 
Egyptians, I would be prepared to assign U.S. technicians to participate in the 
maintenance of the base. 

In addition to the question of maintenance there is, of course, the problem of 
assuring availability of the base in time of need. Pending more formal arrangements, 
a private undertaking by Egypt that the base would be made available in case of 
general war to the Arab states and to the Allies of the Arab states might serve the 
purpose. You could invoke your treaties with Jordan and Iraq and we might also be 
able to utilize our special relationship with Saudi Arabia. 

Also, on the conclusion of agreement on evacuation and the future maintenance of 
the base, Neguib might publicly invite the United Kingdom and the United States to 
help develop the defense of Egypt, including training and equipping of Egyptian 
forces. In response to this initiative, we could jointly negotiate the necessary formal 
defense requirements of the West, as well as assistance to Egypt. The results of these 
negotiations could be made public. Meanwhile, as I think you know, Foster, at your 
request, is presently deferring any arms aid to Egypt. 

Once agreements of the nature described were reached with the Egyptians, we 
would be prepared to insist uncompromisingly on their being carried out in good 
faith. This determination could be made unequivocably clear to the Egyptians. 

I am sorry to bother you with this before we can talk together at Bermuda but the 
possible danger from the situation to us all is so much on my mind that I intrude 
these ideas at this time in accordance with the spirit which has animated our full and 
frank exchange of views. 

1 Eisenhower's message was transmitted through J C Holmes, US charge d'affaires in London. 
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400 FO 3711102811, no 372 12 June 1953 
[Negotiations with Egypt]: letter (reply) from Mr Churchill to 
President Eisenhower on the importance of American support for 
Britain1 

[The Bermuda conference between Britain, France and the United States was announced 
on 21 May and a date set for 29 June. It was first postponed to 8 July due to the fall of 
Mayer's government in France. On 24 June, the same day as Eden was undergoing further 
surgery, Churchill, who had been acting foreign secretary since Eden entered hospital on 
12 April , suffered a stroke. Among other things this caused another postponement of the 
Bermuda conference which did not begin until4 December 1953.] 

My dear friend, 
I look forward to a good talk about Egypt when we meet in Bermuda. Meanwhile, I 
think I must send you at once my first reactions to the new formula suggested in the 
message which I have just had from you. 

2. In the hope of reaching agreement with you and your predecessor we went 
over all this ground before and agreed to make a number of concessions to the 
Egyptian point of view. Our object in these discussions was not to obtain military or 
financial aid from the United States, but only their moral support in what we hoped 
would be a joint approach to the Egyptian dictatorship. However, you decided to 
defer to Egyptian objections to your representatives, including General Hull, taking 
part in the discussions. Since then we have been disappointed not to receive more 
support particularly in Cairo from your Government in spite of the numerous far
reaching concessions which we made in our joint discussions with you. 

3. We went forward alone, having made clear to you that we did not seek United 
States mediation or arbitration. The Egyptian dictatorship presently "washed their 
hands" of the discussions, timing it no doubt to fit in with Mr. Foster Dulles' visit. 
We are quite ready to resume the talks if they should intimate a wish to do so. This 
could be no humiliation to them as the meeting place is under their roof. Nothing 
however has happened: the campaign of threats and abuse of the most violent 
character to which we have been for many months subjected has not been followed 
by any action except a few murders. Latterly there has been a decline in the campaign 
of threats and abuse, and this no doubt is due to the fact that the Egyptian people 
have lost faith in its sincerity and consider it all bluff for political purposes, or are 
hoping for some help from the United States. We propose to await developments with 
patience and composure. If a further approach is made to us to resume discussions, 
we shall comply without, however, any change in principle in the terms on which we 
had decided and to which we understood you had in the main agreed. I should have 
no objection to your advising the Egyptians to resume the talks, provided of course 
they were not led to believe that you were whittling us down, or prepared to 
intervene in a matter in which the whole burden, not nineteen-twentieths but repeat 
the whole burden, falls on us, and about which I thought we were agreed. After all 
there are other bases conceded for mutual security in other countries not even 
established by formal treaty-for instance yours in the United Kingdom. 

1 Churchill's message was forwarded to Washington through Sir R Makins in FO tel no 2377. 
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4. If at the present time the United States indicated divergence from us in spite 
of the measure of agreement we had reached after making so many concessions, we 
should not think we had been treated fairly by our great Ally, with whom we are 
working in so many parts of the globe for the causes which we both espouse. If as the 
result of American encouragement at this juncture or a promise or delivery of arms, 
Dictator Neguib is emboldened to translate his threats into action, bloodshed on a 
scale difficult to measure beforehand might well result, and for this we should feel no 
responsibility, having acted throughout in a sincere spirit for the defence not of 
British but of international or inter-Allied interests of a high order. 

5. As I have said I look forward to talking these matters over with you in 
Bermuda. Meanwhile I watch the progress of events with the closest attention. 

6. I asked General Robertson, who with our Ambassador has been conducting 
the negotiations and is now in London, for his opinion. My immediately following 
telegram2 contains the note he has written. I send it to you although it was not 
drafted for your eye, and I wrote my own cable before seeing it. 

7. I am sending you a separate message about other events. 
Kindest regards, Winston 

2 See 401. 

401 FO 3711102811, no 372 12 June 1953 
[Negotiations with Egypt]: minute by General Sir B Robertson to 
Mr Churchill on the American proposals for reaching an agreement 

[The proposals which were drawn up by Dulles lacked specific details and were sent to 
London on 23 May. Robertson's observations were transmitted to Washington in FO tel 
no 2378.] 

The proposals in the "formula" are scarcely distinguishable from the proposals 
which the Egyptians made to us and which we rejected 4 weeks ago. We have already 
had in substance from General Neguib what we are now offered by the Americans. 

2. Mr. Dulles said to me that it might be necessary to move towards Case 'B'. 
These proposals represent something which is very little better than Case 'C' . I have 
already given you my views as to why I consider that we should reject Case 'B' and it 
follows that in my opinion these proposals are quite unacceptable. 

3. I may be too optimistic but I believe that we could get an agreement which 
retains the essentials of Case 'A' provided that resumption of discussions is not too 
long delayed, and that you can accept certain concessions of form to pander to 
Egyptian conceit. I am prepared at any time to amplify my ideas on this point. 

4. However I am now fearful lest these latest United States proposals should 
reach the ears of the Egyptians. I should have no chance then of getting a better 
agreement out of them. For this reason I hope that you will lose no time in telling 
the President that you are unwilling to make an agreement on these terms. 

5. The assistance of American technicians in the Base would be a complication, 
but it might have considerable political advantages. I suggest that this offer by the 
President should be acknowledged with thanks but without commitment as yet. 

6. I do not consider that the 'private undertaking' mentioned in the 4th 
paragraph of the President's letter would be nearly good enough. A future Egyptian 



[402) JUNE 1953 63 

Government could very easily disclaim responsibility for any such private 
undertakings. Incidentally I suggest that it would be difficult to satisfy Parliament 
and public opinion on this very important point of "reactivation" if you had nothing 
except a private understanding which you would be debarred from disclosing. 

7. While the United States Government seem prepared to accept conditions for 
the base which are most unsatisfactory in our view, the great importance which they 
attach to the organisation of a M.E.D.O. is revealed in paragraph 5 of the President's 
message. Whatever its political value, M.E.D.O. will have no real military value, will 
be no substitute for the Base, and incidentally will in no way counteract the effect on 
British prestige of accepting these proposals on the Base. 

402 PREM 11/485 19 June 1953 
[Negotiations with Egypt]: letter (reply) from President Eisenhower 
to Mr Churchill on Anglo- American minimum objectives1 

[The important point was that Eisenhower's memory was correct and that the Americans 
had never accepted Case A as an essential objective. A base agreement which provided for 
reactivation in 60 days was Case B. Thus the Americans were in no way abandoning an 
agreed stance in abandoning Case A. With Churchill in charge of the Foreign Office there 
had been a change of approach noticed by officials (FO 371/102807 no 246, Sir J Bowker 
to M J Creswell, 25 Apr 1953). It was however the case that the military were now 
attaching more importance to securing Case A.] 

Dear Winston 
Thank you very much for your prompt response to my recent message on Egypt.2 

There are certain passages in your reply which I fail to understand, but I believe it 
more profitable to leave these for the personal talks we anticipate in Bermuda. 

I was interested to note that Robertson feels that agreement might be reached 
which would retain the essentials of Case A, providing there is reasonably prompt 
resumption of discussions and that some adjustments are made to meet Egyptian 
sensibilities. 

As you know, I personally believe that the best interests of all of us will be served if 
friendly discussions are promptly resumed in Cairo. Obviously, however, it would be 
worse than futile to resume those talks unless you and I are absolutely clear as to the 
minimum objectives we hope to attain, and have some reason to believe that these 
would not be rejected out of hand by the Egyptians. Perhaps our March agreement 
on the type of base arrangement to be sought, which you mention, would serve the 
purpose. If my memory serves me correctly, the negotiators were to have flexibility 
between arrangements which would insure a working base in peace which would be 
immediately operable in event of war, and one which would require 60 days for 
reactivation. 

Won't you please dismiss any thought of us, here, seeming to desert any agreed 
position or exhibiting weakness. Foster's statements in Cairo and his notification to 
the Egyptians that they cannot get arms as long as you and they are disagreed should 
reassure you on this. 

With warm personal regards . 
Ike 

1 Eisenhower's message was transmitted through W W Aldrich, US ambassador in London. 2 See 400. 
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403 DEFE 5/46, COS(53)287 19 June 1953 
'Middle East defence organisation': letter from FO to the COS 
Committee forming a draft brief for the Bermuda conference 

Summary 
Our objects in trying to set up a Middle East Defence Organisation were:-

(a) to provide a framework within which Egypt, and consequently the other Arab 
countries, could participate in Middle East Defence; 
(b) to commit the Americans to help in the defence of the Middle East; 
(c) to enable joint allied military planning for Middle East defence to be started. 

It now appears that we shall probably be unable for the present to achieve either (a) 
or (b) above, since Egypt will not participate in a Middle East Defence Organisation 
until the withdrawal of British troops from the Canal Zone has been agreed, and the 
United States is opposed to the establishment of M.E.D.O. until the Arabs are ready to 
participate in it. If this should prove to be the case, or even if there is much further 
delay before the Anglo-Egyptian situation is clarified, we should nevertheless take 
steps to set up a planning group in order to achieve (c) above, since we cannot afford 
to wait indefinitely. 

United Kingdom views 
2. Her Majesty's Government have throughout taken the lead in the proposals 

for M.E.D.O. When it became clear that Egypt would not enter a Middle East 
Command on the lines publicly proposed to her in October 1951, we suggested that 
the seven sponsoring Powers (United Kingdom, United States, France, Turkey, 
Australia, New Zealand and South Africa) should themselves set up a Middle East 
Defence Planning Organisation, to which the Arab states might later be separately 
attracted. Since the Americans thought it essential to obtain Arab co-operation, 
however, we agreed that another attempt should be made to persuade Egypt to join 
us as equal members in setting up a Middle East Defence Organisation. The 
Egyptians have made it clear, however, that they are not prepared to enter into a 
public commitment, or still less to join a Middle East Defence Organisation 
sponsored by, or in association with, the Western Powers until after agreement has 
been reached with us on the withdrawal of British forces and the arrangements for 
the maintenance of the Canal Zone base. We still feel that it would be possible to set 
up a Middle East Defence Organisation consisting of the seven sponsoring powers 
only. At the same time we could pursue bilateral negotiations with those Middle East 
states in which we need defence facilities. But if the United States will not agree to 
this plan, which is strongly favoured by Turkey, there is little point in our trying to 
go ahead without her, and we may have to fall back on the suggestion of a planning 
group as outlined in paragraph 6(v) below. 

United States views 
3. Mr. Dulles has been convinced by his Middle East trip that the time is not ripe 

for the establishment of a Middle East Defence Organisation as we have hitherto 
conceived it. He considers that we should do the best we can to build up the defence 
of the Middle East by means of bilateral arrangements with the Governments in that 
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area. He thinks that a good deal of progress could be made with Pakistan (where he 
found a keen interest in Middle East defence), with Iraq (where he thinks the United 
States Government could assist in Iraqi rearmament by means of off-shore purchases 
from the United Kingdom), and with Syria (where the French might be encouraged 
to continue to strengthen their position). Congress is being asked for $1100 m illion 
as foreign aid for the Arab states and Israel. As regards Egypt, the United States 
Government have suggested that if we could come to terms with Egypt on evacuation 
and the maintenance of the base, Neguib might publicly invite the United Kingdom 
and the United States to help develop the defence of Egypt, including the training 
and equipping of Egyptian forces. In response to this initiative the United Kingdom 
and United States could jointly negotiate "the necessary formal defence 
requirements of the West, as well as assistance to Egypt". 

4. It is plain therefore that the United States Government will not agree to our 
going ahead now with the establishment of a Middle East Defence Organisation 
consisting of only the seven sponsoring powers. 

French views 
5. The French are understood to be in favour of getting on with some definite 

steps towards the establishment of a planning organisation but they are doubtful 
about the wisdom of establishing M.E.D.O. in the absence of United States 
participation. They therefore favour the course set out in paragraph 6(v) below. 

Points to be made during the talks 
6. (i) We have been discussing M.E.D.O. for over two years but have taken no 
definite step towards its establishment. 
(ii) The results of our negotiations with Egypt cannot be foreseen. At the worst we 
may have an open rupture with Egypt; at the best we may have an agreement 
which will not include any Egyptian commitment to participate at once in 
M.E.D.O. 
(iii) The other Arab countries will not join M.E.D.O. in the absence of Egyptian 
participation. We therefore agree with Mr. Dulles' view that there is little chance 
for the present of establishing a Middle East Defence Organisation with Arab co
operation. 
(iv) It would be possible, and in our view desirable, to establish a Middle East 
Defence Organisation consisting of the seven sponsoring Powers only in the first 
place, and hope to attract the Arabs to it later. The Turks are particularly anxious 
to follow this course and we do not want to discourage them. 
(v) If the Americans will not agree, we should at any rate set up now a planning 
group without publicity; if the other sponsoring Powers prefer, it could be situated 
in Washington or London rather than Cyprus. The planning group would consist 
only of officers of the general staffs of the sponsoring Powers: it would in fact be no 
more than a continued series of staff talks about how to defend the Middle East in 
war. The establishment of the planning group attended by no publicity but no 
particular secrecy would in due course become known to the Arab states: it would 
demonstrate to them the intention of the Western Powers to defend the area 
(which they may doubt) and offer them a centre to which they could address 
themselves as and when they became prepared to co-operate in the defence of the 
Middle East or had military requirements of their own to put to the Western 
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Powers. The planning group as such would be prepared to negotiate separately 
with Middle East states wishing to co-operate in the defence of the area. (This 
provision for separate negotiations would leave the way open for Israel as well as 
Arab co-operation in due course). 
(vi) Meanwhile we should continue to press for Egyptian participation in a Middle 
East Defence Organisation at the earliest possible moment, in order that the 
planning organisation outlined above should develop as soon as possible into 
something on the lines of M.E.D.O. as we have hitherto conceived it. 
(vii) In any case we should not agree now to build upon the Arab League 
Collective Security Pact, which is primarily directed against Israel. 

404 DEFE 4/63, COS 79(53)4 23 June 1953 
'Middle East defence organisation': COS Committee minutes on the 
establishment of a planning group of the sponsoring powers [Extract] 

The Committee had before them a letter from the Foreign Office covering a draft 
brief on a Middle East Defence Organisation (M.E.D.O.) for the Bermuda conference.1 

Lord Hood (Foreign Office) summarized the main points in the draft Foreign 
Office paper and emphasised that, on the assumption that the United States would 
not agree to the establishment of M.E.D.O. in the absence of Arab participation, the 
Foreign Office had perforce suggested proceeding more cautiously by setting up a 
planning group. The planning group would comprise officers of the General Staffs of 
the Sponsoring Powers only; it would in fact be no more than a continued series of 
staff talks on defence of the Middle East. It was clear that not only must the Middle 
East be defended, but that every effort should be made to persuade the United States 
to participate actively in the general defence arrangements . The setting up of the 
proposed planning group might well in due course lead to a more effective 
contribution from the United States. 

Sir John Harding said that, until the countries of the Middle East developed a 
sense of common purpose and the consciousness of a common threat, it would not 
be possible to establish an effective defence organisation for that area. None of the 
Sponsoring Powers, except the Turks and ourselves, had any forces to speak of in the 
Middle East-and we might well be forced to decrease ours. Faced with this 
situation, any attempt by the proposed planning group to plan for the defence of the 
Middle East would almost certainly prove abortive; it would merely expose the 
nakedness of the land. It would certainly be difficult-if not impossible- to write 
sensible terms of reference for the planning group; it would also be inadvisable to 
disclose at this stage that our contribution to the defence of the Middle East might be 
insignificant. To put it in a nutshell, we had at the moment nothing to plan with; 
nothing to plan for. 

Sir John Harding, continuing, said that in his view two definite lines of 
approach- both political- should be made in order to break the present impasse. 
First, we should endeavour to convince the United States that it was strategically 
necessary to provide for the defence of the Middle East; secondly, the countries of the 

1 See 403. 
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Middle East must be convinced that there was a common threat which could be met 
only by a combined effort on the part of all of them. The object of both these lines of 
approach would be to lay a sound foundation for the formation of an effective defence 
organisation for the Middle East. It was clear that it was highly desirable to obtain 
some measure of political agreement between the United States and ourselves. He 
(Sir John Harding) suggested that the fo llowing points should be stressed in any 
brief for the Prime Minister on United States participation in the Middle East. 

(a) We were very concerned about the Middle East, particularly as it was almost 
certain that our forces there would have to be reduced; 
(b) The present trouble with Egypt made it impossible to establish M.E.D.O. as at 
present envisaged; 
(c) Only Turkey- and to a lesser extent Iraq and Jordan-of the Middle East 
Countries, realised that the Soviet Union was the main threat to that area; 
(d) An assurance by the United States that they would be prepared to help us to 
get the Middle East into better shape would make our task immeasurably easier; 
(e) It would be quite unrealistic to expect the United States to intervene with 
forces in the Middle East in the near future; 

Sir William Dickson said that, for the reasons given by the Chief of the Imperial 
General Staff, the setting up of a planning organisation would clearly serve no useful 
purpose at this stage. The fact that our contribution to Middle East defence might 
have to be negligible might well seriously jeopardise the final establishment of 
M.E.D.O. There was no dispute about the gap in the Middle East. If a political 
agreement with the United States could be followed by military talks between the 
United States, Turkey and ourselves , useful results might be achieved. We should 
not, however, abolish the idea of establishing M.E.D.O. M.E.D.O. might well provide 
the solution to our withdrawal from Egypt without loss of prestige to both Egypt and 
ourselves. . . . ' 

405 FO 3711102811, no 374 23 June 1953 
[Negotiations with Egypt]: letter from R M A Hankey to Sir W Strang 
on American communications with the Egyptians 

Many thanks for your Personal and Secret letter of 15th June. Brigadier Dove1 has 
since brought me a copy of the full text of General Robertson's minute of 12th June 
to the Prime Minister. 

I cannot say how much I share General Robertson's concern lest Dulles ' proposals 
should find their way to the Egyptians. Caffery showed me the text on June 11th and 
I immediately made reservations about them and begged him to make sure they were 
not communicated to the Egyptians orally or otherwise either by himself or by any 
member of his staff who might have access to them. I afterwards had strong 
representations made to his Counsellor, Lewis Jones, who is friendly and sensible,to 
ensure that this should not happen. 2 We have had all sorts of assurances in reply, but 

1 See 392, note. 
2 At this point, Sir W Strang noted in the margin: 'The State Dept are as bad as the embassy, I fear .' 
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I am sorry to say I don't trust the U.S. Embassy here a yard in such matters. Their 
staff includes several uncoordinated and inexperienced enthusiasts, who are quite 
unpredictable. 

Actually so far as Jefferson Caffery himself is concerned I have got on relatively 
well with him so far. I really have nothing to complain of, except perhaps his 
constant use of the first person singular in discussing Egyptian politics! His vanity is 
a real disease over which he has little or no control. I have rubbed it into him that all 
he has to do to wreck any agreement is just to be too forthcoming to the Egyptians at 
the wrong moment and encourage them wittingly or unwittingly to be unreasonable. 
But in that case I told him squarely that there would be no agreement, because the 
P.M. and our own public could and would not accept a bad one in an area so vital to 
us and to N.A.T.O. If there were then dire consequences, he could be quite sure we 
should face them, though the situation would no doubt suit the U.S. as little as 
ourselves. He seemed to take the point. So did Lewis Jones. 

I have a strong feeling that some prominent Egyptians in the regime, encouraged 
possibly by their Nazi advisers, think they can winkle us out "a la Mossadeq"3 if they 
are persistent and tiresome enough. Some Americans may even have encouraged 
them to think this too, if some of the stories I hear are true. Obviously if the 
Egyptians think this they will never make a satisfactory agreement. Nor if they make 
any agreement thinking they have forced us into it by such threats, will they ever 
observe it longer than it may suit them to do so. I am hoping that Caffery may pass 
some of this on, and both Nehru4 and Mahommed Ali5 may warn them that the P.M. 
does not intend to be pushed around. 

As regards the Americans, please also see my letter of today's date to Jim 
Bowker.6 

I am sending a copy of this letter to General Sir Brian Robertson. 

3 Mohammed Mossadeq, prime minister of Iran, Apr 1951-July 1953. 
4 Jawarharlal Nehru, prime minister of India, 1947-1964. 
5 Mohammed Ali , Pakistani finance minister and later (1955 - 1956) prime minister. 
6 See 406. 

406 FO 371/102731, no 14 23 June 1953 
[American attitudes to the Middle East]: letter from R M A Hankey to 
Sir J Bowker on the unfortunate consequences of the American 
approach to British relations with Egypt 

I entirely agree with the statement of the position in which the American attitude to 
the Middle East has landed both them and us, as outlined in the first paragraph of 
your letter of the 16th of June (E. 10345/31). 

2. The fundamental obstacle, it seems to me, to a real unity between the 
Americans and ourselves in approaching the problems of the Middle East is the 
underlying fixed, even if almost subconscious idea which they have of us as "impe
rialists" and oppressors of backward races, as distinct from themselves, whom they 
feel to be the liberators and uplifters of the oppressed. They are unable to appreci-



[406) JUNE 1953 69 

ate what we regard as a sense of responsibility to carry out obligations which we 
have assumed or have had forced upon us in the course of history. They are apt to 
regard this as a mere excuse on our part to obstruct the development of national 
renaissance in these backward areas . This may be somewhat of an over-simplifica
tion and the degree of conscious conviction on these lines varies with individual 
officials, but by and large this attitude of mind covers all their thinking about prob
lems such as that of the Middle East. It is this attitude which needs to be constantly 
attacked. 

3. It is difficult to give precise instances of failures of American policy in Egypt 
which would convince the Americans themselves. Point IV is certainly a case in 
point. This has by no means even begun to produce the desired results, and is 
certainly not invariably received with any enthusiasm; it has on the contrary become 
rather suspect as a means for penetration by apparently excessive numbers of 
American experts who are regarded as producing reports but little in the way of 
practical benefits. 

4. The apparent American belief that they can do some good by encouraging 
the introduction of some of the more meretricious appurtenances of western 
civilisation is also dangerous. A genuine and fairly widely spread revulsion 
against what they see of so-called American civilisation, affects many of the more 
sober elements of the population as well as, of course, many of the Moslem 
Brotherhood and other religious minded factions. In fact, they do not by any 
means regard as necessarily welcome the American efforts to " raise the standard 
of living" when that means trying to approximate it more closely to the 
American way of living. 

5. All that is not to say that American money is not welcome- it most certainly 
is to all sections of society. But the mere spending of it is not likely to produce the 
results which the Americans hope for. What the Egyptians would understand far 
better would be if the Americans would cut off financial and "cultural" aid as long as 
the Egyptians failed to comply with the long term objectives which the Western 
Powers must have in this country on which presumably, the Americans agree with 
us. The Egyptians do not so much love as despise the donor of something for 
nothing. Such a line would, however, pre-suppose a much greater degree of 
toughness than the present members of the United States Embassy in Cairo are 
capable of. 

6. On a more immediate issue, I am struck by the damage the Americans have 
done us here, in their attempts to woo the Egyptians, by communicating to them 
details of what we hoped to achieve in our negotiations. No doubt they did this with 
the best motives. But it is most striking the way the Egyptians always argue on the 
basis of Case B or Case C and in the circumstances, what else could you expect? If we 
had been reduced by long negotiation to offering Case A, the Egyptians would, I feel 
sure, have thought they had achieved wonders. As it is, the whole basis of these 
negotiations is vitiated, and if we fail to get an efficient base, it is at least arguable 
that it would be largely the American fault. From this every N.A.T.O. power and every 
power with interests in the Middle East and in free passage through the Suez Canal , 
would suffer. 
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407 FO 3711102781, no 1 25 June 1953 
[Proposed action at Bermuda]: draft FO brief by P Mason1 on the Suez 
Canal for the Bermuda conference [Extract] 

[The early part of the brief related the history of the American refusal to hold talks on 
guaranteeing transit through the Canal with the British and French behind the backs of 
the Egyptians. In Britain concerns about the Suez Canal and the position of the Canal 
Company had been increasing throughout 1953. By April 1953 there were signs that the 
Egyptians were tightening their grip on the Suez Canal Company by getting some 
governments to pay a higher proportion of their dues in Egypt, thus bringing under 
Egyptian control a larger proportion of the Company's revenue. They would therefore be 
more problems with public opinion if British troops were withdrawn without guarantees 
of freedom of navigation (FO 3711102898, no 41 , FO brief for the minister of state's 
meeting with Dulles and Bidault2).] 

. .. 7. Proposed action at Bermuda 
It is recommended that, unless the United States Government have already replied 
favourably by then to our last approach, the Prime Minister should strongly urge 
President Eisenhower to agree to the starting of tripartite talks at once on the 
grounds that:-

( a) it is even more urgent now than when we first evolved these proposals to 
safeguard the right of free transit through the Canal. There have recently been 
signs that the Egyptian Government are tightening their grip on the Suez Canal 
Company, on whose efficiency the unimpeded operation of the Canal inevitably 
depends. The Egyptian position has been strengthened by the fact that several 
recent bilateral trade agreements with Egypt have included arrangements whereby 
governments of maritime powers are to pay a higher proportion of their Canal 
dues in Egypt, thus bringing under Egyptian currency control a larger proportion 
of the Company's revenue; 
(b) the talks will not arouse premature Egyptian suspicion provided that they are 
kept secret. We should take every possible precaution against leakage; if these fail 
we could take the line with the Egyptians that we often consult the French and 
Americans on matters of common interest and that no sinister significance is to be 
attached to our deliberations . We can also explain that Egyptian interests will not 
be neglected; 
(c) if we delay the talks and our defence negotiations with Egypt eventually 
succeed, public opinion in the maritime countries, not least in the United States, 
would be dissatisfied at the withdrawal of British troops from the Canal Zone 
without adequate guarantees for freedom of navigation being obtained; 
(d) if we delay the talks and our defence negotiations come to nothing, t ime would 
have been wasted during which the maritime powers might have been mobilised 
on the lines of our proposals. Moreover, we should then be faced with a critical 
situation in the Canal without being ready with joint plans by the maritime 
countries to meet it. 

8. The United States representatives may argue that it will not be possible to 
discuss the Suez Canal with the Egyptians without raising the vexed question of 
Egyptian restrictions on the traffic through the Canal of cargoes bound for Israel. 

1 P Mason, assistant under secretary. 2 Georges Bidault, French foreign minister. 
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They may say that, since Britain, France and the United States were eo-sponsors of 
the Security Council resolution of September 1, 1951 which called upon Egypt to lift 
these restrictions, our views on the subject are already well known and that by 
discussing the Canal at this stage we risk a major dispute with Egypt. To this the 
Prime Minister could reply that in any approach to the Egyptians we should try to 
make them realise that our proposals are not a manceuvre designed purely in the 
interest of Israel, but are intended to protect the legitimate rights of all powers 
including Egypt. 

9. President Eisenhower may ask the Prime Minister whether he agrees with the 
separate French proposal for a Franco/American approach to the Egyptian 
Government now . . .. It is recommended that the Prime Minister should reply that 
he does because 

(a) if the Egyptian reply were favourable , this should encourage the smaller 
powers to join in a more general subsequent approach to the Egyptian 
Government requesting that a guarantee be given to all the maritime powers; 
(b) an unsatisfactory Egyptian reply to the French and Americans, on the other 
hand, would at least provide us with an argument with the other powers for the 
necessity for taking steps now to prepare to safeguard the Canal in an emergency. 

408 FO 371/102812, no 391 30 June 1953 
'Egypt: Case A': minute by R Allen on the risks of an agreement with 
Egypt and the lack of any alternative 

I do not think we have ever had any doubt about the risk which we should be taking 
even if we got Case A. (I minuted to this effect on a recent paper by General 
Robertson which stressed the importance of our insisting upon Case A). 

2. In the first place, as Mr. Hankey points out, we are putting ourselves in the 
hands of the Egyptians to a very large extent. Our few thousand technicians in the 
Canal Zone would be hostages. The Egyptians could always, by obstruction and non
co-operation, make conditions impossible for them, without even having to resort to 
violence. Many people are already worried about this, for instance, Mr. Julian Amery, 
M.P. , who wants to keep a Brigade in the Canal Zone. Secondly, Egyptian 
Governments change pretty frequently , and even if they do not change, they are 
subject to strong internal pressure: if the Neguib regime proves an exception, this 
will certainly be contrary to all precedent. 

3. The answer to these points seems to me to be as follows:-

(a) We shall still have a lever in our hands in the shape of the Egyptian need for 
military and economic assistance. The Egyptians can only get this on the scale on 
which they need it from ourselves and the Americans. If we can get the Americans 
to underwrite any agreement between ourselves and Egypt, and if in the last resort 
they will bring pressure to bear on Egypt in the execution of such a guarantee, we 
should have a powerful means of ensuring that the Egyptians carry out an 
agreement at any rate for a limited period. 
(b) If we could get some kind of Middle East Defence Organisation set up, we 
should have a machine (of a sort) to ensure that the Egyptians carried out their 
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obligations. Apart from the Americans and French, the Turks and some of the 
Arabs themselves, e.g. Iraq, would have an interest in seeing they did so. 
(c) Perhaps most important of all is the fact that Case A is little more than a fa~ade 
behind which we can shed some of our responsibilities in the Middle East. 
Whether we like it or not, we have to recognise this fact. The Egyptians have 
already succeeded to this extent that they have compelled us to realise that the 
maintenance of a base in a hostile country is not an economic proposition. Not 
only do we have to keep ten times as many troops in Egypt as we would like, but 
the base is not fully operative and would not be so for some time after the outbreak 
of war, if war started tomorrow. Neither Case A nor any other agreement would 
ensure us a base fully operative on the outbreak of war. Ministers are shortly going 
to be asked to agree that our total forces in the whole of the Middle East, including 
Malta, Cyprus, Libya, Egypt, the Sudan, etc., etc., should be reduced to under two 
Divisions. In order to do this we must cut our commitments in the Canal Zone 
without if possible too much loss of prestige. This is why we want an agreement 
with Egypt: not because we have any illusions about the efficacy of the base even 
under Case A. 

4. In the circumstances I do not myself think there would be much point in 
following up Mr. Hankey's suggestion in paragraph 7 of his letter that we should ask 
the Chiefs of Staff to enquire into the possibilities of our returning by force to Egypt 
if the Egyptians began to play fast and loose with a Case A agreement. Their answer 
could only be that, apart from the political disadvantages of such a return, its 
feasibility must depend largely upon the size of the forces which they are going to be 
allowed to keep in the Middle East, and this is at present an uncertain quantity. 

5. In other words, the short answer to Mr. Hankey is, I believe, that an 
agreement with Egypt pre-supposes a new conception of Anglo-Egyptian relations, 
namely co-operation with Egypt instead of maintenance of our position by force. It 
very likely will not work, and it almost certainly will not work smoothly, but in the 
absence of sufficient force , there seems to be no alternative. 

409 DEFE 4/64, COS 82(53), annex 2 July 1953 
'Radical review- reduction of forces in the Middle East': report by the 
JPS to the COS, 26 June 1953 (JP(53)94) [Extract] 

Introduction 

The aim of our report 
1. The aim of our report is to show what would be the minimum British forces 

required in the Middle East:-

(a) In the light of the assumptions given below. 
(b) If they are required only to maintain internal security in British and British
protected territory. 

Assumptions 
2. We have been instructed to assume that the forces in the Middle East will be 

limited to the strength needed to maintain the morale of the Middle East States and 
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also to avoid the creation of a vacuum into which the Russians could move both in 
peace and war. 

3. In addition, we have assumed that:-

(a) We shall reach a settlement with Egypt whereby we shall no longer need to 
keep fighting troops in the Canal Zone. 
(b) We shall retain our present facilities in Iraq, Jordan and the Trucial States. 
(c) The Sudan will have achieved self-government and there will no longer be a 
requirement for British forces there. 
(d) The situation in Kenya will no longer require the presence of British troops .... 

Logistics 

Peace 
11. Under the assumptions given, the logistic backing required would be lim

ited to the maintenance of the garrison in its peace-time locations, without provi
sion for the reception or support of re-inforcements at a later stage. There would be 
no requirement for anything in the nature of an active central base such as that 
now in Egypt. If it is decided to close the Egypt base for this reason there can be no 
question of undertaking large-scale operations or sending large reinforcements to 
the theatre in war until a base is activated. This would take time and cost a large 
sum of money. 

War 
12. Until such time as effecting [sic] Arab forces come into being the backing 

necessary for war is that required to support the same garrison, together with the 
forces of Iraq and Jordan, on deployment into north-east Iraq. This would entail:-

(a) Prestocking, in peace in Iraq and Jordan and the use of storage facilities in 
Israel. 
(b) Arrangements for the day-to-day support of these forces should they be 
required to remain in Iraq for a longer period than that for which prestocking has 
been carried out. 

Commitments to Arab states 

13. If we are to maintain the morale of the Arab States and to avoid a vacuum in 
the Middle East it will be necessary to continue to honour our treaty obligations with 
Iraq and Jordan and the tripartite declaration covering the Israel/Arab frontiers. We 
must also maintain our present commitments in respect of the Arab Legion, Trucial 
Oman Levies, Iraq Levies, Aden Levies and Somaliland Scouts. 

The threat 

14. The proposed U.K. forces and the existing Arab forces would be unable to 
withstand a Russian assault in North-Eastern Iraq, especially if Persia had gone 
Communist. The purpose of these forces is to provide the essential foundation upon 
which we may hope to build effective Arab forces in the future; should war come 
before this, to compel the Russians to undertake a major campaign in the Middle 
East. . .. 
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410 FO 371/104528, no 36 3 July 1953 
[American policy in the Middle East]: minute by Sir A Kirkbride on 
the mistakes and misperceptions of most Americans 

The following are my comments on paper E 10345/31 dated June 16, 1953 on the 
subject of American relations with the "Arab" countries. 

2. One of the fundamental mistakes made by the Americans is to assume that the 
Arabs regard them a [sic] substitutes for ourselves. In the Arab world the United 
States Government is regarded as being much more under Jewish influence than 
Great Britain (it will be a long time before the Americans are forgiven by the Arabs 
for the part which they played in the emergence of Israel), but, on the other hand, 
the Americans have two strong attractions for the Arabs:-

(a) they have more money than the unfortunate British and give it away more 
readily; 
(b) they are prepared, if appealed to in certain ways, to use their influence to get 
Great Britain to satisfy the "legitimate aspirations" of the Arab peoples. 

3. In other words, the Americans are regarded by the Arabs as being the most 
useful (and the most gullible) of the Western Powers, but it is realised that, in 
essentials, they are just as bad, or as good, as their partners, the British, but better 
than their other partners, the French. 

4. While allowing themselves to be played off against the British, the Americans 
may achieve some degree of apparent popularity in an Arab country, although those 
whom they think they are assisting often regard them with hidden contempt for 
being so easily deceived. When playing their own hand, the Americans somehow fail 
to achieve the influence which they consider to be their due (I omit gratitude as 
more than can be expected from an Arab) and there are many reasons for this 
position:-

( a) there is the constant suspicion of Jewish influence; 
(b) they are too well off and inclined to flaunt their affl uence; 
(c) they are too sans far;on in a society in which even close relations maintain a 
degree of formality in their intercourse; 
(d) their demonstrations of personal friendship to Arabs are too obviously 
artificial in their nature to deceive their very astute objectives; 
(e) lastly, but not least, they are impatient and cannot conceal the fact. 

5. So much for questions of personal behaviour. The American policy in Middle 
Eastern countries is nearly always to cultivate the "nationalistic" parties or 
politicians on the grounds that anyone fighting for any form of independance [sic] 
must be a "good thing" vide the American War of Independance [sic] . The result is 
that they find themselves associated with the most extreme and irresponsible 
elements in the country in question. Sooner or later, the local associates go too far 
and the connexion has to be broken, so that the Americans end with their erstwhile 
friends as their enemies. This often happens too late for the Americans to then win 
over the more responsible elements, who should have been thei r supporters from the 
outset. 

6. Most Americans also fail to realise that the basic aim of nearly all 
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"nationalistic" parties in the Middle East is to break the influence of the Western 
Powers with complete disregard for the evil consequences which that may have on 
the best interests of the country in question. 

S.[sic] The most pathetic aspects of the question are the belief of the average 
American that he deserves to be liked and his inability to understand why he is not 
when that fact becomes too obvious to be overlooked any longer. He finds 
consolation in blaming the whole trouble on the British. 

411 CAB 129/61, C(53)190 4 July 1953 
'Egypt: defence negotiations': Cabinet memorandum by Lord 
Salisbury1 on proposals for resuming negotiations. Annex 

The United States Government wish to discuss during my visit to Washington the 
future of our negotiations with Egypt about the base in the Canal Zone. When he was 
in Cairo, Mr. Dulles made it clear to the Egyptians that he would try to produce some 
fresh ideas which might help to resolve the deadlock which we and the Egyptians 
reached two months ago, when the latter suspended negotiations. We have some 
indications from Egypt now that the Egyptians might be in a mood to resume these 
negotiations, and it is therefore desirable that we and the Americans should reach 
identity of views on the line to be followed in any such negotiations. 

2. There appears at present to be a considerable difference of view between the 
United States Government and ourselves. The Americans seem to have been 
impressed by the strength of Egyptian resistance to our proposals (see Annex), and it 
is likely that they will urge us to accept something on the following lines:-

(i) We should transfer the base to Egyptian control. 
(ii) British experts should be limited to the absolute minimum and arrangements 
made for training Egyptian personnel to replace them within a minimum period. 
Thereafter British inspectors might inspect Egyptian maintenance of our supplies 
and of the base installations. 
(iii) Instructions should be sent to the British Military Attache in Cairo and these 
instructions should be forwarded to the Egyptian Base Commander through such 
channels as the Egyptian Government might prescribe. 
(iv) Egypt should at the same time give a private undertaking that the base would 
be made available in case of general war to the Arab states and their allies ("allies" 
would cover us in view of our treaties with Jordan and Iraq). 
(v) In addition, on the conclusion of an agreement on evacuation and the 
maintenance of the base, Neguib might publicly invite the United Kingdom and 
the United States to help develop the defence of Egypt, including training and 
equipping all Egyptian forces. In response to this initiative, the United Kingdom 

1 On 24 June Churchill suffered a stroke, and although he was back dealing with some government 
business after a week, his condition deteriorated. The government managed to keep the stroke secret as 
Churchill recovered. He became tired very quickly and the effect on his speech was such that he could not 
appear in public until October. With Eden still incapacitated, Salisbury became acting foreign secretary 
and attended the Washington conference with Du lies and Bidault that began on 9 July. Butler assumed the 
duties of prime minister. 
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and the United States could jointly negotiate the necessary formal defence 
requirements of the West, as well as assistance to Egypt. The results of these 
negotiations could be made public. 

3. I do not think that an agreement on these lines would be either politically or 
militarily acceptable: nor does General Sir Brian Robertson. We have hitherto 
insisted upon Case A; the American proposal would mean that we should have no 
technicians in the base within a comparatively short period and should thus be 
reduced to Case C. Nevertheless, if we are to secure Egyptian acceptance of Case A, it 
is essential that we should have American support, or at the very least that the 
Americans should not give the Egyptians any indication that they believe something 
less than Case A to be reasonable. So long as the Egyptians think they can play the 
Americans off against us, the chances of our reaching agreement are negligible; and 
the consequences of a failure to reach agreement might be, as the Foreign Secretary 
has pointed out, very serious. This is a point which will have to be made abundantly 
clear to Mr. Dulles. 

4. I have therefore considered the following alternatives:-

Alternative I 
(i) We stand firm on the essentials of Case A (retention of British technicians, 
receiving their instructions from London, for the duration of the agreement; a 
copy of the instructions could however be given to the Egyptian Base Commander, 
and some latitude might be allowed regarding the numbers of technicians and the 
nature of any joint air defence organisation). 
(ii) Any agreement with Egypt to remain in force until the countries members of 
the Arab Security Pact are organised (with the assistance and participation of other 
friendly powers) in a manner to ensure their effective defence against external 
aggression. It shall in any case remain in force for an initial period of five years, 
after which date either party shall be entitled to request discussion of its revision 
on the grounds that the condition of principle referred to above has been fulfilled . 
(iii) In the event of an aggression or threat of aggression against Egypt by an 
outside power, the base area shall be at the full disposal of the United Kingdom for 
the support and maintenance of the forces which she furnishes to aid Egypt in 
repelling aggression. An aggression, or threat of aggression, by an outside power 
against Turkey, Persia or any Arab state shall be regarded as a threat of aggression 
against Egypt for this purpose. 

Alternative If 
(i) We stand fast on the essentials of Case A (as above). 
(ii) The duration of the agreement shall be for ten years. 
(iii) After the conclusion of the agreement, we would seek to negotiate with Egypt 
a regional defence organisation for the Middle East, which should include the 
United States, and pending the conclusion of such an agreement, we and the 
United States would refrain from furnishing arms or economic assistance to 
Egypt, beyond what she is already receiving. 

Recommendations 
5. Of these alternatives, I prefer I, and I would like the authority of my colleagues 

to put this to the Americans. If they will not support us in seeking such an 
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agreement, then I would propose to suggest Alternative 11 to them. If they will not 
accept either, then I should be obliged to make it clear to them that I had no 
authority to go any further and that we should retain full liberty to conduct our 
negotiations with the Egyptians as seems good to us, and that we should be prepared 
to accept the consequences of a failure to reach agreement with them. 

6. I hope very much that it will not come to this. I would stress again the great 
importance of securing American support, not only in order that our negotiations 
with Egypt may have a better chance of success, but also because, if we do reach an 
agreement with Egypt, it will in my view be essential that the Americans underwrite 
such an agreement, if there is to be any prospect of the Egyptians keeping it. In my 
talks with the Americans, I propose to make the most of the fact that there are signs, 
as I mentioned above, that the Egyptians are beginning to come some way to meet us 
and therefore the chances of an agreement, if we take them now, are by no means 
negligible. 

7. I am taking with me to Washington General Robertson, who will be able to 
explain our ideas to the Americans in detail, and in particular to stress how 
reasonable is our interpretation of Case A. 

Annex to 411 

For ease of reference I would recall that the proposals which our negotiators in Cairo 
were authorised to put to the Egyptians were in outline as follows:-

(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 earliest 
possible use in the event of war; 
(c) an arrangement for air defence of Egypt; 
(d) Egyptian participation in an organisation for Middle East defence; 
(e) a programme of military and economic assistance by the United Kingdom and 
the United States to Egypt. 

2. Under (b) above we have insisted upon Case A as follows:-

(i) The Canal Zone would be handed over to Egypt and the base area would be 
placed under Egyptian control. 
(Note : This means in practice that all land, buildings, communications and 
facilities would be transferred to Egyptian ownership but British equipment in the 
base would remain British property; the base would be maintained by the Egyptian 
Government in working order at all times; military command of the base area 
would be vested in an Egyptian officer; British technicians would have the 
technical management and control of certain specified installations in order to 
maintain, use, handle and dispose of British-owned equipment.) 
(ii) The depots and installations would serve 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. 
(iii) 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. 
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(iv) 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. 
(Note: Some flexibility in regard to these numbers would be acceptable.) 
(v) There would be an integrated Anglo-Egyptian Air Defence Organisation, 
including Headquarters, two British Day Fighter Squadrons and one British Night 
Fighter Squadron, Control and Reporting Organisations, etc. 
(Note : Since we are now unlikely to have these squadrons available, joint training 
arrangements and the right to use an airfield or airfields would probably suffice.) 
(vi) An Allied-manned staging post would be maintained in Egypt. 

412 T 225/321 4 July 1953 
'Egypt: defence negotiations': minute by I P Bancroft 1 on Lord 
Salisbury's proposals 

1. In this Memorandum2 the acting Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs seeks 
his colleagues' endorsement of the line which he should take with the Americans on 
the subject of defence negotiations with Egypt. 

2. We entirely agree that the proposals which it is thought the Americans will 
put forward (outlined in paragraph 2 of the Memorandum) are unacceptable to the 
United Kingdom. 

3. In paragraph 4 of his Memorandum the acting Foreign Secretary suggests two 
alternative counter-proposals which he might put to the Americans. So far as 
Alternative I is concerned, there appear to be two weaknesses:-

( a) The fact that the initial period of any agreement with Egypt should be for five 
years only, means that the U.K. position in the Middle East will still be fluid . Any 
redeployment plans must clearly be founded either on the assumption that the 
Egyptian base will be open to us in war, or on the assumption that it will not. If we 
are only assured of it being open to us for a period of five years, it will be difficult to 
make long-term redeployment plans, and it will therefore be necessary to warn the 
Service Departments that the Treasury will feel unable to sanction the vast 
expenditures on works services which form a part of present plans. 
(b) The fact that the base in Egypt will only be at our full disposal if there is an 
aggression or threat of aggression against Egypt, Turkey, Persia or any Arab state, 
means that any aggression against the U.K. in Europe or in the Far East will not 
entitle us to use the base. Our wish to use it in such circumstances might be 
almost as strong as if there were a direct threat in the Middle East itself. 

4. As regards Alternative II, a period of 10 years is slightly more attractive 
(though 20 years is the only reasonable period which would justify any substantial 
works expenditure) . But the big drawback to this alternative is that we should have 
no right to use the base in the event of any aggression or threat of aggression. This 
seems a crucial weakness . 

5. Mr. Serpell3 is producing a separate note on the Suez Canal in this context. 

1 Treasury principal. 
3Assistant secretary, Treasury. 

2 See 411. 
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413 FO 371/102811, no 375 5 July 1953 
[Negotiations with Egypt]: inward telegram no 995 from R M A 
Hankey to Lord Salisbury on the need to avoid accepting 
unsatisfactory conditions for the maintenance of the base 

When you go to Washington Conference I earnestly hope you will be able to resist 
pressure of Mr. Dulles to make us accept unsatisfactory conditions for maintenance 
of base in Suez Canal Zone. 

2. From point of view of our relations with Egypt, I should view any such 
outcome with alarm. I am sure that without an effective base here we should lose our 
influence not only in Egypt, but in whole Middle East, with incalculable results on 
our strategic and commercial communications with India and South-East Asia and 
east coast of Africa, to say nothing of effect on political, economic and social future of 
Egypt itself. 

3. It is my considered opinion that, on previous form, we can only be sure that 
Egypt will carry out a new Canal Zone Agreement if we are in a position to bring to 
bear promptly sufficient force to resist outside aggression, or, in case of need, to 
compel Egyptian implementation of the agreement. From this point of view, even an 
agreement in form of Case A would, I fear, already dangerously weaken our position, 
though it may be the best we can get. I greatly hope that, in event of such an 
agreement, you may be able to arrange for redeployment of some of our troops into 
countries which are not too far away, e.g., Jordan, Cyrenaica, or even Gaza [? grp. 
omitted] which we could no doubt do something in any new agreement to save 
Egyptian face as regards form. I also hope we shall agree to nothing which will make 
lives of our technicians in the base a worse risk, or to reduce their numbers below 
what is essential. Everyone here and in Canal Zone agrees that Egyptians are not 
reliable workers except under European supervision, and local population in Zone 
contains considerable number of thieves and murderers, In general, it seems to me 
unreasonable for Americans to press us to accept conditions in our base here which 
they would not accept in an American base, even in Europe. Nor is it fair to our 
troops who may have to use it. 

4. On local political grounds also I hope we shall not agree to accept too big a 
risk. Many Americans here seem rather starry-eyed about present Egyptian 
Government. Further internal changes are not expected here immediately, but 
present regime is none too stable, is facing great economic difficulties and is very 
inexperienced. General Neguib's ideas, as he has explained them to me, seem to be 
sincerely held but extraordinarily vague for a President-Prime Minister. His 
henchmen are rather untutored and are having much difficulty in getting competent 
civilians to work in the Cabinet with them. A process of long term change seems to 
have started but the end is unforeseeable at present. Local experts, however, all seem 
to agree that we are unlikely to get a better Government. If we made an agreement 
with the present regime their chances of survival might be good for several years and 
they might also be expected to become more cooperative. From point of view of our 
long term interests this is the most one can safely affirm. 

5. There are neutralist tendencies, even in some members of present regime, 
which Nehru's visit may have encouraged. Meanwhile, Carnal Abdel Nasser has told 
my Turkish colleague that the British would never return to the base after 
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evacuation except with Egyptian consent, as he intends to mine principal 
installations. After meeting him, I can believe that he might really mean it. As 
mentioned in paragraph 3 above, the only effective insurance against such risks as 
these seems to be our ability to bring adequate force to bear promptly in case of need. 
We might never have to use it if it were available. 

6. I take a gloomy view of uncoordinated American policy of bilateral pacts to 
supply arms, or even economic aid to Middle East countries. The Americans can 
easily wreck any chances we may have of a satisfactory agreement with Egypt about 
Canal Zone base simply by encouraging the Egyptians at the wrong moment. Mr. 
Caffery finds it most difficult to resist this temptation. The American indiscretion in 
telling Egyptians everything we might have to offer, (including, I feel sure, case B), 
before the present negotiations even began, may have prejudiced us irretrievably 

I 

already. 
7. Future is particularly unfavourable here if present dispute about Canal Zone 

base continues indefinitely, and it is certainly in strong interest of United States and 
all N.A.T.O. Powers that whole question should be satisfactorily settled soon, if 
possible. Other Arab countries are also obviously most anxious for an agreed 
settlement and, incidentally for continuance of base. But I do not see why we should 
have to make all the concessions. 

8. If Americans will not stand by us now in getting a reasonable agreement, I 
hope we may stick where we are in hope of getting a better opportunity, even if we 
have to economise on the base. Anything may happen in the three and a half years at 
most left to us under 1936 Treaty. If Soviet pressure were renewed in Middle East 
many problems might assume a different aspect. In any case, I am quite certain that 
in the present state of the world we cannot (repeat not) afford to withdraw all our 
forces without satisfactory agreement, and still less to be winkled out by the 
Egyptians by force or subversion. 

414 PREM 11/485 6 July 1953 
[Negotiations with Egypt]: letter from President Eisenhower to Mr 
Churchill on the need to consider popular feeling in Egypt [Extract] 

While I have met Lord Salisbury only once or twice-and then very briefly-! am 
quite sure that I shall come to share your high opinion of him. Everything I have 
ever heard about him lends me to such a conclusion. Foster knows him and has the 
highest regard of him. 

In the Egyptian affair we, of course, always have wanted to obtain a solution that 
would conform as nearly as possible to Case A. However, we have recognised the 
probability that some concessions would have to be made to Egyptian pride and spirit 
of nationalism. And so, in our thinking we established Case B as representative of a 
minimum position, and have hoped for an agreement that would be somewhere in 
between these two cases-as near, of course, to Case A as possible. 

We can certainly be ready to talk to Lord Salisbury about the matter. In laying out 
a program looking toward a settlement, we earnestly believe it would be a grave error 
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to ignore the intensity of Egyptian popular feeling. Dictators can never afford to 
cease striving for popularity; I think that the methods by which they normally come 
to power inspire them with a feeling of great personal insecurity. In Egypt, if Naguib 
thought that the population wanted him to be conservative and reasonable, we would 
have no trouble whatsoever. As it is, I think he feels he is sitting on a lid that covers a 
seething desire to throw out every foreigner in the country. In other words, he 
believes that any formula found for the solution of this problem must have appealing 
features for the Egyptian population-otherwise he will find himself happy indeed to 
join another Egyptian exile, now in Italy. 

It is possible that whatever difference there may be in our respective approaches to 
this whole Egyptian affair springs out of our differing estimates of the flexibility that 
Naguib feels is available to him in negotiation. We believe that he is very definitely a 
prisoner of local circumstances of which the most important is Egyptian 
nationalism, and consequently he will act and react in accordance with them . ... 

4 15 CAB 128/26/2, CC 39(53)3 6 July 1953 
'Egypt: defence negotiations': Cabinet conclusions on the proposals 
for resuming negotiations 

[Following these discussions, on 7 July Salisbury presented another paper (CAB 129/61 , 
C (53)192) including a note from Gen Sir B Robertson on the salient features of the 
three Cases (see part II of this volume, 354). The paper proposed a redraft of paragraph 
(iii) of Alternative 1 (see 411). After further discussion of the draft paragraph (iii) it was 
amended to read: 'In the event of a major war, or aggression or threat of aggression, 
against Egypt by an outside Power, the base area shall be at the full disposal of both the 
contracting parties. An aggression, or threat of aggression, by an outside Power against 
Turkey, Persia or any Arab State shall be regarded as a threat of aggression against 
Egypt for this purpose.' This, along with the rest of Alternative 1, was what Salisbury 
was authorised to try to persuade the Americans to accept (CAB 128/26/2, C40(53)4, 8 
July 1953).] 

The Cabinet had before them a memorandum by the Lord President (C. (53) 19W 
outlining alternative proposals which might be put forward on the resumption of the 
defence negotiations with the Egyptian Government. 

The Lord President said that it would be to our advantage to be prepared to resume 
these negotiations in the near future. General Neguib was likely to make some 
important public declaration on the first anniversary of the coup d'etat in Egypt on 
23rd July; and he would be less likely to adopt an inflexible attitude in this 
declaration if before then we had been able to indicate that we were ready to resume 
the negotiations. It was desirable that, before the negotiations were resumed, we 
should obtain an assurance that the United States Government would support us in 
the line which we proposed to take; and, if he were able to reach agreement with the 
Americans, he would arrange for General Robertson to return at once from 
Washington to Cairo in good time for the Egyptians to make an informal approach to 
him before 23rd July. 

1 See 411. 
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The Americans were likely to urge us to accept the proposals outlined in paragraph 
2 of C. (53) 190. He would have to make it clear that these were quite unacceptable to 
us. He would seek to persuade the Americans to lend their support for one or other of 
the alternative proposals set out in paragraph 4 of C. (53) 190. Of these he much 
preferred Alternative I, though he was doubtful whether it would be practicable to 
persuade the Egyptians to accept this in full. 

The Cabinet's discussion centred on the proposals set out in Alternative I under 
paragraph 4 of C. (53) 190. The following points were made:-

( a) These proposals made no explicit reference to the safeguarding of the Suez 
Canal as an international waterway. Would it be possible, as suggested in Cairo 
telegram No. 996 of 5th July, to include among the conditions which would entitle 
us to re-enter and use the Base in the Canal Zone "any impediment or grave threat to 
the security of free navigation through the Suez Canal"? 

The Cabinet were informed that an agreement on the Suez Canal was to have been 
negotiated separately with the Egyptian Government. If we negotiated this 
separately, we should be able to enlist the support of all the maritime Powers, many 
of whom would not be willing to support our claims in respect of the Base. 

Some Ministers felt that it would be difficult to justify to public opinion a new 
defence agreement with Egypt which made no reference to the Suez Canal. If a new 
agreement about the Canal were to be negotiated separately, it would be a great 
advantage if we were able to announce it simultaneously with the other. 

(b) Paragraph (iii) of Alternative I would assure us the use of the Base only in the 
event of aggression, or threat of aggression, against Egypt. But we might well need to 
use the Base in a major war in which we had ourselves been the victims of aggression 
but no threat had yet developed against Egypt. Paragraph 7 of the original Case A 
contemplated that we should have the use of the Base "in war"; and even the 
American proposals, as outlined in paragraph 2 of C. (53) 190, contemplated a private 
undertaking that the Base would be available to us "in case of general war." 

The Lord President agreed that the formula suggested in paragraph 4 of his 
memorandum was too narrowly limited. He undertook to reconsider this point in the 
light of the Cabinet's discussion. 

(c) Was it clear that the British technicians who would be stationed in the Base 
under the proposals in Case A would be able to defend it against armed attack by the 
Egyptians? Was there not a case for retaining some fighting formations in the Canal 
Zone for the purpose of defending the Base against Egyptian attack? In Cairo 
telegram No. 995 of 5th July2 it was suggested that the Egyptians might mine some 
of the installations in the Base, and that we could only insure effectively against this 
risk if we continued to maintain adequate forces in the neighbourhood of the Canal 
Zone. 

In reply it was pointed out that the Base could not be defended against an 
organised attack by the Egyptian Army unless we maintained something like two 
divisions in the Canal Zone. There was no possibility of securing Egyptian agreement 
to this . Nor were we ourselves anxious to keep such large forces in Egypt. It was, 
however, our intention that the British technicians in the Base should be military 
personnel and should carry personal arms. This would mean that they could not be 

1 See 413. 
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overborne without an organised military operation. And our safeguard against this 
would be to make it clear that such an operation would be regarded as an act of war. 

(d) It was proposed in paragraph (ii) of Alternative I that the agreement should 
remain in force for an initial period of five years. Would it not be preferable to ask for 
a ten-year agreement? 

The Lord President said that he would have preferred a ten-year agreement; but 
there seemed to be little chance of persuading the Egyptians to accept a longer 
period than five years. The period would, however, be less important if agreement 
were reached on the further proposal that, at the end of the initial period, either 
party to the agreement would be entitled to request discussion of its revision. For the 
agreement would then continue in force until a revised agreement had been drawn 
up to take its place. 

The Cabinet:-
(3) Invited the Lord President to reconsider the proposals outlined in C. (53) 190, 
in the light of the points which had been raised in the discussion, and agreed to 
consider his revised proposals at their next meeting on 8th July . 

416 FO 3711102817, no 511 July 1953 
'Anglo-Egyptian negotiations': memorandum by General Sir B 
Robertson on why negotiations are necessary [Extract] 

[The memorandum was designed to persuade Conservative members of parliament that 
negotiation was the most sensible option for the government, although in the event it 
was never circulated.} 

The aim of this paper is to give you some of the facts and considerations which have 
led Her Majesty's Government to pursue a policy of settlement by negotiation with 
Egypt. There is a good deal which cannot be said openly and therefore the paper is 
given to you in confidence. If some of these remarks were to reach the Egyptians, it 
would do our case very great harm. 

2. As you know, the reason why we keep troops in Egypt is that we attach great 
importance to the defence of the Middle East. That defence cannot be successfully 
conducted without our participation, and we can only play our part in it if we have a 
base there in peace ready for use in war. We have such a base in the Canal Zone 
today, there is no practicable alternative location for the base, even if we could afford 
to move it, which we cannot. 

3. Our right to keep troops in Egypt rests on the 1936 Treaty. That Treaty has 
not been observed strictly to the letter by either side, but we can show pretty good 
reasons to justify such departures as we have made from it ourselves. The Egyptians, 
as you know, abrogated the Treaty in October, 1951. That unilateral act does not of 
course affect the validity of the Treaty in international Jaw, but it undoubtedly has 
the effect that other nations, including even the Americans , tend to regard the Treaty 
as a dead letter. The rights which the Treaty gave us last until 1956, but it is not the 
case that we have no rights thereafter. 

4. If we accept the view that we must maintain the 1936 Treaty integrally, not 
only as to rights under it but also as regards our obligations, there is a legal 
obligation upon us to accept arbitration if we fail to reach agreement with the 
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Egyptians by December 1956. I would qualify this by saying that it would be 
extremely difficult for the Egyptians to demand arbitration as a right unless they 
were prepared themselves to invoke the Treaty they have repudiated. Moreover, the 
arbitrator would have to be agreed between us and the Egyptians. 

5. The obvious question which presents itself is: why do we not just stand pat on 
our treaty rights at least until 1956? It is of course part of our policy to maintain 
friendly relations with other countries, and it is tiresome to be involved in a wrangle 
with Egypt. However, the Egyptians are very difficult people, and their past 
behaviour does not constitute a claim on our good nature. On the contrary, it affords 
full justification for our telling them "to go to blazes" . Our economic interests in 
Egypt are still important, but they are less than they were and we might perhaps 
recover them later. We have nothing to fear from the Egyptians from a strictly 
military point of view. To preserve freedom of navigation in the Suez Canal is not an 
exclusively British interest or responsibility. 

6. There are unfortunately several reasons why the "go to blazes" policy is not 
nearly so attractive on examination as it might seem at first sight. I will mention the 
two most important of these reasons, though there are others. 

7. The first reason is that the Base is useless to us without labour and in practice 
this labour must be Egyptian and a high proportion of it must be skilled. Prior to 
1951 we employed about 50,000 civilians in the Base, most of them Egyptians. Today, 
due to Egyptian ill feeling and lack of co-operation the most that we can obtain is 
20,000 and the proportion of skilled personnel within this number is very low. The 
result is that the Base is not running properly even today. The workshops in 
particular are only running at a fraction of their full capacity. If the Egyptian 
Government were to call out our labour as they did in 1951 the Base would come 
virtually to a standstill as it did on that occasion. All efforts to find an alternative 
source of skilled labour have failed. We have brought in 10,000 East African pioneers 
and 1700 British technical troops who can ill be spared from elsewhere: but these 
reinforcements fail to fill the gap today and are obviously quite inadequate if our 
Egyptian labour should leave us again. In short, the usefulness to us of our Base is 
dependent upon a measure of Egyptian co-operation which cannot be obtained if we 
tell them to "go to blazes" . 

8. The second difficulty concerns the fact that the fighting services are 
maintaining our position in the Canal Zone in the face of Egyptian hostility. Let me 
emphasise again that we are not afraid of military defeat but that is not the point. 
Prior to 1951 we maintained in Egypt only about 20,000 troops, of which only 6,000 
were fighting troops, the remainder administrative troops chiefly engaged in 
running the Base. This is the figure for the Army. I will not deal with the Air Force 
though it is similarly affected. The Navy is not affected in the same way. We now have 
over 50,000 United Kingdom troops and nearly 18,000 Colonial troops . Of these 
about 28,000 can be classed as fighting troops, so that the combatant force in the 
Canal Zone is nearly five times what it was at the beginning of 1951. The total 
garrison including Royal Air Force is about 80,000. We had hoped that this 
concentration would only be temporary but it has already lasted more than 18 
months. Until we reach some modus vivendi with the Egyptians we cannot afford to 
prejudice our position by reducing our strength. If you wonder why it takes so many 
troops to defend our position against these Egyptians the short answer is that it 
always takes a lot of troops to guard an area containing many highly important 
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installations against sabotage and robbery. It is even conceivable that a situation 
might arise in which the present number of troops would be inadequate. If we were 
compelled to re-occupy Cairo and Alexandria because British citizens were being 
murdered or for any other reason, we should be able to carry out the military 
operation necessary for that purpose with our present forces but we should not be 
able to hold and control the administration of those large cities and the 
communications between them and the Canal Zone without heavy reinforcements 
and no reinforcements are available unless very drastic measures are taken in this 
country. The major part of our strategic reserve consisting of one Infantry division 
and one Parachute brigade group is already committed in Egypt. This in itself 
constitutes a highly unsound position. 

9. This protracted retention in Egypt of such a large proportion of the Army is 
having a very bad effect on its efficiency. It aggravates the situation in which regular 
officers and men spend the greater part of their service abroad, which is prejudicial 
to recruitment. Moreover, conditions in the Canal Zone are eminently 
unsatisfactory. Since it has been assumed ever since the war that our stay in Egypt is 
temporary, no permanent construction has been carried out, so that there is no 
proper accommodation for our troops. 90% of them are living in tents, and what is 
worse there is a very grave lack of married quarters. Separated families cause more 
hardship and discontent than almost anything else, as you gentlemen must know 
only too well from your own mail bags. At this present time regular warrant officers 
and sergeants are leaving the Army faster than replacements can be found and 
trained and these men are the backbone of the Army. Statistics show that we are 
losing them from units which are stationed in the Canal Zone twice as rapidly as 
from units stationed elsewhere. It is very evident that if we are going to tell the 
Egyptians to go to blazes we must reckon on keeping the present number of troops 
in the Canal Zone indefinitely and this means that we must build proper 
accommodation for them and their families at a cost of several hundred million 
pounds. Even so, this accomrr,odation will take many years to provide and the effect 
on the Army meanwhile is bound to be very grave. 

10. As the Prime Minister said on May 11 of this year: "We do not wish to keep 
indefinitely 80,000 men at a cost of, it might be, over £50 million a year discharging 
the duty which has largely fallen upon us and us alone of safeguarding the interests 
of the free nations in the Middle East, and also of preserving the international 
waterway of the Suez Canal. If agreeable arrangements can be made to enable this 
latter service and also the solid mairJ.tenance of the strategic base to be discharged by 
agreement with Egypt, it would mem a great saving over our men and money." The 
position is not changed. If the Egyptians accept the very reasonable terms we have 
offered in good faith , then as the Pri.me Minister said, "they would render possible 
the reduction of the British forces in the Canal Zone to a small fraction of that 
number. There would be left technical personnel discharging their function with the 
goodwill of the Egyptian monarchy, republic, oligarchy, dictatorship or whatever it 
may turn out to be." Unless we get an agreement with Egypt we must maintain our 
military strength in the Canal Zone up 10 and beyond December 1956 at the present 
level if we are to go on defending our pmition there . I leave you to consider whether 
we can afford to pay for this. 

11. Then there is the question of available manpower. The National Service 
intake is falling, regular recruitment is dropping at present and is not in any case 
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likely to increase substantially. The claims of the other fighting services, particularly 
the R.A.F. are growing. The War Office recognize that during the next two years a 
heavy reduction in the manpower available to them is inevitable. Inescapably a very 
big cut in the Army's overseas commitments must be made and must be made very 
quickly. Unless it is made in Egypt we shall either have to sacrifice our position in the 
Far East, that is to say in Korea, Hong Kong and Malaya, or we shall have to go back 
on our undertakings to N.A.T.O. by withdrawing troops from Germany. 

12. It is for these reasons that the Chiefs of Staff are strongly supporting the view 
that we must seek to reach an agreement with Egypt which will enable us to take the 
bulk of our troops away. They do not say, and I do not say, that we must reach 
agreement at any price and it is the extent of this price which I will now discuss . 

13. It is fortunate that on this occasion we are in some respects negotiating from 
strength. We are in Egypt and we are perfectly able to stay there if we choose to do so, 
though I have already pointed out that such a choice would be a very costly one fo r 
us. It does not however follow that we can force the Egyptians to accept our terms. 
We can bring great pressure to bear on them in many ways but there is a point 
beyond which neither the present Government of Egypt nor any that is likely to 
succeed it can go without being hounded out. Emotions have been stirred for a long 
period and there is a great deal of fanaticism in the country. In the last resort the 
Egyptians will certainly commit national suicide as the Persians have done. 

14. If we want to reach agreement with them we must realise that the agreement 
must respect Egyptian sovereignty both in fact and in appearance. Indeed of the two 
appearance is the more important. It essentially follows from this that the agreement 
must provide for the evacuation of the Canal Zone by our fighting troops. Now that is 
a very serious matter because if we take our fighting troops away we lose the ability 
to enforce the fulfilment of the agreement. However, whether you like what I am 
saying or not, I am bound to tell you that unless we take them away no agreement is 
possible. We have in fact recognised this for some time and during the recent 
discussions we indicated that we would be willing to withdraw our troops as part of a 
satisfactory general agreement. 

15. What then do we mean by a satisfactory agreement? In brief it is one which 
ensures that our Base in the Canal Zone is preserved in working order in peace and it 
is at our disposal if war should come. I will however add something to this, namely 
that it must be an agreement which, although it involves a withdrawal of our troops , 
does not seriously damage our prestige in the Middle East and the world in general. 

16. During the recent discussions in Cairo the Egyptians said that they were 
quite ready to agree that our Base in the Canal Zone should be maintained efficiently, 
but that they would do it for us . It is our contention and one of which I personally am 
firmly convinced that this is not a practical proposition. Our Base is not like a 
furniture repository into which a man puts his furniture and leaves it untouched 
until he wants it. The Base is a living organisation. Work is going on inside it all the 
time. Stocks have to be turned over: types of equipment change and have to be 
replaced: the organisation of units changes md their mobilisation packs have to be 
adjusted accordingly. I could go on for a long time like this. The simple fact is that in 
the day-to-day op~ration of the Base a great deal of work is going on which can only 
be performed by men who understand Brifsh equipment, who are trained in British 
techniques of storage and maintenance and above all , who are responsible to British 
authority. The Egyptians cannot do these things, not from lack of skill or integrity, 
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but simply because they are not British. It is from this that there arises the question 
of so-called technicians. Put simply, we are demanding that the main installations in 
the Base should continue to be commanded by British Officers with a small British 
staff to assist them and that these British officers should receive their instructions 
from British Service Departments. That is not the only difficult point, although it is 
the one that caused the most difficulty in May. There is the important question of our 
right to re-occupy the Canal Zone, which is what we should have to do in order to 
make full use of the base in War. There is also the question of the duration of the 
Agreement. The Egyptians would like a very short agreement. ... 

417 PREM 111485 11 July 1953 
[Egyptian proposals for a base agreement] : inward telegram no 1470 
from Sir R Makins to FO transmitting the Egyptian proposals on the 
management and reactivation of the base 

[On 7 July Dulles became concerned that unless a new element was added there would be 
no Anglo-Egyptian agreement reached. He therefore suggested that Neguib should 
present the British with some specific proposals based on detailed US ideas regarding key 
points such as numbers and duration of technicians' stay in Egypt and the duration of any 
agreement (FRUS 1952- 1954, vol IX, pt II, p 2110). The text of Neguib's proposals 
reproduced below had only minor alterations from the American draft. The CRC only 
accepted them by a narrow majority with Nasser the key figure backing them. 
Ambassador Caffery believed that the Egyptians were now expecting the Americans to 
persuade the British to accept them (FRUS 1952-1954, vol IX, pt II, p 2115).] 

My immediately preceding telegram. 
The following is the text of the Egyptian proposals. 
Egypt and the United Kingdom hereby accept the following understandings with 

respect to certain of the points pertaining to their discussions:-

!. Technical management over the base 
A. An Egyptian officer shall assume command over the base. 
B. A British officer shall be appointed to the staff of the Egyptian Base Commander 

as Technical Adviser. He shall be responsible to the Base Commander for the training 
of Egyptian personnel in the functions performed by the British technicians 
remaining in the base. He shall also be in chrage [sic] of British technicians. 
(Technical Adviser and technicians shall be in civilian clothes.) 

C. Messages from the British War Office pertaining to technical matters shall be 
sent directly to the Base Communications Centre. 

D. The Communications Centre shall route action copies of such messages to the 
Technical Adviser and information copies to the Base Commander. 

E. Disagreements between the Base Commander and the Technical Adviser over 
action that is taken by the Technical Adviser on messages from the British War Office 
shall be referred for settlement to diplomatic channels, or other established procedures. 

II. Movement of material to and from the base 
A. The United Kingdom shall be accorded full rights to move any British material in 
or out of the base to any point and at any time at its discretion. There shall be no 
major increase above the level of supplies existing at the time this agreement is 
signed without Egypt's consent. 
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Ill. Number of technicians 
A. The number of British technicians to remain after withdrawal of British troops 

shall be fixed at 4,000, which is the absolute minimum required for the efficient 
operation of the installations. 

B. This number of technicians shall remain for the duration of the agreement, that 
is for three years . 

C. At the end of three years the parties shall review the desirability of retaining the 
same or other numbers of British technicians. Should they fail to reach agreement 
the technicians shall be withdrawn. In this case British inspectors attached to the 
staff of the United Kingdom Ambassador to Egypt shall be allowed to inspect 
Egyptian maintenance of British-owned supplies and installations remaining in the 
base under the terms of this agreement. 

IV. Duration of agreement 
A. This agreement shall last for three years. 
B. The need for the arrangements created under this agreement from the point of 

view of both parties will depend upon fluctuating world conditions outside the 
control of either. Because of this factor the parties shall review the agreement prior 
to its expiration to determine whether they wish it to continue in its present or 
altered form . If the parties are unable to agree on this question the agreement shall 
terminate with the following exceptions: 

C. The British Government shall withdraw or otherwise disp 'ose of remaining 
British-owned stores and installations within a period to be agreed iupon. 

D. The understanding with respect to the future availability of the base mentioned 
below shall not be affected by the termination of this agreement. · 

V. Future availability of the base 
A. The base shall be made available immediately to Egypt's allies and allies of 

Egypt's allies in case of attack upon any Arab nation. In case of a threat of attack on 
any Arab nation there shall be immediate consultation between Egypt and the parties 
mentioned above. The provision regarding availability of the base shall apply 
provided Egypt agrees that a threat of attack in fact exists. 

B. This provision shall be made public at the time the agreement is signed. 

VI. Military and economic consultations 
A. Upon the conclusion of an agreement between Egypt and the United Kingdom 

regarding the Suez Canal base, Egypt shall invite military and economic experts from 
the United Kingdom, United States and from such other countries as she may wish to 
confer, regarding plans for defence of the area and regarding economic problems of 
mutual interest. The discussions shall include measures to strengthen Egypt 
militarily and economically. 

418 CAB 128/26/2, CC 42(53)2 13 July 1953 
'Egypt': Cabinet conclusions on General Neguib's proposals for a base 
agreement 

The Minister of State referred to a series of telegrams from the Lord President 
recording the progress of conversations with the United States Secretary of State 
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about the Anglo-Egyptian dispute (Washington telegrams Nos. 1468, 1469, 1470,1 

1473). Mr. Dulles had taken the unfortunate and embarrassing step of obtaining 
from General Neguib a statement of his present position in advance of the 
discussions with the Lord President. General Neguib had accordingly sent a personal 
letter to the President of the United States covering his latest proposals for the 
settlement of the dispute. Although the letter at first sight appeared to mark some 
advance in the Egyptian position, the proposals were almost entirely unsatisfactory. 
It was of the utmost importance that we should not be manoeuvred into a position 
where the United States acted as an intermediary between us and the Egyptians, and 
that the President's reply to General Neguib should not give the impression that we 
were willing to resume negotiations on the basis of General Neguib's proposals. The 
basis on which we were willing to resume negotiations had already been settled by 
the Cabinet.2 

In discussion the following points were made:-
( a) Although General Neguib now seemed willing to accept 4,000 British 

technicians for the efficient operation of the Base installations, his proposals for the 
command and control of these technicians and of the equipment and installations in 
their care were wholly unsatisfactory. No agreement on this point could be 
acceptable unless it made it clear that the British Commander had absolute control 
over the British technicians and the installations and equipment in the Base, even 
though there was an Egyptian Commander of the Base area. 

(b) We should not depart from our views on the duration of the agreement or on 
our rights to the use of the Base in war, on which the Cabinet had approved a form of 
words on 8th July (C.C. (53) 40th Conclusions, Minute 4) . 

The Chancellor of the Exchequer said that it was the clear view of the Cabinet that 
we could not accept the United States Government as a mediator in this dispute and 
that we were quite unwilling to resume negotiations on the basis of General Neguib's 
proposals. The Minister of State would draft a reply to the Lord President on this 
basis and in the light of the points made in discussion. The Prime Minister would 
wish to comment on the reply before its despatch. 

The Cabinet-
Invited the Minister of State to reply to the Lord President on the lines indicated 
by the Chancellor of the Exchequer, subject to the approval of the Prime 
Minister. 

1 See 417. 2 See 415, note. 

419 FO 3711102732, no21 15 July 1953 
[Negotiations with Egypt]: inward telegram no 1516 from 
Lord Salisbury (Washington) to FO giving details of a meeting with 
Mr Dulles [Extract] 

At this morning's meeting on Egypt I asked Dulles whether they had considered what 
reply the President would make to General Neguib's proposals. 

2. Dulles said there were two alternatives: either they could make a short gen
eral reply or they could go into the details as to what was acceptable and what 
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not. He pointed out with emphasis that the United States would be asked to fur
nish economic and military aid to facilitate agreement. The United States 
Government could not therefore stand completely aside but must feel some con
cern about the terms which were being offered. He harked back to their previous 
insistence on flexibility for the negotiators. He referred to my remarks about the 
finality of the proposals which we had put forward on Saturday. He said that it 
was difficult for them to give us a blank cheque of support if we were to be com
pletely rigid. 

3. I pointed out that a detailed reply would put them in the position of brokers, 
which they would presumably not wish, nor should we. The Egyptians were adept at 
playing one of us off against the other. Surely we should play this hand just as they, 
with our full consent, were playing the hand elsewhere. However, we naturally 
wished to keep in the closest touch with them throughout and carry them along with 
us. I gave an indication as to the type of reply which we should favour. 

4. Dulles then delivered a tedious lecture about the difference in outlook as 
between us and them towards countries like Egypt. There was a feeling in the United 
States that we still considered that the right way to deal with such people was to be 
completely stern and firm and to deliver a well-placed kick when they made 
difficulties. They felt that times had changed, etc. , etc. 

5. I found this rather hard to bear, I pointed out the numerous and far-reaching 
instances of our liberal acceptance of progress in India, Middle East, Sudan, etc. As to 
Egypt, we had already offered enormous concessions to the Egyptians, and if our 
prolonged negotiations with them were viewed as a whole it would be seen that it was 
quite unjust to describe our attitude as inflexible. At the present stage we had 
indicated the basis on which we could proceed, and the Egyptians had also put 
forward proposals. Should we be regarded as uncompromising because we thought 
our own ideas wiser and more practical , and in the final interests also of the 
Americans? Was it expected of us that we must immediately swallow the Egyptian 
alternative? 

6. In reply to this Dulles said that he certainly agreed that the three-year period 
in the Egyptian proposal was too short. On the other hand, he felt that our formula 
was open to the reasonable objection that the condition for the termination of the 
agreement might never be fulfilled. Moreover, the Egyptians would suspect that our 
wording was devised to push them in the direction of M.E.D.O. He considered that 
we would stand a better chance of success if we offered a fixed period of the order of 
ten years rather than our present indefinite formula. There were other points at 
which they would not want to be tied to the details of our plan. 

7. I said that the proposals , of which we had given them a copy, and in particu
lar the two formulae on the duration of the agreement and the availability of the 
base, were the outcome of extremely careful consideration by the Cabinet, and rep
resented what the Cabinet considered to be the limit of possible concessions. I 
recognised, however, that we could not ask the United States Government to stand 
with us on every word and comma of these formulae. What we did ask was that 
they should support the fundamental principles which were embodied in the for
mulae. 

8. This appeared to modify Dulles's attitude considerably. He said, and repeated, 
that our proposals had the "general blessing" of the United States Government. . . . 
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420 CAB 128/26/2, CC 45(53)3 23 July 1953 
'Egypt': Cabinet conclusions on instructions for the British delegation 
engaged in negotiations with the Egyptians 

[On Salisbury's return from Washington, the Cabinet was informed that President 
Eisenhower had sent a helpful reply to Gen Neguib in which he had criticised the 
Egyptian proposals on availability and the agreement's duration. Eisenhower was in 
favour of reactivation if an enemy attacked areas outside the Arab states and believed a 
three-year agreement was inadequate for sound strategic planning (FO 371/102732, no 
20, Washington tel no 1518, 14 July 1953). However the Americans did not want to insist 
on the British formula and Dulles claimed that in some respects they supported the 
British position but in others they backed the Egyptian view (FRUS 1952-1954, vol IX, pt 
II, p 2124). The Americans had also suggested a fixed time period for the agreement of 10 
years which was now put to the Cabinet in order to determine the instructions for the 
British delegation which would reopen negotiations in August (CAB 128/26/2, CC 44(53) 
4, 21 July 1953) .] 

The Lord President said that he had now reconsidered the question of the duration of 
an agreement with Egypt. He thought we should still try to reach agreement on the 
basis of the formula previously approved by the Cabinet, namely:-

"Any agreement with Egypt to remain in force until the countries members 
of the Arab Security Pact are organised (with the assistance and participation 
of other friendly Powers) in a manner to ensure their effective defence against 
external aggression. It shall, in any case, remain in force for an initial period 
of five years, after which date either party shall be entitled to request 
discussion of its revision on the grounds that the condition of principle 
referred to above has been fulfilled." 

Failing that, he thought we should accept an agreement for a period of ten years . 
By the end of that time the situation might have changed radically, and the 
Americans might well have come to play a bigger part in the Middle East and be 
readier to lend us their support. The Prime Minister would be agreeable to a ten-year 
agreement. General Robertson could, however, be instructed to refer back before 
finally accepting it. 

The Minister of Defence expressed support for the principle of a ten-year 
agreement. 

The Secretary of State for Co-ordination of Transport, Fuel and Power1 said that 
he was anxious about the possible repercussions of an agreement limited to ten years 
upon the future of the Suez Canal, which had hitherto been closely linked with our 
military base in Egypt. It was very desirable that if possible the negotiations about 
the Canal, which were proceeding separately, should be brought to a satisfactory 
conclusion before we became finally committed to a military agreement which was 
strictly limited in duration. 

In discussion the following points were made:-
(a) If it should become necessary to accept the principle of a ten-year agreement, 

every effort should be made to include in it some provision for its continuance on the 
expiry of the ten years, or at least for consultation between the two Governments 
about the arrangements to be made for the continued maintenance of the base. 

1 Lord Leathers. 
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(b) It would be desirable to give General Robertson discretion to settle on a 
satisfactory form of a ten-year agreement without referring home if he should 
consider this necessary to avoid a breakdown in the negotiations. 

The Cabinet-
Agreed that our negotiators in Cairo should be instructed to seek agreement in the 
first instance to the formula previously approved by the Cabinet, but should be 
authorised, if this proved unobtainable, to accept a ten-year agreement containing 
provision for consultation between the parties, before the expiry of the period, on 
the means of ensuring the future security of the base. 

421 CAB 129/62, C(53)227 7 Aug 1953 
'Suez Canal: freedom of navigation': Cabinet memorandum by Lord 
Salisbury on linking freedom of navigation with the defence 
negotiations 

My colleagues will recall that they decided in July 1952 (C.C. (52) 75th Conclusions 
Minute 3) to approach the French Government, and later the Governments of the 
other main Maritime Powers, with a view to a meeting at which:-

(i) we would consider a joint approach to the Egyptian Government in order to 
obtain firmer guarantees regarding freedom of navigation of the Suez Canal; and 
(ii) we would explore the possibilities of joint action, in the event of failure by the 
Egyptian Government to give such guarantees or to maintain freedom of 
navigation and to safeguard the Suez Canal Company. 

2. Secret discussions with the French took place at official level in September, 
1952, when broad agreement was reached between us on the basic principles 
involved. The French Government, however, considered that no approach to the 
other Maritime Powers would be effective unless we first made sure of the 
participation of the United States Government in the talks. Accordingly an approach 
was made by the British and French Ambassadors in Washington on 29th January 
suggesting tripartite talks. After first declining, the United· States Government 
consented, provided that the talks were held in utmost secrecy and were of an 
exploratory nature. They were held, again at the official level, in Washington from 
20th July to 29th July. 

3. It became apparent at these talks that the United States Government were 
unwilling to take part in the wider conference of Maritime Powers which we and the 
French advocated with a view to considering either a multilateral approach to Egypt 
or any other joint action by the Powers to safeguard their rights. This attitude 
appeared to be based upon a firmly held conviction that the course of action 
proposed would provoke violent reactions on the part of the Egyptians, if they got to 
hear of it, and perhaps increase the dangers which it was designed to meet. It was 
also felt that the Egyptians would react sharply against joining a multilateral 
declaration such as the United Kingdom and French delegations proposed. The 
United States Government were also evidently most unwilling, as they have been 
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over our defence negotiations with Egypt, to accept advance commitments which 
might involve them in action jointly with us in opposition to the Egyptian 
Government. While no reference was made to the Panama Canal, our delegation 
suspected that considerations relating to this waterway may have played some part in 
determining their attitude. 

4. The United States Government's proposal was that an approach should be 
made to the Egyptian Government in Cairo by a single Ambassador at a time when it 
appeared that our defence negotiations would result in a settlement and that the 
Egyptian Government should be asked to issue a unilateral declaration reaffirming 
the principle of freedom of navigation in the Canal. When such a statement was 
issued, it would be possible for the Maritime Powers to take cognizance of it. If the 
Egyptian Government refused to issue a declaration, the United States Government 
would prefer in present circumstances to let the matter rest. 

5. I do not think that we should accept this American proposal even if, as is not 
the case, the terms of the proposed declaration were satisfactory, since:-

(i) A unilateral declaration volunteered by Egypt, and noted by other Powers, 
would be less binding than a joint declaration by the Maritime countries with 
which Egypt was associated. Given Egypt's slight regard for her earlier 
declarations on this subject, it would inspire no public confidence. 
(ii) If the U.S. Ambassador in Cairo were to put it forward, which is probably what 
the Americans would like, we and the French would lose control and might be 
under embarrassing pressure to accept modifications which the Egyptians would 
suggest. 
(iii) Having accepted the proposal, we should be handicapped in our approaches to 
the Maritime Powers, notably in our efforts to organise joint action in the event of 
trouble in Egypt involving navigation of the Canal. 
(iv) There would be political criticism here and in the Commonwealth if we 
allowed a Government not so vitally dependent as ourselves on this Canal to make 
the running. 
(v) To leave an approach to Egypt until the defence talks are on the way to a 
settlement would be too late. 

6. There is a danger that with all this delay, we may reach a settlement with 
Egypt on defence issues which would commit us to withdrawing our combatant 
troops from the Suez Canal Zone without any safeguard whatever for the freedom of 
navigation in this international waterway. The Foreign Secretary has always been 
reluctant to complicate our already complex defence negotiations by intruding this 
issue, which we have always thought susceptible to a multilateral rather than a 
bilateral approach; and I share his view. Nevertheless, if it proves impossible to 
secure an effective multilateral approach in time- and the prospects of this are not 
hopeful- ! should see no alternative but to try to secure an Egyptian reaffirmation 
regarding freedom of transit and safeguarding the Suez Canal Company as part of the 
instrument of settlement. 

Recommendations 
7. The French Government have not decided what to do and I have reason to 

believe that they will be influenced by our views. I suggest therefore that we should 
take the following course:-
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(a) We should concert policy with the French Government. 
(b) We should instruct H.M. Ambassador at Washington to approach the United 
States Government again at the highest level, together with his French colleague. 
They should restate the great importance and scope of the interests involved, 
pointing out the especial vulnerability of the United Kingdom, the Commonwealth 
and the French Union in the event of interruption of traffic. They would go on to 
give the reasons why we considered the United States proposal inadequate. Sir 
Roger Makins should make a further effort to convince Mr. Dulles that the 
multilateral approach is the right one and should say that, without such a basis, 
we should see no alternative but to bring freedom of navigation within the scope of 
the Anglo/Egyptian defence settlement. 
(c) We should also have to make it clear that, if the United States Government 
would not associate themselves with us, the United Kingdom and France would 
consider themselves free to make secret approaches to the other interested 
Maritime Powers. We, for our part, would similarly want to consult the other 
Commonwealth countries on the principle that we are under an obligation to do 
so with the termination of the Anglo/Egyptian Treaty of 1936, in Article 8 of which 
the Canal is recognised as being "as essential means of communication between 
the different parts of the British Empire". 

8. At the same time, I recommend that instructions should be drafted for the use 
of our delegation in Cairo against the eventuality of their having to raise this subject 
with the Egyptians in the context of the defence settlement. 

9. I should be grateful for my colleagues' views, and in particular, those of the 
Secretary of State for Commonwealth Relations, on whether our consultation under 
paragraph 7 (b) above should include India and Pakistan and Ceylon, or be confined 
to the old Commonwealth Governments, which are already in the picture regarding 
our talks with the French and United States Governments . 

422 CAB 129/62, C(53)228 7 Aug 1953 
'Israel and Middle East defence: discussions with the Americans': 
Cabinet memorandum by Lord Salisbury on the approach to the 
Americans over defence negotiations with Israel. Annex 

On 6th May, the Defence Committee recommended that, before undertaking further 
negotiations with Israel, we should hold secret discussions with the United States 
and try to secure their support for our policy (D. (53) 8th Meeting, Item 3). 

2. The Defence Committee:-

(i) Agreed that our aim should be to help Israel build up her armed strength, not 
only for her own defence, but also as a contribution to a settled situation in the 
Middle East. 
(ii) Invited the Minister of State, in consultation with the Minister of Defence, to 
arrange for this policy to be explained to the United States Government and to 
seek their support in providing the arms and equipment that Israel would require. 

3. The attached draft despatch, instructing H.M. Ambassador at Washington to 
approach the United States Government, has accordingly been prepared by the 
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Foreign Office, in consultation with the Chiefs of Staff. Owing to vacation 
arrangements, the Defence Committee is not at present meeting, and I should, 
therefore, be glad to have the views of my colleagues in the Cabinet on this draft. 

Annex to 422: Draft despatch to H.M. Ambassador at Washington 

Her Majesty's Government have for some time had under consideration how the 
desire of the Israel Government for close military co-operation with the West can be 
fitted into Allied plans for the defence of the Middle East against Soviet aggression. In 
response to an approach by the Israel Government, they despatched an exploratory 
Military Mission to Israel in the autumn of 1952 . After studying the Mission 's report, 
Her Majesty's Government are considering how to pursue the matter with the Israel 
Government; but before doing so they wish to reach agreement with the United 
States Government about the policy to be adopted. 

2. The defence of the Middle East, as far to the North and East as possible, will 
require facilities in Israel both in peace and in war. The extent of these facilities will 
depend on the outcome of our present negotiations with Egypt. But in broad terms 
we shall need in war the use of road and rail communications, ports and airfields in 
Israel, a requirement which may entail some development in peace. We shall also 
need facilities in peace for the storage of oil and possibly of equipment in Israel, and 
for the development in war of a maintenance area, including the provision of 
accommodation, labour and transport vehicles. Should we fail to obtain the base 
facilities which we require in Egypt, our requirements in Israel- both in peace and 
in war-will undoubtedly need further consideration. 

3. We also hope that Israel 's armed forces , which have already proved their 
fighting value, could be developed and used in such a way as to meet the needs of 
Allied strategy for the whole Middle East area. 

4. It must be recognised, however, that any arrangements with Israel on the 
foregoing lines would, unless most carefully handled, run the risk of alienating the 
neighbouring Arab States. The co-operation of these Arab States, both in providing 
facilities for Allied troops and in building up their own forces , remains indispensable 
to any plans for the defence of the Middle East. Any arrangements with Israel must, 
therefore , be such as to evoke the minimum of hostility from the Arab States. 

5. While there is no doubt that the Israel Government are, in principle, ready to 
make the contribution we hope for, they will require certain help and will have 
certain particular ideas and objectives of their own. They could not, without outside 
help, finance the extensive capital investment required for the improvement of their 
communications and the establishment of workshops and other facilities : and they 
will seek to include in the programme items which are primarily of economic and 
not of strategic importance. They will , naturally, wish to seize the opportunity 
further to improve their own armed forces and in so doing their motive will be as 
much to make themselves more powerful in relation to thei r Arab neighbours as to 
provide against a possible Soviet attack. Finally, they will expect to be taken into the 
confidence of the Allies about the latter's plans for the defence of the Middle East. 

6. But the Israel Government are in no position to insist on their own point of 
view where that differs from the plans and wishes of the Western Powers, upon whom 
Israel is dependent financially and economically. Both her internal and foreign 
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exchange budgets require outside help if they are to be balanced, and she depends on 
Western sources of supply for the equipment of her armed forces. 

7. In subsequent discussions of military co-operation with the Israelis it will 
therefore be our aim to seek the Israel Government's agreement to:-

( a) giving the Allies the facilities they require for the defence of the Middle East. 
Details of the facilities required cannot be finally defined until the outcome of the 
Anglo-Egyptian negotiations is known. 
(b) making available formations for employment outside Israel according to plans 
for the defence of the Middle East and in the light of political conditions existing at 
the time. 

8. In return we must be prepared to offer:-

( a) to examine the possibility of securing for Israel the financial help required to 
develop such base and other facilities as we consider necessary in preparation for 
war, which would not otherwise be provided; 
(b) to examine sympathetically Israel's requests for the arms and equipment 
necessary to enable her to play her correct role; 
(c) to give an assurance that Israel will be given as much information on the 
progress of our defence planning for the area as the other Middle East States. 

9. We do not wish to dictate to the Israel Government how such resources of 
their own as they can make available for the development of their armed forces 
should be divided between their navy, army and air force. We should clearly be 
running our heads against a brick wall if we actively discouraged them from their 
aim, which was declared to the Military Mission, of a balanced force. We consider, 
however, that such Western help as can be given for the development of Israel's 
forces should in fact be concentrated mainly on the building up of her air force, for 
the following reasons:-

(a) the greatest deficiency in the forces available for the defence of the Middle East 
is in the air; 
(b) Israel can provide better technical support for air forces than can any other 
Middle East country; 
(c) in the event of war with the Soviet Union, the Arab countries might be less 
reluctant to see Israel's air forces operating over their territories than her land 
forces. 

10. It is desirable that we should concert all major matters of Middle East policy 
with the United States Government, whom we are anxious to commit to the defence 
of that area, and the particular policy outlined in paragraphs 7, 8 and 9 above is in 
any case not one which Her Majesty's Government could afford to execute alone. We 
therefore wish to ascertain whether the United States Government are broadly in 
agreement with it. 

11. Your Excellency should now, therefore, in close co-operation with the British 
Joint Staff Mission, approach the United States Government on the lines set forth 
and discover how far they are in agreement with the policy proposed; and to what 
extent they would be prepared to assist and support us in it. It is important that the 
fact of your discussions should remain a close secret, even from the Israelis. 

12. I am aware that the United States Government will not easily be convinced of 
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the necessity for this policy. They will be reluctant to see the West identified yet more 
closely with Israel; and they may well consider that they have already helped, and are 
helping, that country's finances more than enough. To this, our answer must be that 
facilities and communications in Israel will be a military necessity in case of war and 
must be prepared beforehand; that there is no reason why any arrangement reached 
with Israel should become public or reach Arab ears; and that we are not suggesting 
fresh grants to Israel, but merely that existing and foreseeab le future grants should 
be partly earmarked for the facilities referred to above. 

13. I am sending copies of this despatch to Her Majesty's Ambassador at Tel Aviv 
and the Head of the B.M.E.O. 

423 T 225/322 8 Aug 1953 
'Suez Canal: freedom of navigation': minute by D R Serpell on the 
benefits of a multilateral approach to Egypt 

It is recommended that the Chancellor should strongly support the Lord President's 
proposals on this subject. With the Ministry of Transport, the Treasury have indeed 
played some considerable part in the preparation of this memorandum.1 

It is only recently that the Foreign Office have recognised the importance of peace
time transit through the Suez Canal to our economy by accepting the necessity for 
providing safeguards before a settlement of the Anglo-Egyptian Defence problem. 
The fact is, however, that 40% of the shipping using the Canal sails under our flag . 
By far the greater part of this is tanker tonnage bringing oil from the Middle East, on 
which we, like other Western European countries, are now mainly dependent. In the 
past, the freedom of transit has probably depended on the presence of British troops 
alongside the Canal more than on the existence of the Suez Canal Convention of 
1888. Even so, the Egyptians have been able to transgress the Convention in the case 
of cargoes going to Israel; and there are plenty of other signs of Egypt's intention to 
assert herself in regard to the Canal. 

The multilateral solution of the problem is certainly the most desirable if it can be 
attained. In the past, our intention has been to limit the first approaches to the 
principal maritime nations; but, quite apart from our own preponderant interest, 
there are many difficulties. More and more American ships seem to be sailing 
through the Canal under such flags as those of Liberia and Panama (presumably to 
avoid U.S. tax); the Greeks have little political power, and are bound to be conscious 
of the large greek [sic] population in Egypt; the Norwegians have most of their 
vessels on charter, and would indeed stand to gain financially if ships were forced to 
travel round the Cape. On the other hand, the Commonwealth Prime Ministers took 
the initiative in expressing their interest in the future freedom of transit through the 
Canal, and we have, therefore, suggested the extension of our soundings to the 
Commonwealth countries. (In this connection, it should be noted that, whereas the 
use of the Cape route means the addition of only a few hundred miles to the distance 
between the U.K. and Australia and New Zealand the effect of the closure of the 
Canal, whether deliberately or through inefficiency, would mean the addition of 1 or 
2,000 miles for India, Pakistan and Ceylon) . 

1See 421. 
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Uncertainties of the multilateral approach (particularly if the U.S. Government 
refuse to join in) have made it necessary, therefore, to recommend the negotiation of 
assurances as part of the Anglo-Egyptian Defence Agreement. It is possible that this 
recommendation will be opposed in Cabinet (? by the Minister of Defence), though 
the Lord President will be strongly supported by Lord Leathers. 2 It may be said, for 
instance, that it would be easier to negotiate about the Suez Canal when the Defence 
problems are out of the way. It is suggested that such an attitude is unrealistic. 
Presuming our multilateral approaches are unsuccessful, the Egyptians will have no 
incentive, once a Defence Agreement has been signed, to come to any new 
understanding about the Canal. Interference with freedom of navigation, whether for 
political reasons, by reason of inefficiency, or by treating the Canal as a financial 
milch cow, would hit the United Kingdom far more than any other country. We 
must, therefore, take the fullest advantage of any negotiating power we may have in 
the Defence field. 

The Chancellor may also wish to be reminded of the emphasis placed by some 
Ministers at the Cabinet meeting on 6th July, 1953,3 of the effect on public opinion if 
a new Defence Agreement were reached with Egypt which made no reference to the 
Suez Canal. 

2 See 420, note 1. 3 See 415. 

424 CAB 129/62, C(53)232 15 Aug 1953 
'Egypt: defence negotiations': Cabinet memorandum by Lord 
Salisbury on the progress of the informal talks. Annex 

My colleagues will recollect the proposals which I made before my visit to 
Washington in July (C. (53) 190).1 After my return, fresh instructions were sent to 
our Delegation in Cairo, based on these proposals, and on subsequent discussion in 
Cabinet. 

2. Out Delegation have now had four meetings with the Egyptians. The first two 
of these were concerned with procedure. At the third and fourth meetings our 
Delegation discussed all the main points with the Egyptians in accordance with their 
instructions. These points are:-

Duration of the agreement 
Technicians 
Reactivation of the base 

In addition, there is a matter which has not yet come up for discussion, namely:

Time limit for withdrawal of our combatant troops 

Duration of agreement and technicians 
3. My colleagues will recall that I proposed on 23rd July (C.C. (53) 45th 

Conclusions, Minute 3)2 to try to reach agreement with the Egyptians on the basis of 
the formula allowing for an initial period of five years and continuing thereafter until 

1 See 411. 2 See 420. 
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a satisfactory regional defence organisation had come into being (Annex).3 Failing 
that, I recommended an Agreement for ten years with provision for consultation at 
the end of that period. 

4. The Egyptians rejected the first idea completely, saying they could not 
contemplate an "open-ended" Agreement. As regards a fixed period, they would only 
consider three years, unless we were prepared to reduce the numbers of technicians 
below 4,000, in which case they would extend the period to four. That was their limit. 

5. Our Delegation think, however, that they might still obtain a ten-year 
Agreement, provided we agree to run down the numbers of technicians after an 
initial period of four and a half years on the following lines:-

(i) 4,000 to stay for three years after the withdrawal of combatant troops (i.e. for 
four and a half years- see section on withdrawal) ; 
(ii) reduce to 3,000 over the next two years; 
(iii) the parties should then consult on how many are to stay for the remaining 
three and a half years; (failing agreement, the technicians would then be 
withdrawn, but we should retain the right to inspect our stores and installations) . 

Our Delegation emphasise that they see no hope of securing Egyptian agreement to a 
period of ten years unless we are prepared to offer something on the lines of (iii) 
above. 

6. Although this is less than we had hoped for, and might in the worst case 
involve the withdrawal of all technicians at the end of six and a half years, leaving us 
the right of inspection only (i .e. Case C) , our Delegation advise that it represents our 
only hope of getting a ten-year Agreement. 

7. Provided our negotiators stick firmly to Case A in all other respects (in 
particular as regards control of our own technicians and of our property in the base, 
and retention of staging post rights to which the R.A.F. attach importance as a link 
with the Far East) I think it is worth having. We should retain enough technicians to 
keep the base working during the first four and a half years . After that we should be 
able, for at least another two years, to run it either on a reduced basis or at full 
capacity if enough Egyptians had by then been trained to replace the thousand 
British technicians who would have gone. Our Delegation should try to ensure that 
the Agreement contains no provision excluding extension beyond ten years. 

Reactivation of the base 
8. Our Delegation put the formula agreed with my colleagues (C.C.(53) 40th 

Conclusions, Minute 3). The Egyptians held out strongly against allowing immediate 
reactivation either in the event of a major war or of an attack on Persia or Turkey. 
Our Delegation think that the most they will concede is automatic reactivation in the 
event of an attack on any Arab State, and consultation in other cases. 

9. I am sure that we should press for something better than this. In the first 
place, I think we should try to obtain automatic availability in the event of an attack 
on Turkey. In addition, we might insert a reference to the United Nations. A clause to 
this effect might make it easier to get Egyptian consent to reactivating the base in 
the event of a major war with Russia. Finally, we should want to consult with the 

3 See ibid. 
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Egyptians not only in the event of an attack on Turkey or Persia but also in the event 
of a threat of such attacks. 

10. I suggest that we should instruct our Delegation to put the following formula 
to the Egyptians:-

In the event of United Nations action to resist an act of aggression, or in the 
event of an attack on any Arab country by an outside Power, the base area 
shall be at the full disposal of the United Kingdom. An attack on Turkey shall 
be regarded as an attack on an Arab country for the purposes of this 
Agreement. In the event of an attack on Persia, or in the event of a threat of 
an attack on any of the above-mentioned countries, there shall be immediate 
consultation between the United Kingdom and Egypt. 

Period for withdrawal of British troops 
11. Our Delegation expect some difficulty over the time limit for the withdrawal 

of British combatant troops . I recommend that we should stick to our figure of 
eighteen months from the date of agreement, which the Chiefs of Staff regard as the 
minimum practicable figure . 

American interest at Abu Sueir 
12. The Americans have an interest in the airfield at Abu Sueir as a strategic 

bomber base. It is important that we should know whether they want to retain this , 
and if so whether they want us to raise the matter with the Egyptians or propose to 
do so themselves. Our efforts to find this out have so far met with no success and 
we should therefore take this up at top level in Washington. If American techni 
cians are to be provided, as was contemplated by Mr. Eisenhower, it is at Abu Sueir 
that they would be the most useful. This point also should be taken up with the 
Americans. 

Conclusions 
13. Subject to the views of the Chiefs of Staff, I submit for the consideration of 

my colleagues the following proposals:-

(a) On duration and the numbers of technicians, we should authorise the 
Delegation to proceed as suggested and to offer a ten-year Agreement on the 
foll owing lines:-

(i) 4,000 to stay for three years after the withdrawal of combatant troops (i.e. 
for four and a half years - see section on withdrawal); 
(ii) reduce to 3,000 over the next two years; 
(iii) the parties should then consult on how many are to stay for the remaining 
three and a half years; (failing agreement, the technicians would then be 
withdrawn, but we should retain the right to inspect our stores and 
installations); 
(iv) the technicians would be in uniform. 

(b) On reactivation of the base, the Delegation should be instructed to attempt to 
secure acceptance by the Egyptians of the formula given in paragraph 10 above. 
(c) On withdrawal of combatant troops , we should stick to our figure of eighteen 
months. 
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(d) H.M. Ambassador at Washington should take up the question of Abu Sueir as a 
matter of urgency. 

14. I do not pretend to be enthusiastic about proposal (a); but I am bound to tell 
my colleagues that it is the confirmed view both of Mr. Hankey and General 
Robertson that it represents the only basis on which an agreement with the Egyptian 
Government is possible. 

425 T 225/322 17 Aug 1953 
'Egypt: defence negotiations': minute by I P Bancroft on the line to be 
adopted by the British delegation 

1. Lord Salisbury reports progress on the informal discussions which have been 
going on between U.K. and Egyptian representatives; and in the light of them invites 
his colleagues to agree to a U.K. line on four main points. 1 

Duration of agreement and technicians 
2. The Egyptians have refused to accept an open ended agreement with an initial 

period of five years, and will, it is said, only accept a ten year agreement subject to 
provisos regarding technicians which, in the worst case, will involve the withdrawal 
of them all after 6~ years. 

3. From the Treasury point of view of course we should like the agreement to be 
for as long a period as possible. But as soon as we decided to abandon a firm 20 year 
period, as we did very early on, any agreement became, essentially, a device to buy 
time. For time is what we need:-

(a) To backload stores etc. from the base and so reduce the scale of possible loss 
(as the Chancellor knows we have stores and assets there worth several hundreds 
of millions of pounds); 
(b) To allow Egyptian passions to cool; 
(c) To allow the military to undertake a proper long term appreciation of the 
extent and nature of our Middle East commitments in an atomic age, unbedevilled 
by the distraction of having to maintain a vast armed camp, running to several 
divisions, in the Canal Zone. 

4. We suggest therefore that while the Chancellor should re-emphasise the 
desirability of a longer term agreement than the (virtually) 6~ year effective period 
now envisaged, and should perhaps suggest that a further effort ought to be made to 
get better terms, he should not press his views unduly against those of the rest of the 
Cabinet. It might however be as well for him to point out that the acceptance of this 
proposal cannot be regarded as committing the U.K. in any way to the establishment 
of a substitute base elsewhere in the Middle East, either during, or at the end of, the 
6~ year period. 

5. It is, as Lord Salisbury points out, obviously important to try and ensure that 
the agreement contains no provision excluding extension beyond ten years. 

1 See 424. 
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Reactivation of the base 
6. The reference to the United Nations in the proposed formula should give us 

the substance of what we want: though it is probable that the Egyptians will say that 
it is drawn too wide. They might for example object to the base being placed at the 
disposal of the U.K. in the event of another United Nations action in another part of 
the world, e.g. a further round in Korea. 

Period for withdrawal of British troops 
7. We entirely agree that we should stick to our figure of 18 months from the 

date of agreement. 

Am erican interest at Abu Sueir 
8. We must clearly find out at [sic] quickly as possible where the Americans 

stand on this . On the whole, it would seem better for the Americans to raise the 
matter with the Egyptians than for us, if only for tactical reasons. There is also the 
point that putting the ball firmly in the American court will prevent any dispute 
about financial liability, which should clearly rest on the U.S. 

9. I have consulted Mr. Serpell, and he has no special O.F. points to raise. 

426 CAB 128/26/2 , CC 49 (53)2 18 Aug 1953 
'Egypt' : Cabinet conclusions on the instructions for the British 
delegation 

The Cabinet had before them a memorandum by the Lord President (C. (53) 23W 
outlining the further instructions which he was proposing to send to the United 
Kingdom Delegation in Cairo. 

The Lord President said that there were three outstanding points in the defence 
negotiations on which the Delegation thought they would be obliged to make some 
concessions if any agreement was to be reached with the Egyptians. It had become 
clear that the Egyptians would not accept an agreement for an initial period of five 
years continuing thereafter until a satisfactory regional defence organisation had 
come into being; and that they would only consider a fixed period beyond three years 
if we were prepared to reduce below 4,000 the number of British technicians to be 
left in the base. The Delegation believed that a ten-year agreement might be secured 
if we were to agree to run down the numbers of technicians on the following lines:-

(i) 4,000 to stay for three years after the withdrawal of combatant troops (i.e., for 
4~ years after the date of the agreement); 
(ii) the numbers to be reduced to 3,000 over the following two years; 
(iii) the parties to consult then on the numbers to stay for the remaining 3~ 
years- failing agreement, the technicians would be withdrawn, but we should 
retain the right to inspect our stores and installations. 

In other respects the Delegation would adhere to Case A, particularly as regards 
control of our own technicians , their right to wear uniform and to carry personal 

1 See 424. 
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weapons, the control of our property in the base and the retention of staging rights 
to which the Air Staff attached importance as a link with the Far East. It was already 
agreed that a joint Anglo-Egyptian Air Defence Organisation should no longer be 
included in Case A. 

On the question of access to the base, the Lord President said that the Egyptians 
had held out strongly against allowing this either in the event of a major war or of an 
attack on Persia or Turkey. It was difficult to find any satisfactory definition of a 
major war and it might be preferable to rely on some alternative formula referring to 
action by the United Nations. He therefore proposed that the Delegation should put 
the following formula to the Egyptians:-

"In the event of United Nations action to resist an act of aggression, or in the 
event of an attack on any Arab country by an outside Power, the base area 
shall be at the full disposal of the United Kingdom. An attack on Turkey shall 
be regarded as an attack on an Arab country for the purposes of this 
Agreement. In the event of an attack on Persia, or in the event of a threat of 
an attack on any of the above-mentioned countries, there shall be immediate 
consultation between the United Kingdom and Egypt." 

The period for the withdrawal of British troops was estimated by the Chiefs of Staff 
at eighteen months from the date of the agreement and the Delegation expected that 
there might be some difficulty with the Egyptians over this. At present, however, it 
was not a point in the negotiations; it would be a practical matter for discussion 
when the negotiations were completed. Equally, the American interest in the base at 
Abu Sueir was a separate question. 

In discussion the following points were made:-
(a) The new proposal for the duration of the agreement had the grave disadvantage 

that it provided no guarantee that any British technicians would be left in the base 
after 6~ years, and thereafter the base would not be of substantial use to British 
forces deployed elsewhere in the Middle East. Could we not arrive at some agreement 
by which the progressive reduction of British technicians was somewhat slower and 
made dependent on an efficient system of training Egyptians in substitution? It 
might, for example, be possible to persuade the Egyptians to agree that, in the last 3~ 
years of a ten-year agreement, one or two thousand British technicians should be 
allowed to remain. The Lord President agreed to consider this proposal. 

(b) The right of inspection after the withdrawal of British technicians might well 
be used with advantage; but the fact remained that, as there was no prospect of a long 
agreement, efforts would have to be made during the period of the agreement to 
remove valuable stores and movable installations from the base. 

(c) The duration of the agreement would have an effect upon plans for the 
redeployment of British forces elsewhere in the Middle East. Was it worth incurring 
the expense of this redeployment if there was no guarantee that the base in Egypt 
would be available for the maintenance of these forces after 6~ years? 

(d) It was only at Abu Sueir, which had been developed for the Americans, that 
American technicians could be militarily useful. The Secretary of State for Air said 
that he would send the Lord President a note on the position at Abu Sueir and on any 
other points which particularly affected the Royal Air Force. 

The Prime Minister said that it was the view of the Cabinet that the United 
Kingdom Delegation in Cairo should have discretion to negotiate on the terms 
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proposed by the Lord President in C. (53) 232. They should, however, be reminded 
that we still hoped that firm dealing would result in a better agreement than that 
now proposed. 

The Cabinet:-
Authorised the Lord President to instruct the United Kingdom Delegation in Cairo 
on the lines proposed in C. (53) 232; but took note that he would first reconsider 
the proposals for reducing the numbers of British technicians in the light of the 
suggestions noted in paragraph (a) above. 

427 FO 371/102814, no 440 28 Aug 1953 
[Anglo-Egyptian negotiations]: minute by RC Mackworth-Young on 
the views of Mr Bedell Smith1 [Extract] 

Mr Bedell Smith's views are somewhat disturbing. He thinks 

(a) the agreement should last for 5 years, not 10:-
(b) Neguib may be losing control to the extremists; 
(c) it is relatively unimportant to secure a satisfactory formula covering re-entry, 
since the base could be reoccupied by force if necessary. It is far more important to 
keep the base in working order; 
(d) we should start by reaching provisional agreements with the Egyptians on all 
the main points. Then the Americans would join in, and the agreements would be 
looked over and reviewed where necessary. 

2. Point (a) is new to us. At the Washington talks the Americans merely said that 
they thought a fixed limit of 10 years preferable to our alternative formula linked 
with the setting up of a MEDO (see record at JE10345/28G page 8) . The Egyptians 
have given 3 years as their figure, or 4 with a reduced number of technicians and 
finally 3 years for technicians with a 5 year agreement (Cairo tel no 1222 refers). 
General Neguib, in conversation with the German ambassador, has suggested 5 
years, with technicians to stay for 3. It may well be that the Egyptians are aware of 
the American view, and hope with their help to whittle us down to 5. Their 
negotiators offer less than 5 for tactical reasons . 

3. Point (b) shows that the Americans are still susceptible to the Moussadek 
technique. 2 

4. Point (c) is quite unrealistic. If we try to force a re-entry the Egyptians will 
certainly sabotage the base installations. Moreover we should find ourselves in the 
position which our present negotiations are designed to avoid, namely running a 
base in the midst of a hostile population in war. 

5. Point (d) is thoroughly alarming. The Americans cannot have it both ways. 
Either they join with us in the negotiations, as we had originally hoped; or they leave 
us to negotiate by ourselves (giving us, we hope, their general backing) and when we 

1 See 380, note l. 
2 The Truman administration had been reluctant to oppose Mussadeq in line with British requests because 
Mussadeq claimed to be the only effective leader of moderate nationali sm in Iran. He continually informed 
the Americans that the only alternative to his government would be a regime dominated by the Iranian 
Communist Party. 
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have reached agreement with Egypt, make whatever offer they have to make about 
assistance. Certainly, if we fail to reach agreement wih Egypt, there would be a case 
for American intervention; but not if we succeed in reaching some solution on all the 
main points. Mr Bedell Smith's present proposal makes the negotiators in Cairo look 
like a sort of drafting committee whose task is to submit drafts for Mr Byroade's 
approval. . .. 

428 CAB 129/62, C(53)246, annex 4 Sept 1953 
'Egypt: review of the situation in the Canal Zone': Cabinet 
memorandum by the COS 

We consider that Her Majesty's Ministers should be apprised of the state of tension 
that exists in the Canal Zone, and which has existed there with varying intensity over 
a considerable period. 

Background 
2. Since the abrogation of the Anglo-Egyptian Treaty in October, 1951, the 

situation in the Zone has been abnormal. A practically continuous campaign has 
been waged by the Egyptians against our forces. This campaign has sometimes taken 
the form of the denial of supplies of local goods which our forces are in the habit of 
buying from the Egyptian market. At other times a much more serious form of gang 
activity has been directed against our installations, transport and communications. 
Cable cutting by some of these gangs has continued off and on throughout the 
period. The more exposed married quarters have suffered constantly from 
housebreaking and petty thieving. Throughout the whole area our forces have been 
contained in the Zone, unable to enter the Delta, and deeply committed to guard and 
internal security duties. 

3. After a fairly quiet winter a campaign, mainly directed towards the theft of 
vehicles, was intensified during March and .April; as a result, it eventually became 
necessary to establish movement control posts and to move military and British 
civilian vehicles in convoy under escort. These posts were told to stop only British 
military vehicles which they suspected of being stolen; they were not to stop or 
search civilian and Egyptian Government vehicles. 

4. Since May even more widespread security measures have had to be taken. In 
order to maintain safe areas throughout the Zone, guards and pickets for the 
protection of Headquarters, installations and living areas have had to be established. 
More recently it has become necessary to support these guards and pickets by armed 
posts of up to Company strength. Additional posts have had to be established on the 
roads in the Canal Zone for checking vehicle traffic, preventing the introduction of 
either arms or terrorists into the Zone, and stopping the theft of vehicles. 

Present situation 
5. After another relatively quiet period the situation took a turn for the worse 

during the first fortnight of August. The Egyptian ban on the sale of goods to British 
forces was intensified; thefts of W.D. vehicles increased in number; and there have 
been several incidents in which British soldiers have been shot in unprovoked 
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attacks. The deliberate use of fire-arms by the Egyptians concerned is a new and 
disturbing development. There is secret evidence that these incidents are being 
planned by "Liberation Units" encouraged by the Egyptian Army Intelligence 
Headquarters, which is stationed within the Zone. 

6. On 13th August, Her Majesty's Charge d' Affaires in Cairo made a strong 
protest to the Egyptian Foreign Minister about the increase in the number and 
seriousness of the incidents. The situation throughout the Zone subsequently 
quietened down-a clear indication that the various outrages were officially inspired. 
There is no guarantee, however, that incidents may not recur at any time. Anti
British feeling is very prevalent and can easily be brought to intensity: the situation 
could deteriorate sharply at very short notice. There have, in fact, already been one or 
two isolated unprovoked shooting incidents since the representations of Her 
Majesty's Charge d'Affaires in Cairo. 

7. During recent weeks the Commanders-in-Chief, Middle East, have 
endeavoured to ensure an atmosphere favourable to the defence negotiations in 
Cairo and have therefore taken only the minimum steps to safeguard the immediate 
position. To this end, incidents have been dealt with locally as they arose, in order to 
prevent a repetition at the same place. No widespread retaliatory action throughout 
the Zone has been attempted. This course of action has clearly been ineffective in 
deterring the Egyptians from outrages elsewhere, and the Commanders-in-Chief 
now fear that they are in danger of progressively losing the initiative militarily. If a 
further widespread outbreak of violence should occur, they consider that the position 
would rapidly become critical, and that a quick decision would then have to be made 
to take effective preventive action throughout the Zone in order to secure the 
position of their forces, rather than continue to sacrifice the lives of British soldiers 
piecemeal in the hope of carrying on the negotiations in Cairo. We are in complete 
accord with this view of our Commanders on the spot. 

Implementation of measures to maintain our position in Egypt 
8. It will be recalled that in May the Cabinet Defence Committee approved in 

principle (D (53) 9th Meeting, Minute 4) certain military measures (Annex to D (53) 
25) considered essential to maintain our position in Egypt in emergency. Ministers 
specified, however, that none of these measures should be implemented unless the 
specific authority of Her Majesty's Government had been given at the t ime- the only 
exception to this ruling was that certain immediate precautionary measures (Serials 
1 to 4) should be authorised by the British Defence Co-ordination Committee, Middle 
East, if the emergency was such that, in their opinion, time did not permit of 
reference back to London. 

9. The British Defence Co-ordination Committee have reported that, if the 
situation does deteriorate in the way they fear, they would wish to implement as soon 
as practicable Serials 1 to 5, 7, 8, 10, 15 and possibly 14. They will not, of course, seek 
Ministerial approval for these measures until the emergency is imminent. But a very 
early decision will then have to be taken in London, in order to deal with a rapidly 
deteriorating situation. In view of this, Her Majesty's Government might consider it 
prudent to delegate authority for the taking of the appropriate decisions in this 
connection to the three Ministers most concerned- viz., the Prime Minister, the 
Acting Foreign Secretary and the Minister of Defence. It will be recalled that this was 
done in similar circumstances in July 1952. In this connection, also, Her Majesty's 



[429] SEPT 1953 107 

Charge d'Affaires in Cairo has requested that, unless there is "a really major 
emergency to the security of our forces," he may be consulted before any decisions 
are taken, in view of their inevitable repercussions on Anglo-Egyptian relations 
(Cairo to Foreign Office telegram No. 1214). 

Issuing of a warning statement to the Egyptian government 
10. There is one other matter to which we wish to draw the attention of Her 

Majesty's Ministers. Twice in the recent past, when the tempo of incidents in the 
Canal Zone was high, an immediate improvement in the situation was achieved as 
the result of a direct formal protest to the Egyptian authorities. In the first instance 
the General Officer Commanding British Troops in Egypt (General Festing) 
approached the Military Governor in Port Said; on the second occasion Her Majesty's 
Charge d'Affaires in Cairo made a strong protest to the Egyptian Foreign Minister. 

11. We consider that not much would be achieved by making another approach at 
either of these levels. We feel , however, that the effect on the Egyptians would be con
siderable if, at an appropriate time, Her Majesty's Government were to deliver a strong 
warning to the Egyptian Government that, unless they maintained law and order, the 
United Kingdom reserved the right to take whatever action in the Canal Zone she deemed 
necessary for the security of her forces and property. Her Majesty's Charge d'Affaires in 
Cairo is in accord with this view (Cairo to Foreign Office telegram No. 1214). 

Recommendations 
12. We recommend that Her Majesty's Ministers should:-

(a) Take note of the seriousness of the situation in the Canal Zone of Egypt; 
(b) Agree that responsibility for authorising military measures in Egypt in an 
emergency should devolve upon the Prime Minister, the Acting Foreign Secretary 
and the Minister of Defence; 
(c) Agree that, if the situation in the Canal Zone deteriorates, they should 
consider issuing a formal warning to the Egyptian Government about the 
maintenance of law and order. 

429 PREM 111485 5 Sept 1953 
[Situation in Egypt]: inward telegram no 1273 from R M A Hankey to 
FO on the effect on the negotiations of the political situation 

[The informal talks which had begun on 6 Aug were interrupted on 3 Sept when Gen Sir 
B Robertson returned to London for ten days' consultation. Robertson believed the most 
serious question was the duration of the agreement together with the numbers and 
duration of stay of technicians. The Egyptians had proposed a five-year agreement from 
the date of signature with 4,000 technicians for three years whereas the British wanted a 
ten-year agreement. On availability the only difference was the inclusion of an attack on 
Turkey as bringing reactivation of the base (FRUS, 1952-1954, vol IX, pt II , pp 
2129-2133).] 

Defence negotiations 
As you will be considering main outstanding issues with General Robertson, I think I 
should send you following full political appreciation of situation in Egypt as it affects 
our negotiations. I am sorry it is not shorter. My conclusions are as follows. 
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Conclusions 
2. (a) Present government cannot solve its economic problems or survive unless it 
settles the Canal Zone dispute and that in a manner that can be shown to satisfy 
Egyptian aspirations for liberation. 
(b) Although Neguib has considerable personal appeal the regime has little 
popular backing and is dependent on loyalty of army and police. Unless it gets 
economic help it is not likely to endure. 
(c) No better government is in sight whatever happens. 
(d) If we make an agreement we shall have to prop this government up with 
United States and British aid, preferably coordinated. Even so it may or may not 
last out the agreement. 
(e) It will be difficult but possible for C.R.C. to ensure the high degree of 
Anglo-Egyptian cooperation necessary to work an agreement on lines now pro
posed. Even inside the C.R.C. there may, however, be some contrary tendencies. 
(f) In short, if Egyptians are afraid of Russia or Israel and need our help and if we 
are sufficiently active, generous, helpful, tactful, strong, lucky and backed loyally 
by the Americans we might make a success of a defence agreement both in Egypt 
and even in the Middle East as a whole. 
(g) If negotiations break down it seems likely that there will be trouble in the 
Canal Zone which will spread sooner or later to Delta. There is just a possibility 
that C.R.C. might bide their time till 1956 if American economic help were 
forthcoming, but ultimate outcome might be the same. 
(h) It is difficult to foresee any better circumstances for concluding an agreement 
at any time before 1956 but really almost anything can happen before then. 
(i) There is a certain growth of neutralist and Communist tendencies here which 
could prove dangerous later especially if Anglo-Egyptian dispute continues. We 
should relax our interest in this area at our peril. 
U) Judged on purely Egyptian or even Middle East aspects, you will see that this is 
a gamble either way. Egyptians will never be reliable. Any concessions made now 
will be gone for good. We must probably expect difficulties in any case. There is, 
however, a chance of friendly relations with Egypt and even perhaps of Arab 
cooperation in defence of Middle East if we conclude an agreement and back it 
with enough economic and other help. But in making this difficult decision you 
will wish to take many other wider issues into account. 

3. Considerations on which these conclusions are based are as follows:-

Policy of C.R. C 
4. General Neguib and leading members of C.R.C. want an agreement with us 

badly. In existing uncertainty they cannot solve their difficult economic problems on 
which all progress and their own future depends. They have committed themselves 
to a policy of "liberating" Egypt and the Nile Valley from British or "imperialist" 
domination. Any agreement they may conclude over the Suez Canal Zone must, if 
they are to secure internal support, meet or appear to meet this requirement. No 
Egyptian politician could do otherwise. 

Internal political situation 
5. C.R.C. lost most of their popular support at a fairly early stage although 

Neguib has still strong personal appeal. They have not got much political backing 
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and their organisation, the "liberation rally", is rather a flop. The armed forces are 
with them; though there is certainly some dissatisfaction. The peasants were in 
favour of land reform but have lost their enthusiasm and in particular have suffered 
from the fall in cotton prices. The C.R.C. have some middle and lower middle class 
support in the towns but the urban working class is hard hit by the high cost of living 
and by unemployment. Commerce is at a low ebb. The Wafd, while illegal, have in 
fact retained a good deal of their organisation and semi-mystical appeal in spite of all 
efforts to discredit their leaders by corruption trials. The only other organisation 
which counts is the Moslem Brotherhood, with which C.R.C. relations have become 
strained. On the left wing there are some rather amorphous organisations. The 
Communists have penetrated most of these and have also got some powerful hooks 
into the Wafd. All these opposition organisations will, for their own tactical reasons, 
almost certainly accuse C.R.C. of selling Egypt to the British as soon as any 
agreement is made. Lieutenant-Colonel Nasser, Minister of the Interior, says they are 
already doing this and recent leaflets we have seen bear this out. Neutralist and anti
imperialist tendencies are already dangerous to our interests. The success of these 
opposition attacks will depend partly on economic and other factors. 

6. Stresses have developed within the C.R.C. itself but there is no sign at present 
that they are getting out of control. Nasser and his friends have the character and 
brain-power to maintain the lead. 

Probable consequences of making an agreement 
7. The questions arise:-

(a) Whether the C.R.C. will be able to carry the Egyptian public in approving and 
executing an agreement, and 
(b) whether they will last long enough to see it out. 

On (a) above we believe that the C.R.C. could execute an agreement as long as the 
army remains loyal. They have a powerful military intelligence organisation for this 
purpose and in censorship they can suppress opposition views. The C.R.C. say, with 
apparent sincerity, that once the agreement is concluded we shall all be friends and 
that they will join in arrangements for defence of Middle East. In Egyptian conditions 
they may not be unduly hampered by their public statements about Great Britain 
being an imperialist enemy. The C.R.C. themselves insist that they cannot secure 
approval for a long agreement or any agreement which provides for continued 
presence of any large number of British soldiers here. In short they want to say they 
have got or will get the British out. Without such a "victory" they do not think they 
can carry their public to execute an agreement. 

8. While a reasonably long agreement is clearly desirable from our point of view, 
it may well be abrogated with or even without a change of government like the 1936 
treaty, or deliberately rendered unworkable. Everyone here who knows Egypt assures 
me that a shorter agreement which has better chances of securing public support, is 
more likely to prove satisfactory in practice and to be renewed at the end, than a 
longer agreement which arouses more resentment. I know that this is also the view 
of Her Majesty's Ambassador. 

9. There may well be a tendency for Egyptians to make difficulties for Suez Canal 
Company, once our fighting troops are withdrawn. 

10. As regards expectation of life of C.R.C. (see paragraph 8(b) [sic] above), no 
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one can safely crystal-gaze about the course of Egyptian politics. If C.R.C. are 
propped up with economic and military aid by both United States and the United 
Kingdom and given technical help when they need it they may last some years. They 
are more honest and hardworking than previous Egyptian Governments; they are 
also less experienced. 

They have a few good civilian Ministers; they might get more good civilians to 
work with them if their prospects were better. They say they will hold elections in 
1956 and restore some sort of constitutional democracy, but I think they will only do 
this if sure of election, and they may well fall before then. We must probably be 
prepared for any successor Government to try to repudiate a defence agreement 
concluded with C.R.C. unless Egyptians are afraid of Russia and/or Israel and feel 
they need us. Any concessions made now will probably be gone for ever. But so far as 
one can foresee there is no prospect of a better Egyptian Government before 
December 1956. 

11. Economic and military aid must be given quickly if an agreement is reached 
and I suggest that we should work out in advance with the Americans joint 
programme which could be started without delay to catch the favourable tide 
immediately after agreement. 

Probable consequences if there is no agreement 
12. While there are some dissentients, the leading members of the C.R.C. know 

quite well that they cannot push us out of the Canal Zone by mere force. All the same 
if negotiations broke down we consider that the C.R.C. would either implement their 
threat to wage guerilla warfare or more likely confine themselves to semi-organised 
hostile activities and further administrative measures against our troops and even 
against the British community in Egypt. In either event they might possibly break off 
diplomatic relations. There is a chance that they might [grp. undec.] plan this and 
that situation might drag on and deteriorate until 1956, especially if the Americans 
gave some economic aid to keep C.R.C. afloat, but given the growing difficulty of the 
economic situation here, the ultimate outcome might well be the same, i.e. the 
breakdown of order in the Delta. I do not wish to suggest that we cannot face this 
prospect. 

13. Please communicate copy to General Robertson. 

430 PREM 11/485 7 Sept 1953 
[Negotiations with Egypt]: inward telegram no 1276 from R M A 
Hankey to FO on the strategic importance of the base 

My telegram No. 1273:1 Defence Negotiations. 
I wish to add following. 
I feel quite certain that a Western base, or at least troops, will continue to be 

necessary here for a prolonged period as a sign for Egyptians and Arab countries that 
we have not lost interest in this area and that we are willing and able to help protect 
them. Experience in Europe has shown only too clearly that if we wish small 

1 See 429. 
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countries to hold their own in the cold war they must have assurance that they will 
receive backing in a hot war (cf. Turkey, Greece, Denmark, Czechoslovakia). 

3. I do not agree with suggestions that Egypt and Suez Canal are losing strategic 
importance. Even if Russia is severely damaged in first weeks of atomic war she may 
well not capitulate. Length of war may very well again depend on campaigns round 
periphery of enemy zone of influence, as was the case in last two world wars. In any 
such peripheric war with Russia our ability to pass ships through Suez Canal and at 
the worst our ability to deny the Russians control of Eastern Mediterranean and 
access to Africa, might very well be vital. 

4. Danger of any such agreement as is now contemplated is that it may prove to 
be merely a stepping stone for these or other Egyptians to eliminate us and the base 
either by refusing to renew the agreement or by making it unworkable, which would 
be easy for them. I can see no security against this except our dogged determination 
preferably in agreement with Americans, that we shall insist on execution of 
agreement and also stay at end of period in all circumstances. The agreement must 
not, I am sure, foreshadow our leaving. 

5. Please communicate copy to General Robertson. 

431 CAB 129/62, C(53)249 8 Sept 1953 
'Egypt: defence negotiations': Cabinet memorandum by Mr Nutting on 
the various proposals regarding the outstanding points 

Since the Lord President's memorandum C. (53) 232 of 15th August, 1 which the 
Cabinet discussed on 18th August (C.C. (53) 49th Conclusions,2 Minute 2), there 
have been three more meetings with the Egyptians. 

2. The upshot of these is as follows:-

Technicians and duration of agreement 
(i) We have tried to obtain a ten-year agreement and the Delegation were 
authorised to go so far as to offer an agreement of this duration consisting of:-

(a) eighteen months during which combatant troops would be withdrawn; 
(b) three years with 4,000 British technicians; 
(c) two years with 3,000 technicians; 
(d) three and a half years with a smaller number of technicians or inspectors. 

(ii) The Egyptians will not accept a ten-year agreement. But the Delegation think 
that they might be induced to accept a seven-year agreement made up of:-

( a) eighteen months for withdrawal of combatant troops; 
(b) three further years with 4,000 technicians; 
(c) two and a half years with a smaller number of technicians or inspectors. 

(iii) It is of interest that the United States Government have never thought that 
we would get more than a five-year agreement: Nuri Pasha, who has been 
attending the Arab League meetings for Iraq, told General Robertson on 3rd 
September (Cairo telegram No. 1266), after conversations with Egyptians, that he 
thought we could get and should accept seven years. 

1 See 424. 2 See 426. 
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Availability of the base 
(iv) Although we have not yet discussed drafts with the Egyptians, there is general 
agreement between us and them that the Base would be made available:-

(a) in the event of United Nations action to resist an act of aggression; 
(b) in the event of an attack on any country member of the Arab Mutual 
Security Pact. 

(v) The Egyptians will not accept:-

(a) reactivation "in the event of a major war"; 
(b) automatic reactivation in the event of attacks upon Turkey or Persia. 

(vi) We have not yet agreed that there should be provision in our agreement for 
consultation only, in the event of an attack on Turkey. We have consulted the 
Turkish Government and they have left the matter to our discretion. 
(vii) A new draft formula is attached.3 It might be put forward as a basis of 
discussion at the next stage of our talks. 

3. I would also draw attention to Cairo telegrams Nos. 12734 and 12765 which 
give the views of H.M. Charge d'Affaires in Cairo on the background to these 
negotiations. General Robertson is in general agreement with these views. 

3 See 433, annex B. 4 See 429. 5 See 430. 

432 CAB 128/26/2, CC 51(53)2 8 Sept 1953 
'Egypt': Cabinet conclusions on the outstanding points in the 
negotiations [Extract] 

The Cabinet had before them a memorandum by the Parliamentary Under-Secretary 
of State for Foreign Affairs (C. (53) 24W describing the present state of defence 
negotiations with Egypt. 

The Prime Minister said that it now seemed possible that we could come to some 
agreement with Egypt on the outstanding points in the negotiations-the number of 
technicians, the duration of the agreement and the availability of the base; but great 
care would be needed in presenting any such agreement to Parliament and the 
public. The omission of any reference to freedom of transit through the Suez Canal 
would certainly attract criticism, as it was the popular belief that this was the main 
purpose of our military base in the Canal Zone. 

General Sir Brian Robertson said that there were still several obstacles to the 
conclusion of a defence agreement. Thus, the Egyptians had not yet agreed that 
British technicians in the base should wear uniform; they had not accepted our 
view of the numbers of British technicians to remain after three years; they had 
not agreed that it would take eighteen months to withdraw British forces; and they 
had not undertaken to go beyond a five-year agreement. He thought, however, that 
they might be induced to accept a seven-year agreement made up of (i) eighteen 

1 See 431. 
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months for the withdrawal of combatant troops; (ii) three further years with 4,000 
technicians; (iii) two-and-a-half years with a smaller number of technicians or 
inspectors. They would agree to any form of words which made the reactivation of 
the base dependent upon action by the United Nations to resist an act of aggres
sion or upon an attack on any member of the Arab Mutual Security Pact. They 
would not, however, agree to automatic reactivation in the event of attacks on 
Turkey or Persia. He thought it probable that the Egyptians would agree to some 
reaffirmation, perhaps in the preamble of the agreement, of their existing obliga
tions for allowing freedom of transit in the Suez Canal, but he did not think they 
could be induced to include in the agreement any extension or variation of these 
obligations. 

In discussion the following points were made:-
( a) It was likely that we should need the help of the United States in persuad

ing Egypt to accept the points still in dispute. The United States might be less 
will ing to lend this support if we sought to include in the agreement any full def
inition of future rights of transit through the Suez Canal. They were particularly 
sensitive on this point because of their own position with regard to the Panama 
Canal. 

(b) The opinion was expressed that, even if no absolute settlement of the Suez 
Canal problem could be included in the defence agreement with Egypt, there would 
be some advantage in getting into the preamble of the agreement some general 
formula about freedom of transit through the Canal. This would go some way 
towards reassuring public opinion in this country, and it would open the way for 
fuller negotiations at a later stage in which all interested maritime Powers might 
take part. 

The Cabinet:-
(1) Agreed that there no longer seemed to be any serious objection of principle to 
the conclusion of a defence agreement with the Egyptian Government on the 
general lines now envisaged by the United Kingdom Delegation in Cairo, as 
outlined in C. (53) 249, if some suitable reference to the Suez Canal could be 
included in the preamble to such an agreement. 
(2) Appointed a Cabinet Committee consisting of:

Lord Privy Seal (Chairman)2 

Commonwealth Secretary 
Colonial Secretary3 

Minister of Transport4 

Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs 
together with Lord Leathers and General Sir Brian Robertson, to make 
recommendations on the points still outstanding in the defence negotiations with 
Egypt and to consider, in particular, the possibility of including in the preamble to 
the agreement an appropriate formula about the international rights of passage 
through the Suez Canal. 
(3) Agreed to consider the report of this Cabinet Committee at their next meeting. 

2 Lord Crooks hank. 3 Mr Lyttelton. 4 Mr A Lennox-Boyd. 
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433 CAB 129/63, C(53)254 14 Sept 1953 
'Egypt: defence negotiations': Cabinet memorandum by Mr 
Crookshank on the recommendations of his committee. Annex 

The Cabinet, at their meeting on 8th September, appointed a Cabinet Committee 
under my Chairmanship "to make recommendations on the points still outstanding 
in the defence negotiations with Egypt and to consider, in particular, the possibility 
of including in the preamble to the Agreement an appropriate formula about the 
international rights of passage through the Suez Canal" (C. C. (53) 51st Conclusions, 
Minute 2). 1 The Committee have held one meeting, attended by the Minister of 
Transport, the Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, Lord 
Leathers, General Sir Brian Robertson and representatives of the Chancellor of the 
Exchequer and the Commonwealth Secretary. I now report to the Cabinet on the 
Committee's behalf. 

Freedom of navigation through the Suez Canal 
2. Lord Leathers and the Minister of Transport represented strongly to the 

Committee that at least an attempt should be made to have this vital matter covered 
by an Article in the Defence Agreement itself. They argued in support of this view:-

(a) that its inclusion in the preamble to the Agreement only would not be 
regarded by public opinion at home as an adequate replacement for Article 8 of the 
1936 Anglo-Egyptian Treaty (reproduced in Annex A to this memorandum);2 

(b) that such an Article would give us a firmer basis for making representations if 
Egypt failed to live up to her undertakings; and 
(c) that, if we were to acquiesce in its exclusion from the body of the Agreement in 
the expectation that we would eventually be successful with our plan for a 
multilateral approach to the Egyptian Government by all the principle maritime 
Powers, we would risk being accused by those Powers of having sold the pass in 
advance. 

On the other hand, it was represented to us by the Parliamentary Under-Secretary of 
State for Foreign Affairs that a clause in the preamble might be positively better as a 
prelude to a subsequent multilateral approach to Egypt than an article in the 
Agreement, which the Egyptians might argue had concluded the matter; and, by 
General Sir Brian Robertson, that, if at this stage we were to ask for too much from 
the Egyptians on this matter, we might well not only fail to obtain anything but also 
prejudice the chances of Egyptian agreement to our proposals on other outstanding 
points. 

3. The Committee felt that it was essential , in balancing these opposing 
considerations, to keep in mind that it would be necessary at the appropriate time to 
secure approval by Parliament of the terms of the Defence Agreement with Egypt and 
that Government supporters, in particular, might not be satisfied if reference in the 
Agreement to the Suez Canal were to be confined to a Clause in the preamble alone. 
They therefore agreed to recommend to the Cabinet that the matter should be 

1 See 432. 2 Annex A not printed; for article 8 of the 1936 treaty, see the appendix in this volume. 
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handled on the following lines. Our Delegation should be instructed to secure 
Egyptian agreement to the inclusion in the preamble to the Agreement, which it is 
intended should contain an outline of the objects of the Agreement generally, of a 
clause in the following terms:-

"Recognising the economic, commercial and strategic importance of the 
Suez Canal as an international waterway and being agreed as to the necessity 
of preserving and upholding the principles of freedom of navigation set forth 
in the international Convention at present governing the use of the Canal;". 

It should also be made clear to the Egyptian negotiators that we wish such a 
clause in the preamble to the Agreement to be followed up by the inclusion of a 
suitable article in the body of the Agreement itself at the later stage when the 
Articles of the Agreement come to be prepared. If our Delegation are unable to 
obtain Egyptian agreement to the inclusion of the proposed clause in the 
preamble they should report back in order that the matter may be considered 
further by the Cabinet. 

4. The Committee were informed that it could be expected that, as soon as 
agreement had been reached with the Egyptians on all outstanding points, an agreed 
communique would be issued announcing the substance of the Agreement, which 
would thereafter be embodied in formal Articles . If the Committee's proposals for the 
handling of the Suez Canal issue in relation to the Agreement are approved by the 
Cabinet and subsequently prove acceptable to the Egyptians, they would be referred 
to in suitable terms in the agreed communique and it seems likely to be on the basis 
of such a reference to them in the communique that the matter will be debated in 
Parliament. 

5. The Committee also considered:-

(a) whether and, if so, at what stage the United States Government should be 
informed of our intentions in this matter; 
(b) the timing of our next move in regard to the proposed multilateral approach 
to Egypt. 

As regards (a), the view was expressed, on the one hand, that the Americans, if they 
were informed of our intentions in advance, were more likely to exercise a disturbing 
influence on the Egyptians in regard to them than to be of material assistance to us 
in securing Egyptian agreement to our proposals. On the other hand it was argued 
that it would be inconsistent with our handling of this matter hitherto if we were to 
take an initiative of the kind now proposed without at least informing the United 
States Government in advance, and that failure to do so might well fatally prejudice 
any chances which remain of our obtaining American co-operation in the proposed 
multilateral approach. If, as was possible, it should be decided to ask the United 
States Government to lend their support to our final effort to reach agreement with 
the Egyptians upon all outstanding points, the communication to be addressed to 
them for this purpose could without difficulty include a suitable reference to the 
proposed inclusion in the Defence Agreement of undertakings in regard to freedom 
of navigation through the Canal. As to (b), the Committee felt that any further move 
would be better deferred; if we were to raise the matter again at this stage with the 
Americans, and it became known to the Egyptians, it would tend to reinforce rather 
than to reduce Egyptian suspicions. 
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Availability of the base 
6. The Committee examined in detail the draft formula to govern this matter which 

was before the Cabinet on 8th September (Annex to C. (53) 249) and which is repro
duced as Annex B to this memorandum. The main point for consideration was whether 
we should be content with provision for consultation only in the event of an attack on 
Turkey. The Committee were informed that the Turks, although they would be disap
pointed if the Agreement did not provide for automatic reactivation of the base in such 
an event, had agreed to leave the matter to our discretion and that it was one over 
which the Egyptians would find it especially difficult to meet us. In view of the unlike
lihood in practice of an attack on Turkey which did not involve "United Nations action 
to resist an act of aggression", the Committee agreed to recommend to the Cabinet 
that the draft formula in Annex B should be regarded as being acceptable to us. 

Summary of recommendations 
7. On behalf of the Committee I invite the Cabinet to agree:-

Freedom of navigation through the Suez Canal 
(1) That our Delegation in Cairo should be instructed:-

(a) to secure Egyptian agreement to the inclusion in the preamble to the 
Defence Agreement of a clause in the terms reproduced in paragraph 3 above 
and to indicate to them that we also wish to include a suitable article in the body 
of the Agreement itself; 
(b) to report back if they are unable to secure Egyptian agreement to the 
inclusion of the proposed clause in the preamble; 

(2) That the United States Government should be informed in advance of our 
intentions under (1) above but that no further move in regard to the intended 
multilateral approach to the Egyptian Government should be made at this stage. 

Availability of the base 
(3) That the draft formula reproduced in Annex B to this memorandum should be 
regarded as being acceptable to us. 

Annex B to 433: Draft formula on availability of the base 

1. In the event of:-

United Nations action to resist an act of aggression; 

or An attack by an outside Power on Egypt; 

or An attack by an outside Power on any country which is a party to the Arab 
Mutual Security Pact; 

Egypt will afford to the United Kingdom all such facilities as may be necessary to 
place the base on a war footing and to operate it efficiently for the benefit of Her 
Majesty's Forces and other friendly forces. These facilities will include the use of 
Egyptian ports by Her Majesty's Naval Forces and merchant shipping. 

2. In the event of an attack on Turkey or Persia or in the event of a threat of an 
attack on any of the above mentioned countries there shall be immediate 
consultation between the United Kingdom and Egypt. 



[434] SEPT 1953 117 

434 CAB 128/26/2, CC 53(53)1 16 Sept 1953 
'Egypt': Cabinet conclusions on the outstanding points in the 
negotiations 

[The Cabinet paper C(53)257 cited in the first para of these conclusions was produced by 
Lord Salisbury and supported the type of seven-year agreement outlined by General 
Robertson when he told the Cabinet on 8 Sept what he believed the Egyptians could be 
persuaded to accept (see 432). Instructions based on the Cabinet's conclusions were 
despatched to the delegation on 18 Sept. The delegation was told to make it clear to the 
Egyptians that as regards the duration of the agreement, this was Britain's last word and 
the figure of seven years was not a bargaining one. Britain had only accepted the seven
year figure on the assumption that Egypt would agree to reaffirm the principle of freedom 
of transit (PREM 11/485, FO tel1607, 18 Sept 1953).] 

The Cabinet had before them memoranda by the Lord Privy Seal (C. (53) 254)1 and 
the Lord President (C. (53) 257) on the outstanding issues in the negotiations for a 
Defence Agreement with Egypt. 

The Lord President said that the prospects of concluding an Agreement now 
appeared to be reasonably good but it was essential that the terms of any Agreement 
should prove acceptable to Government supporters. Of the two main outstanding 
issues, one concerned the duration of the Agreement and the number of technicians 
to be allowed at the various stages. Hitherto, we had been unwilling to go below ten 
years and the Egyptians had not gone above five . General Robertson now believed 
that he could obtain six-and-a-half years and that in certain circumstances the 
Egyptians might be induced to accept a seven-year Agreement made up of:-

1 (a) 18 months for withdrawal of combatant troops; 
"X" (b) 3 further years with 4,000 technicians; 

1 (c) 2~ years with a smaller number of technicians and inspectors. 

He considered that seven years was the minimum period likely to be acceptable to 
Government supporters in Parliament and the country and that our delegation 
should be instructed to reduce their minimum requirement to seven years but no 
further. 

The Prime Minister said that in the circumstances we must be content with a 
seven-year Agreement but we must also be prepared to face a breakdown of the 
negotiations on this issue, if necessary. 

The Lord Privy Seal said that the second main issue on which a Cabinet decision 
was required concerned freedom of navigation through the Suez Canal. The 
Committee under his chairmanship which had considered this matter recommended 
that our delegation should be instructed to secure Egyptian agreement to the inclu
sion in the preamble to the Defence Agreement of a clause in the following terms:-

"Y" 

"Recognising the economic, commercial and strategic importance of the 
Suez Canal as an international waterway and being agreed as to the necessity 
of preserving and upholding the principles of freedom of navigation set forth 
in the international Convention at present governing the use of the Canal;" 

and that it should be made clear to the Egyptian negotiators that we wished also to 
see a suitable article included in the body of the Agreement. 

1 See 433. 
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Discussion showed that the Cabinet adhered to their view that some reference 
to this matter should be included in the Defence Agreement. 'They considered that 
the suggested clause for inclusion in the preamble would be very suitable for this 
purpose. They agreed that the essential need at this stage was to secure Egyptian 
agreement to the inclusion of such a clause in the preamble. Placed there it 
would have sufficient legal validity to be used later as the basis for a complaint to 
the International Court if Egypt should disregard her obligations and it would 
pave the way for a subsequent multilateral approach to Egypt by the main mar
itime Powers. 

The Lord President said that our chances of reaching final agreement with the 
Egyptians on terms that were acceptable to us would be enhanced if we were able to 
enlist general American support or at the very least, by making abundantly clear the 
limits beyond which we were in no circumstances prepared to go on the main 
outstanding issues, prevent the United States Ambassador in Cairo from again 
raising false hopes among the Egyptians. 

The Prime Minister said that he would consider whether he should follow up any 
approach which the Lord President might make to Mr. Dulles for this purpose by a 
personal message to President Eisenhower. It might well be, however, that, in spite 
of all our efforts, it would not prove possible to reach an acceptable Agreement with 
the Egyptians; if this should happen, we must not flinch from the consequences. If, 
on the other hand, an Agreement was finally concluded, we must make sure that we 
reaped the full advantages to be derived from it, including the greatest possible 
reduction in our military forces in the Middle East. 

The Minister of Defence said that, if an Agreement should materialise, he would 
share the Prime Minister's desire to effect the greatest possible reduction in our 
forces in the Middle East consistent with the maintenance of our prestige and 
influence in that important area. The exact disposition of the forces that remained 
was a matter to be considered later. 

The Commonwealth Secretary welcomed the proposal in paragraph 7 of C. (53) 
257 to communicate our minimum requirements on the main outstanding issues 
also to the Governments of India, Pakistan and Iraq. 

The Chancellor of the Exchequer said that there were also important financial 
aspects of the proposed Agreement with Egypt which must in no circumstances be 
allowed to go by default. 

General Sir Brian Robertson said that special arrangements had recently been 
made to ensure that these aspects of the Agreement were adequately handled during 
the remaining stages of the negotiations. 

The Prime Minister said that the Cabinet would wish to record their appreciation 
of the services which General Robertson had already rendered in this matter and 
their good wishes to him for the successful conclusion of negotiations. 

The Cabinet:-
(1) Agreed that our delegation in Cairo should be instructed:-

(a) to propose to the Egyptians a seven-year Agreement on the lines of "X" 
above; 
(b) to secure Egyptian assent to the inclusion in the preamble to the Agreement of 
a clause in the terms set out at "Y" above and to indicate that we should also wish 
to see a suitable article included in the body of the Agreement. 
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(2) Approved the draft formula regarding the availability of the base set out in 
Annex B to C. (53) 254. 

(3) Invited the Lord President to seek American support for our final proposals to 
the Egyptians. 

435 PREM 111485 23 Sept 1953 
[Anglo-Egyptian defence negotiations]: inward telegram no 1343 
from R M A Hankey to FO on the Egyptian reaction to the latest 
British proposals 

Following from Delegation. 
The Minister for Foreign Affairs opened by emphasising the long way which the 

Egyptian Government had come in an endeavour to reach agreement. He insisted 
that they had accepted very grave political r isks in doing so. 

2. He then made the following counter proposal in reply to the comprehensive 
proposal which we had put forward on September 21:-

(a) They could not accept a longer period for the withdrawal than one year for 
political reasons . However, if in the event it should prove impossible for us to 
withdraw all our troops in that time they would be ready to "wink at" the 
continued presence of some troops for two or three months, and they were ready 
to give us a "gentleman's agreement" to this effect now. 
(b) They would agree to 4,000 technicians during the three following years, i.e. 
until the end of the fourth year of the agreement. 
(c) There would be inspectors during the next two years. 
(d) In a great effort to reach agreement they would accept six years as a total 
period of duration. 

3. The Minister for Foreign Affairs added that they would prefer to postpone, for 
the present, discussion on the two formulae which we had given them at the last 
meeting regarding the Suez Canal and availability . We have agreed, they said, on the 
principles of availability and it was now only a matter of phraseology. They would like 
on the other hand to hear what we had in mind on air matters . 

4. We started our reply by saying that this counter proposal caused us bitter 
disappointment. The cup had seemed to be so near the lips and now it appeared that 
it would be dashed away. As regards the withdrawal period, we could not withdraw 
our troops in a less [sic] period than eighteen months and our Government would 
not be willing to sign an agreement which they could not keep. The suggested 
"gentleman's agreement" had no attraction for us, nor did we cons ider that it would 
suffice to safeguard us against accusations of bad faith . As regards the duration of the 
agreement, we referred to the remark which we had made at the previous meeting, 
namely that our Ministers had given Robertson plainly to understand that they 
would not accept a period shorter than seven years. 

5. We said that we had no objection to deferring discussion of the two formulae 
but attached importance to acceptance by the Egyptians of the principle of the 
formula on the Suez Canal. During their next intervention the Egyptians said that 
they accepted the principle of a reference to the Suez Canal but they could not do 
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less than was in the 1936 Treaty, which mentioned that the Canal was an integral 
part of Egypt. 

6. We also dealt with the air question, for which see my immediately following 
telegram. 

7. The Deputy Prime Minister then spoke about technicians and the period of 
their stay. He repeated that they had agreed to 4,000 technicians for three years. If 
they had to agree to a longer period of stay they could only do so on the basis of a 
smaller number of technicians. We said that we would make no comment on this 
suggestion at this time. 

8. After a period of consultation among themselves the Egyptians finally came 
forward with the following proposal:-

(a) They would agree to a withdrawal period of 18 months provided that the 
withdrawal should start immediately upon the conclusion of agreement on 
principles, and not be deferred until the whole agreement had been drafted and 
signed; and that it should be completed within eighteen months from the same 
time. They emphasised the political importance of making a substantial and 
immediate measure of withdrawal as soon as agreement on principles had been 
reached. 
(b) They would agree to 4,000 technicians for the three following years; 
(c) During the next 1/f years there would be "tapering off''. (We understand them 
to mean by this that there would be progressive reduction from 4,000 technicians 
to a number of inspectors yet to be agreed). 
(d) Total duration of the agreement to be six years. 

9. The Egyptians then suddenly raised the question of uniform and said that it 
was essential to them that our men should be in plain clothes. We told them that we 
regarded this as a grave step backwards. We reminded them that we had stated our 
position on this at our very first meeting. They had reserved their position then but 
they had not referred to the matter since. They had thus led us to believe that they 
had no major objection on this score. We told them that the issue was a cardinal one 
for us, and repeated our reasons. Although some members of the Egyptian delegation 
tried to make out that they had stated objections to the wearing of uniform at 
subsequent meetings the Deputy Prime Minister finally said that they had not 
mentioned it because they did not expect it to be an important matter with us. After 
making it clear that this was an issue on which agreement could founder, we hinted 
at the possibility of surcharging our uniform in some way, such as an armband, to 
make clear the special circumstances under which our men would be serving. We 
also offered to discuss the matter from the point of view of time and place for wearing 
uniform. They did not react at all to these suggestions. 

10. In view of this new difficulty about uniform we did not comment on their 
final proposal about withdrawal, duration and the technicians. 

11. The meeting lasted over two hours. There were several intervals when 
delegations discussed matters separately. We persistently stressed the final nature of 
the proposals which we had put forward on September 21 and did our utmost to get 
the Egyptians to come up to them. 

12. We finally had to decide what should happen next. The Egyptian Minister for 
Foreign Affairs proposed that we should get into touch with each other when we 
were ready to discuss matters again. We replied that we should report the result of 
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this meeting to our Government, but we could not say whether our Government 
would feel that a further meeting on such basis would be profitable. 

13. Our comments follow shortly. 

436 PREM 11/485 24 Sept 1953 
[Anglo-Egyptian defence negotiations]: inward telegram no 1345 
from R M A Hankey to FO on the latest Egyptian proposals [Extract] 

Following from Delegation. 
Our telegram No. 13431 paragraph 13. Following are our comments. 

Duration and technicians 

2. (a) You will note that the Egyptian proposal given in paragraph 8 of our 
telegram No. 1343 is indefinite about the duration period. They made this proposal 
off the cuff and may not have thought it out very carefully. It would clearly be 
impossible to reckon the period of duration of the agreement from the date on 
which agreement was reached on principles. 
(b) We scarcely need to point out that if we withdraw our troops before the 
agreement is concluded we shall probably not get an agreement at all. Whether 
you wish to make some gesture of withdrawal on the conclusion of agreement on 
principles will be for you to say, but if so it must be made clear to the Egyptians 
that the process will stop after a defined period if agreement is still not concluded, 
and also that the carrying out of any withdrawal is dependent upon removal of 
present tension and complete cooperation by the local authorities in the Canal 
Zone, cessation of hostile speeches and measures such as training commandos to 
fight us, arming of civil population etc. 
(c) With reference to paragraph 7 of our telegram No. 1343 we know from 
experience that Carnal Abdel Nasser only intervenes personally in these 
discussions when he wishes to attach particular importance to some point. We 
have little doubt that on this occasion he meant us to understand that the 
Egyptians would accept a seven year agreement if the number of technicians in the 
first period were made subject to substantial reduction below 4,000. 
(d) The Egyptians have studiously avoided producing any definite ideas about the 
last period in the agreement. We stated our position clearly on September 21 and 
invited concrete discussion. We feel that they are carefully saving up this point in 
order to drive a hard bargain on it when other matters are almost settled. 
(e) The Egyptians were silent today about the consultation clause, but we have no 
reason as yet to suspect trouble here. 

Uniform 
3. The Egyptians have behaved badly on this point and know it. It is possible that 

it may prove to be a breaking point, but we have scarcely probed the matter 
sufficiently to know yet whether that is so. If the service departments can give us any 
further guidance as to what departures from full uniform might be acceptable, it 
would be helpful. 

1 See 435. 
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Air matters 
4. We feel that it is no use taking this question further at present. We do not 

propose in any case to reach a settlement on it until it has been examined with the 
assistance of R.A.F. experts. The prospects of our retaining control of Abu Sueir 
airfield on behalf of the Americans do not look good. 

Suez Canal 
5. While the Egyptians may go back on what they said to us today, it looks as if 

we can get what you want in the preamble provided that you can agree to insert 
wording which refers to the Suez Canal as an integral part of Egypt. This request has 
no doubt been made partly as a general safeguard to Egyptian sovereignty but also to 
avoid the possible implications of the word "international" in our formula. 

Other matters 
6. Although we have repeatedly insisted that we wish to see a definition of the 

responsibilities and powers of the Egyptian base commander and of his British 
assistant, the Egyptians have as consistently warded us off on this point. As you 
know, we depend upon these definitions to safeguard some essential points and we 
have no intention of reaching agreement on principles until these definitions have 
been agreed. 

Tactics 
7. (a) We do not propose to make any further move until the time has been 
given for the various friendly Powers whose assistance you have enlisted, to make 
their representations. This may mean about one week. On the other hand we are 
agreed that indefinite delay would be dangerous. If things drag on without any 
move from either side for say one month, it may be very difficult to get discussions 
restarted. 
(b) When we do meet the Egyptians again and whatever form that meeting may 
take, we intend to be very careful about the order in which outstanding points are 
discussed. We think you will agree that if a break has to occur it ought not to be 
either on the question of the small gap between the respective positions on 
duration or on the question of uniform, and that it would be much better if it were 
firmly attached to the question of the efficient maintenance of the base under the 
supervision of an adequate number of British personnel. Therefore we shall give 
first priority to a definite understanding as to what is to happen in this last respect 
in the final period of the agreement and we shall also insist that the duties of the 
base commander and of his British assistant should be defined satisfactorily and 
promptly .... 

437 PREM 11/485 24 Sept 1953 
[Anglo-Egyptian defence negotiations]: outward telegram no 1640 
from FO to R M A Hankey rejecting the Egyptian proposals 

My immediately preceding telegram [of September 24: Egypt Defence negotiations]. 
Following for Delegation. 
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Duration of the agreement. We should accept no change in the proposed seven 
year period. We could not agree to start the period from the date of an agreement in 
principle reached in the present informal discussions. You could make it clear to the 
Egyptians that we would consider it wrong in principle to bring into operation one 
part of a general understanding of this nature before the Agreement had even been 
drafted. I would not, however, necessarily exclude a token withdrawal, at an early 
date, on the terms suggested in paragraph 2(b) of your telegram No. 1345,1 but this 
should be a matter for discussion after agreement in principle on the duration has 
been reached. 

2. Number of technicians . We could not accept any reduction in the figure of 
4,000 for the first period after withdrawal. 

3. Terms on which technicians are to be retained. We must get these clearly 
defined. Guidance on this is contained in the re-draft of Part 4, Note 5 (Case A) of 
your brief, which has been sent to you. 

4. Last period in the agreement. We must also insist on a definition now of the 
numbers of technicians and inspectors and their functions during the last period. 

5. Staging post for R.A.F. We are consulting the Air Ministry on this, but I think 
we shall probably have to insist upon it. I realise that this may be a difficult point 
with the Egyptians, since they may regard it as infringement of sovereignty and an 
extension, on a small scale, of the "Occupation", but these facilities are very 
important for our communications with the Far East and I do not think we could put 
ourselves in the hands of the Egyptians for provision of facilities. We are considering 
whether anything could be done about putting the R.A.F. personnel in plain clothes. 

6. Uniform. We must continue to insist on the right of our technicians to wear 
uniform. We are, however, consulting the Service Departments about the possibility 
of any modification of service dress. 

7. Availability clause. We must stick to our wording on this. 
8. Suez Canal. We must continue to insist on the wording of our paragraph in 

the Preamble, but we might accept a reference, either in that paragraph or in 
another paragraph, to the fact that the Canal is an integral part of Egypt. We should, 
however, probably wish to avoid any reference to Egyptian sovereignty over the 
Canal (your telegram No. 1342, paragraph 3). In any event we should wish to have an 
opportunity of considering carefully any Egyptian drafting suggestions on this point. 

1 See 436. 

438 PREM 11/485 29 Sept 1953 
[Anglo-Egyptian defence negotiations]: inward telegram no 1364 
from R M A Hankey to FO reporting discussions between the British 
and Egyptian delegations 

Following from Delegation. 

Uniform 
The Egyptians opened by referring to the agreement to civilianise the base which 
they alleged had been given in 1950. The implication in this is presumably that we 
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must not expect them to accept less than the Wafd got from us. They also referred to 
the note regarding civilian clothes contained in the letter addressed by General 
Neguib to President Eisenhower last July. They made a long speech on the political 
impossibility of our proposal in view of the pledges repeatedly given to their people 
that the last traces of military occupation should go. They sought to persuade us that 
the agreement would only work if the cooperation of their people were gained and 
that this could never happen if 4,000 British soldiers were walking about the base in 
uniform. Repeated speeches in the same strain were made by various members of 
their delegation at intervals during the discussion. 

2. We replied that we did not admit the existence of any previous valid 
agreement. In any case they must deal with us now. We reminded them that we had 
told them at the first meeting on August 6 that the reference to plain clothes in 
General Neguib's memorandum was not acceptable to us. We said that this question 
of uniform must be accepted as being before the two delegations now. We told them 
plainly that we should not be authorised to conclude an agreement with them unless 
it were resolved. 

3. We then said that we did appreciate that they were confronted with certain 
political difficulties. We had no authority to agree to anything less than full uniform. 
But we were ready without commitment to investigate two possible means of 
meeting them. Firstly we would be prepared to discuss the possible addition to our 
uniform of something to indicate that our men were serving in a base in Egypt. 
Secondly we were prepared to discuss the occasions on which our men would wear 
uniform. 

4. They then came forward with various suggestions which amounted to plain 
clothes with some addition to indicate ranks, etc. We told them that such ideas were 
useless because they would put our men into a heterogeneous assortment of clothes 
inciting ridicule and unacceptable for the servants of our Queen. The question of the 
colour and cut of the uniform and the hat interested them particularly. 

5. We emphasised again that in listening to these suggestions we were not in the 
position of making any commitment. We said that Her Majesty's uniform was a 
matter on which we should be able to agree to nothing without specific reference. 

6. We mentioned again that we should wish our men to carry personal weapons. 
This drew no reaction. 

7. Comment 
Admitting that the Egyptians have handled this subject badly there is no doubt that 
they are very worked up about it now. We are not certain whether they would break 
on it or not. Certainly they will not agree to a distinctive military uniform save after 
very lengthy argument and with great reluctance. 

8. While appreciating that there is a certain political requirement in this 
question of uniform which must be safeguarded, we suggest that if a compromise can 
be found which takes care of this requirement and yet saves Egyptian face it may pay 
in the long run. There is some truth in their argument that the agreement will not 
work if the presence of our technicians in the base is the subject of persistent 
resentment. We await the guidance promised in para 6 of your telegram 1640.1 

1 See 437. 
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439 CAB 128/26/2, CC 54(53)2 2 Oct 1953 
'Egypt': Cabinet conclusions on the defence negotiations 

The Lord President said that our final proposals for a defence agreement had been 
put to the Egyptians in accordance with the Cabinet's decision of 16th September.1 It 
seemed unlikely that the Egyptians would accept them. They were now making 
difficulties even on points on which there had previously seemed a good chance of 
reaching agreement. Thus, they were unwilling to accept the inclusion, in the 
preamble of the agreement, of a reference to freedom of transit through the Suez 
Canal; they were challenging the right of British troops in the Base to wear uniform; 
and they were raising objection to the proposal that the Base should become 
available in the event of United Nations action to resist an act of aggression. He 
thought it would be unwise to offer any further concessions to them at this stage 
and, subject to the Cabinet's views, he proposed to intimate that the proposals now 
communicated to them represented our last word. 

The Chief of the Imperial General Staff said that British troops in the Base must 
wear uniform when on duty, though they might, if desired, wear some distinctive 
shoulder-title. There was no reason why they should not wear civilian clothes off 
duty, and there might be some advantage in making it a rule that they should not 
wear uniform when visiting Egyptian towns off duty . 

The Prime Minister agreed that we should make no further attempt to 
compromise with the Egyptians. Government supporters would find it difficult to 
accept the concessions already made, but they would be more likely to regard them 
favourably if it could be explained, when Parliament reassembled, that we had 
informed the Egyptians of our final terms for a settlement and that we were holding 
firmly to these. 

The Cabinet-
Authorised the Lord President to make it clear to the Egyptians that the proposals 
recently made to them in pursuance of the Cabinet's decision of 16th September 
represented our final terms for a defence agreement and that we were not prepared 
to make any further concessions. 

1 See 434. 

440 PREM 11/484 3 Oct 1953 
[Anglo- Egyptian defence negotiations]: inward telegram no 1388 
from R M A Hankey to FO on the latest Egyptian proposals [Extract] 

Following from Delegation. 
Our meeting this morning started at 0930 hours. The Egyptians apologised for 

being 30 minutes late because they had been having a preliminary discussion. 

Synopsis report 
For the first time this morning the Egyptians showed signs of facing up squarely to 
the main issues instead of attempting manoeuvres to avoid them. They stated their 
position definitely on:-
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(a) Withdrawal. They said that in agreeing to an eighteen months' withdrawal 
period they must insist that this period should start from the conclusion of 
agreement on principles; 
(b) Availability. They said that they could only agree to automatic availability in 
the event of an attack on a State party to the Arab Collective Security Pact and that 
in all other cases, including action by the United Nations, they could only agree to 
consultation. 
(c) Uniform. They said that they were resolved not to accept our attitude as 
expressed by us today. 

2. They indicated that on each of the above three matters there was a breaking 
point as far as they were concerned. 

3. On the Suez Canal, after considerable beating about the bush, they produced a 
revised"formula which you may think worthy of consideration. 

4 . On the fina l period they said that our present proposals were unacceptable. 
They did not, however, divulge how far they were prepared to go. We know that they 
attach importance to the question of arrangements in this period. It is evident that 
they are stalling on it for the moment in order to drive a hard bargain when other 
more important matters are nearing settlement. 

5. On air matters they stated again their objection to a staging post. We did not 
pursue this matter for the moment. 

6. We spoke as indicated in paragraph 4(b) of our telegram No. 1375, saying 
bluntly that they should make up their minds now whether they wanted an 
agreement with us or not. We pointed out that on most of the main issues little now 
remained to be said. We reminded them that we had presented our proposals as a 
whole and as a final effort and that Her Majesty's Government had gone to the 
furthest limit of concessions on substance. On three points, namely:-

(1) the last period 
(2) duties of the Base Commander 
(3) air matters 

there was admittedly further work to be done . On all other questions the time 
had arrived for decisions. If the Egyptian delegation continued to go back on 
agreement previously reached the least effect would be to cause bewilderment and 
resentment in London and the final effect might be much more serious. The 
Minister for Foreign Affairs said the Egyptian delegation felt that they had made 
very great efforts to meet our point of view. They were discouraged that we had 
not come further to meet them. They were sincerely anxious to reach a settle
ment. 

7. Comment 
Our estimate of the situation, as revealed this morning, is that the Egyptians 
have reached the point at which they are wondering whether an agreement on 
such terms as they can get from us is worth while or not. They have come to 
conclusions on certain points and have decided where they will stick on them. 
On others their position is not fixed yet. During the next few meetings we may 
expect them to steel themselves to make the final overall decision one way or the 

· other. 
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8. Separate telegrams follow on:

( a) uniform 
(b) avai lability 
(c) Suez Canal. . . . 
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441 PREM 11/484 10 Oct 1953 
[Anglo-Egyptian defence negotiations]: inward telegram no 1428 
fro m R M A Hankey to FO reporting on a meeting with the Egyptian 
delegation 

Following from delegation. 
Before the meeting this morning we were informed by the American Embassy that 

Carnal Abdel Nasser was in a black mood. The Americans said that the word 
"permanently" in Lord Salisbury's speech had got under his skin. He had told them 
that he would not be pushed about any longer and that there would be no more 
concessions. Neither he nor Hakim Amer attended the meeting. Although the 
Minister for Foreign Affairs presented their apologies, their absence was probably 
intended to emphasise their distaste for discussion of what they call detail until the 
principal points already outstanding have been settled. 

2. Before we had gone any distance in the discussion on air matters, Salah Salem 
broke in with a long speech to the effect that it was useless to go on discussing either 
air matters or other matters of detail, such as the duties of the base commander, 
until the main points of principle, especially availability, had been settled. 

3. After some rather sharp discussion we got them back to air matters, which 
constituted the object for which this meeting had been specially arranged. As you 
will see from our telegram No. 1426, the discussion on air matters did not go too 
badly. 

4. Having finished air matters, the Egyptians insisted on reverting to the subject 
raised by Salah Salem, (see paragraph 2 above). They indicated that they would not 
be willing to discuss the duties of the base commander on Monday unless we settled 
with them on availability first. Salah Salem disclosed that there had been very great 
difficulty on this matter in the CRC and that agreement to make the base 
immediately available in the event of an attack on one of the Arab countries had only 
been accepted after a long wrangle and by a majority vote . A minority of five 
members had held out to the end. They were now firmly determined that they could 
not go any further on this matter. The prejudice against joining any defence 
arrangement or disguised alliance prior to evacuation of British troops was extremely 
strong. They had been able to go as far as they had in their formu la because they 
could use the Arab Collective Security Pact as their justification. That was a pact 
which had existed for some time and did not represent any new commitment. They 
were willing to agree to consultation on broad terms and we would be assured that 
through this we should, in fact, get what we wanted. But they were politically unable 
and unwilling to subscribe to wording in the availability clause which carried them 
one inch beyond the boundaries of the Arab countries for immediate availability. He 
also told us that they had not yet got CRC approval for extending the duration period 
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from 5 years to 6 years. As delegates they had taken this step on their own initiative. 
He also threw in some chance remarks about uniform. 

5. We said that if this was really their position they were quite right to inform us 
about it. However, we had told them previously that our Government wished to see 
the whole picture, and, therefore, we must insist upon the discussion of the 
remaining matters, including, particularly, the organisation of the base and duties of 
the base commander. The availability formula was certainly important but it was not 
the only thing of importance to us. It was even more important for us to know that 
the base would be satisfactorily organised. From our point of view there was little 
object in deciding when the base would be available if it was not going to be a useful 
base. 

6. Salah Salem remained obdurate and indicated that we must agree with them 
on availability before they could go any further. We said that if they pointed that 
pistol at our heads the answer was a foregone conclusion. We should not put up our 
hands. 

7. During an interval in the discussions Salah Salem drew Robertson aside and 
said that, in fact, they were much relieved by our paper on the duties of the base 
commander. It was broadly in accordance with their own ideas. They were very 
anxious to give us satisfaction on this head. There were, however, some matters of 
wording in our paper on which they would wish to comment and, in particular, they 
did not like the title "assistant base commander". He appeared to hope that this 
informal conversation would satisfy our demand for a discussion of this subject, but 
it was made plain to him that this would not do. 

8. Our next meeting is scheduled for 1000 hours on Monday, October 12. We 
shall then ask to discuss our paper on the duties of the base commander. The 
probability is that we shall have great difficulty in pinning the Egyptian delegation 
down to a concrete discussion of the document. 

442 CAB 129/63, C(53)281 12 Oct 1953 
[Defence negotiations]: letter from General Sir B Robertson and 
R M A Hankey to Mr Eden. Appendix 

[Eden circulated this letter to the Cabinet on 14 Oct under cover of a note which read: 'It 
will be apparent that final decisions in this matter will have to be taken in the very near 
future.'] 

We feel that at this critical point in our negotiations you may like to have a personal 
appreciation from us of the position. We are sending it to you by hand of Brigadier 
Dove, because he will be able to elucidate and amplify our ideas if that is necessary. 
He has attended all the meetings and is well acquainted with our thoughts. 

Before we went to the meeting with the Egyptians today we had already come to 
the conclusion that the time had arrived to bring these negotiations finally to a head. 
Nothing is to be gained now by further protracted arguments. Everything that can 
usefully be said has been said several times over. With one exception (the Final 
Period) the gap between the two sides has been narrowed to the last leap and is quite 
clear. The Press know too much already and the whole position will soon be so 
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exposed as to make further negotiation impossible. The Egyptians, who have been 
patient and good tempered for over two months are now yielding to the innate 
weaknesses of their character. 

Moreover they have forced the issue from their side. Their tactics at recent 
meetings, their hysterics after Margate1 and their disclosures to the Press have 
created a situation in which confidential, quiet discussion cannot be continued. The 
meeting which has now been fixed for Saturday next was their idea as much as ours. 
They intend to make it decisive in all respects and it is likely, even if it is not certain, 
that they will stick to that intention. 

There seem to us to be broadly two courses open to Her Majesty's Government. 
The first is based upon the premise that Her Majesty's Government have indeed 

said their last word and are not willing to make any more concessions. In that case 
there can be no Agreement and the Egyptians will almost certainly break off the 
negotiations either at the meeting on Saturday or very shortly thereafter. Adopting 
this alternative our object at Saturday's meeting should be to ensure that the break 
occurs on good ground. This means that we should focus all attention on the 
availability clause and the paper on the organisation of the Base. On the first we 
should stand quite pat, offering no new proposal. On the second we should reject 
their amendments to our paper wholesale as destroying the character of the paper 
itself. All other matters we should dismiss as being of subsidiary importance to the 
cardinal question of an efficiently organised Base that will be available to us when we 
need it. 

The second alternative is to attempt to secure final agreement on principles at 
Saturday's meeting. This means that the Delegation should be given such 
instructions as may secure a final composition of all outstanding points. There will 
be no object in taking this course unless the composition is reasonably likely to 
secure agreement, and it should represent the furthest point to which Her Majesty's 
Government wishes to go, there being no certain expectation that another 
opportunity for settlement will be provided. 

The choice between these two alternatives is a matter of high policy on which we 
do not feel that we wish to make a recommendation. However, if Her Majesty's 
Government adopt the second alternative they will presumably want to know our 
view as to what composition might secure agreement. We set out in the Appendix to 
this letter our ideas in this regard. Perhaps we might make one comment. A review of 
the differences to be composed shows that, with the possible exception of the 
paragraph on availability, they are relatively small in substance and that what we 
regard as necessary to resolve them does not represent a considerable retreat from 
the stand which Her Majesty's Government have made. 

As you know, our next meeting is fixed for 10.00 a.m. on Saturday, 17th October. It 
would, of course, be possible to secure a postponement but we should point out that 
we originally suggested Monday, 19th October to the Egyptians and they themselves 
asked fo r Saturday. In view of the pressure which we have always exerted on them for 
dealing with matters promptly, we think it to be very advisable to adhere to Saturday 
for the meeting if it is at all possible for you to give us our instructions in time. 

1 A reference to the Conservative Party conference held at Margate in Oct 1953. 
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Appendix to 442 

A. Duration of the agreement 
7 years. 

B. Period of withdrawal 

[442] 

15 months from date on which the Agreement comes into force. Egyptians to be 
informed verbally that we shall start withdrawing some troops immediately after 
agreement has been reached on principles, conditional upon reduction in tension, 
cessation of training commandos, and co-operation from Egyptian civil and military 
authorities. 

We believe that these points would be acceptable to the Chiefs of Staff. They would 
make a lot of difference to the Egyptian attitude and might well tip the scale in 
securing their acceptance of other points on which we are not meeting them in full. 

C. Technicians - first period 
4,000 technicians for 4~ years from the date on which the Agreement comes into 
force. 

D. Technicians- final period 
We have asked for guidance in our telegram No. 1407 and should include in this 
composition the minimum that can be accepted. 

E. Availability 
In view of the very rigid Egyptian position we are in difficulty about proposing a 
suitable composition. We presume that the Egyptians would accept that the Base 
should be made immediately available in the event that the General Assembly of the 
United Nations made a specific recommendation to that effect, but we do not know 
whether that will be good enough for Her Majesty's Government. The prospects of 
getting anything stronger than this are small. If the idea is acceptable to you, you 
may care to give us a draft. On the consultation clause we feel that we could get an 
improvement and stipulate consultation in the event of a threat of war in wide terms. 

F. Uniform 
Before we had received your telegram No. 1722 we had evolved a very similar idea. 
We propose that we should present the following formula:-

"British personnel in the Base will be entitled to wear the uniform of the Service 
to which they belong. However in deference to Egyptian public opinion they 
will normally dress as follows : When at work, overalls or shirts (non-khaki) and 
shorts, with rank distinctions. At other times plain clothes. All British person- · 
nel to be entitled to carry a weapon for their personal protection." 

G. Suez Canal 
This is settled by your telegram No. 1723.2 

2 Tel 1723 not traced. Agreement on a reference to the Suez Canal in the proposed protocol to an 
Anglo- Egyptian settlement had been accepted in Oct 1953 on the fo ll owing lines: 'Recognising that the 
Suez Maritime Canal is an integral part of Egypt and a waterway economically. commercially and 
strategically of international importance; and being determined to uphold the 181 [sic] Convention 
guarantee ing the fr eedom of nav igation of the Canal .. .' (PREM 11/484, Cairo tel 1414, 7 Oct 1953) . 
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H. Air matters 
We can attend to this without further guidance provided that the proposition in our 
telegram No. 1427 is acceptable. It appears to us to be well within our brief, and was 
accepted as such by the representative of the Commander-in-Chief, Middle East Air Force. 

I. Organisation of the base 
We have been told that we may expect the Egyptian amendments a.m. Wednesday, 
14th October. We should send you an urgent telegram as soon as we get them, to 
obtain any instructions which you may have for us about them. 

443 CAB 129/63, C(53)282 14 Oct 1953 
'Egypt: defence negotiations': Cabinet memorandum by Field Marshal 
Lord Alexander of Tunis on the numbers of technicians to be retained 
in the base and the time period for withdrawal 

There are two points on General Robertson's despatch circulated under cover of C. 
(53) 281 1 which raise important issues for the Services. These are (a) numbers of 
technicians in the final period; (b) arrangements for withdrawal. 

At their meeting on 2nd October the Cabinet agreed that the proposals made to 
the Egyptians in pursuance of the Cabinet decision on 16th September represented 
our final terms for a defence agreement and that we were not prepared to make any 
further concessions (C.C.(53) 54th Conclusions,2 Minute 2). In these terms were 
included stipulations that the agreement should last seven years, that full Case A 
conditions should be preserved throughout, and that a period of 18 months should 
be allowed for withdrawal. 

The final period 
2. In the light of the latest discussions with the Egyptians, it seems very doubtful 

whether agreement will be reached unless we are prepared to accept some variation 
of the present stipulations. The choice appears to be between full Case A terms for a 
shorter duration than seven years and an agreement lasting seven years, but going 
somewhat below Case A terms during the final period of the agreement. 

3. The departments concerned have concluded that the minimum number of 
British personnel required to preserve Case A is 2,500; this covers both Army and 
R.A.F. requirements, and is based on the assumption that during the earlier stages of 
the agreement a sufficient number of Egyptians will have been trained to replace 
British personnel who are withdrawn. I am advised that the prospects of obtaining a 
duration of seven years would be greatly increased if we could accept a run down below 
this figure of 2,500 towards the end of the agreement. The minimum number of 
British personnel needed to provide adequate inspection would be about 200 (the 
R.A.F. would retain in addition what was needed to maintain its staging facilities) but 
there is an intermediate stage between this and minimum Case A conditions; if we 
could keep about 750 British personnel it would be possible to retain technical con
trol of the base workshops, and provide adequate inspection elsewhere sufficient to 

1 See 442. 2 See 439. 
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look after our war reserves. In addition we should need whatever number ofR.A.F. per
sonnel must be retained to keep our air staging facilities in operation. It would be our 
hope that any run down in the number of British personnel below 2,500 would be 
spread over the longest possible period, but I consider that, if it will tip the balance 
between a seven year agreement and the maximum period which the Egyptians have 
so far proposed, our negotiators should be given authority to accept it. Our object 
would be to ensure that the full number of 4,000 technicians, plus those needed for 
the R.A.F.'s staging facilities, would remain for the first 4~ years of the agreement. I 
suggest that our negotiators should aim to spread the run down from 4,000 to 2,500 
over the next 18 months, so that we did not have to go below 2,500 until the end of 
the sixth year. I suggest that we should authorise our negotiators to accept a run down 
during the last year from 2,500 to 1,000, plus whatever the R.A.F. require, and that in 
the last resort we should accept a minimum figure of 750 (plus R.A.F.) . 

Period of withdrawal 
4. The second point which requires consideration by the Cabinet is the period to 

be allowed for the withdrawal of troops from Egypt and re-organisation of the Base. 
In accordance with their existing instructions, the negotiators have pressed for a 
period of withdrawal of 18 months from the date when the agreement comes into 
force . The Delegation now suggest that in order to reach an agreement with the 
Egyptians we should accept a period of 15 months. 

5. A period of 18 months is needed to carry out the physical withdrawal of troops 
and stores and to provide new accommodation on austere scales for the joint 
headquarters in Cyprus · and for the troops remaining in the theatre after 
redeployment. The essential point is that we should retain enough troops in Egypt 
until final agreement is reached to enable us to hold our position if negotiations 
break down. I understand that the programme of withdrawal could be arranged so 
that the first three months of it could be put into effect while satisfying this 
condition. There will probably be a period of at least three months between the 
conclusion of an agreement on principles and ratification of the final agreement. We 
could therefore if need be make the reduction to 15 months without prejudicing our 
position. This would be presented to the Egyptians as a "token" withdrawal. 

6. To sum up, a decision is required on the following points:-

(a) Can we agree that, if it proves essential in order to secure a duration of seven 
years, the number of British personnel can be reduced below 2,500 in the last 
period of the agreement on the lines indicated above, and on the understanding 
that any such reduction would be limited to the minimum necessary to ensure 
Egyptian agreement and would also be subject to sufficient trained Egyptians 
being available to replace British personnel? 
(b) Are we willing that, as a token of goodwill and in anticipation of the 
conclusion of a detailed agreement, the first three months of the programme for 
withdrawal of both troops and stores should be put into effect as soon as 
agreement in principle has been reached, in which event we could accept a period 
of 15 months after ratification of the agreement for the process of withdrawal? 
(Withdrawal of troops and dispersal of stores would, of course, have to be made 
concurrently and any delay in plans affecting withdrawal of troops would be 
matched by a similar delay in the plans for dispersal of stores.) 
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444 CAB 128/26/2, CC 58(53)4 15 Oct 1953 
'Egypt': Cabinet conclusions on instructions for the British delegation 
in the defence negotiations 

The Cabinet had before them memoranda by the Foreign Secretary (C. (53) 281) 1 and 
the Minister of Defence (C. (53) 282)2 on the stage reached in the defence 
negotiations with the Egyptian Government. 

The Foreign Secretary said that both parties to the negotiations in Cairo now fe lt 
that the time had come to bring the discussions to a head and the next meeting 
between them, which was to be held within the next few days, would evidently be 
decisive. The United Kingdom Delegation had asked for final instructions regarding 
the attitude which they should adopt at this meeting. They believed that, if they then 
declined to make any further concessions, the Egyptians would break off the 
negotiations. There seemed, however, to be a reasonable chance of securing an 
agreement if we were willing to go a little further to meet the Egyptians on some of 
the points to which they attached special importance. The concessions which, in the 
opinion of the Delegation, should suffice to secure an agreement on principles were 
set out in the Appendix to C. (53) 281. 

The Foreign Secretary said that he was disposed to instruct the Delegation to 
continue their efforts to secure an agreement on principles. The Cabinet accepted 
the Foreign Secretary's view and proceeded to consider the various points 
enumerated in the Appendix to C. (53) 281. 

(a) Duration. It was agreed that we should insist on an agreement lasting for seven 
years. 

(b) Withdrawal of troops. It had been suggested that we might offer to complete 
the withdrawal of combatant troops in fifteen months (instead of eighteen months) 
from the date on which an agreement came into force. 

The Minister of Defence said that this would be practicable if withdrawal began 
immediately agreement on principles had been reached. In that event, however, the 
withdrawal would have to be so planned that we should retain in Egypt until the final 
agreement was reached enough troops to enable us to hold our position if 
negotiations broke down on details. It would also be important that the movements 
made in this initial phase should not be such as to weaken our bargaining position. 

The Cabinet agreed that on the basis indicated by the Minister of Defence the 
Delegation might be authorised to agree that withdrawal would be completed within 
fifteen months of the date on which the agreement came into force. 

(c) Number of technicians . It was agreed that we must continue to insist on a total 
of 4,000 British technicians for the first 4~ years of the agreement. 

The Minister of Defence said that military requirements would be satisfied if in the 
following 1~ years we could retain in the Base a minimum number of 2,500 
technicians. In the last year of the agreement we should ask for a minimum number 
of 1,000 technicians, excluding the small numbers required by the Royal Air Force in 
connection with their staging facilities at Abu Sueir, though our negotiators might 
be authorised in the last resort to reduce this figure to 750. 

1 See 442. 2 See 443 . 
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The Cabinet agreed that the proposals put forward by the Minister of Defence 
should be communicated to the United Kingdom Delegation in Cairo. 

(d) Availability. The Foreign Secretary suggested that the Delegation should be 
authorised to put forward a new formula regarding the availability of the Base for war 
purposes. This would provide that the Base would be made immediately available to 
us in the event of (i) an attack by an outside power on Egypt; or (ii) an attack by an 
outside power on any member of the Arab Mutual Security Pact; or (iii) a 
recommendation by the United Nations that the Base should be made available in the 
event of aggression or threat of aggression. It would also provide that in the event of 
a threat of attack on any member of the Arab Mutual Security Pact, Iran or Turkey 
there should be immediate consultation between the United Kingdom and Egypt. 

The Cabinet agreed that the Egyptians should be pressed to accept the revised 
formula suggested by the Foreign Secretary. 

(e) Uniform. The Foreign Secretary said that he was not content with the proposal 
which our Delegation had suggested regarding the wearing of uniform by British 
technicians in the Base. He would, however, be willing that they should suggest to 
the Egyptians a formula in the following terms:-

"British personnel in the Base will normally dress as follows. When at work: 
overalls or shirts and shorts, with rank distinctions. At other times: plain 
clothes. They will be entitled to wear the uniform of the Service to which they 
belong and to carry a weapon for their personal protection." 

The Prime Minister said that he saw no reason to include in the agreement this 
description of the working dress of British technicians in the Base. He proposed that 
the formula for inclusion in the agreement should be as follows:-

"Within the Base installations and in transit between them British personnel 
will be entitled to wear the uniform of the Service to which they belong and 
to carry a weapon for their personal protection. Outside the area of the Base 
they will wear plain clothes ." 

Our Delegation might be authorised to inform the Egyptians orally that the 
British technicians when at work would normally wear overalls or shorts and shirts 
with rank distinctions. This statement should not, however, be included in the 
formal agreement itself. 

The Cabinet accepted the proposal put forward by the Prime Minister. 
(f) Air facilities. The Cabinet were informed that agreement had already been reached 

with the Egyptians regarding the provision of staging facilities atAbu Sueir. The Secretary 
of State for Air said that this would secure the essential requirements of the Royal Air 
Force in peace. The Cabinet should, however, understand that, with the failure of the 
original proposals for Anglo-Egyptian arrangements for the air defence of the Base, we 
had no assurance that the airfields would be maintained in such a condition that the 
Royal Air Force would be able to operate from them soon after our re-entry into the Base 
in war. This would greatly reduce the potential military value of the Base in war. 

(g) Organisation of the base. The Cabinet agreed that the officer in charge of 
British technicians in the Base should have the title "Senior British Officer, Canal 
Zone Base". 

The Prime Minister said that he was concerned about the attitude which some 
Government supporters were likely to adopt towards an Anglo- Egyptian defence 
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agreement of the kind which the Cabinet were now contemplating. Some would be 
disposed to suggest that, sooner than accept an agreement on these lines, we should 
have sought to maintain our position in Egypt by force; and they would probably 
argue that, if a drastic military solution had been sought, it would have been possible 
thereafter to reduce the strength of the British garrison in Egypt to a figure well 
below the present level. He was himself inclined to think that this course could not 
have been followed unless the Egyptians had committed some flagrant acts of 
provocation which would have justified us in proceeding on the basis that something 
equivalent to a state of war had arisen in Egypt. If we had taken strong military 
action in a situation short of that, we should have lacked the support of the United 
States Government; and, if the dispute had been referred to the United Nations, we 
could not have expected that a decision would have been given in our favour. Matters 
having now gone as they had, he was prepared to agree that it might be the wiser 
course to seek an agreement on principles on the lines which the Cabinet had now 
approved. This should however be presented to the Egyptians as our last word; and 
he was anxious that no final agreement should be reached with them until 
Parliament had reassembled and Ministers had had an opportunity of explaining 
privately to Government supporters the situation which had now been reached. It 
was of great importance that Ministers should have that opportunity of preparing the 
way for the agreement, if it was to be concluded, and doing their utmost to reduce 
the risk of its being subjected to damaging criticism by their own supporters. 

The Cabinet:-
( I) Invited the Foreign Secretary to instruct the United Kingdom Delegation in 
Cairo that, at their next meeting with the Egyptians, they should attempt to secure 
agreement on principles within the limits indicated in paragraphs (a)-(g) above, 
but that no announcement indicating that final agreement had been reached 
should be made until Ministers had received a report of the results of that meeting. 
(2) Took note that, as soon as Parliament had reassembled, the Chief Whip would 
arrange for the Prime Minister, the Foreign Secretary and the Minister of Defence 
to explain privately to Government supporters the stage which had been reached 
in these negotiations. 
(3) Authorised the Lord Privy Seal, in consultation with the Foreign Secretary, to 
arrange for the Governments of the older Commonwealth countries to be 
informed of the further proposals which were now to be made to the Egyptians; 
and to consider what information should be given to other Commonwealth 
Governments, after the next meeting with the Egyptians, about the course which 
the negotiations had taken. 

445 PREM 11/484 21 Oct 1953 
[Anglo- Egyptian defence negotiations] : inward telegram no 1490 
from R M A Hankey to FO reporting on a meeting with the Egyptian 
delegation [Extract] 

[The US government continued to be concerned about a possible breakdown in the 
Anglo-Egyptian negotiations. Dulles pointed out that after Salisbury's visit to 
Washington the Americans had refrained from acting in any way as an intermediary and 
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had adopted the British thesis that if the US offered support for the British position that 
would produce the desired result. Dulles believed support had been given to the British 
on a Suez Canal transit clause, availability and the duration of the agreement because the 
Americans had been led to believe they were the only issues in the way of an agreement. 
He was therefore dismayed to discover that the talks could break down on the issue of 
uniforms. On 17 Oct Dulles met with Eden in London and had a lengthy discussion on 
this to which Eden replied that even if the Egyptians did not accept the British proposals 
they would not break off the talks (FRUS, 1952-1954, vol IX, pt 11, pp 2142, 2145).] 

Following from Delegation. 
We started by making comprehensive review of all outstanding points, taking 

those mentioned in your telegram No: 1754 one by one and emphasizing that this 
represented a final and generous attempt by Her Majesty's Government to reach a 
composition of the points of difference. 

2. We gave the Egyptians typed copies of the following formulae:-

A. Suez Canal. (Cairo telegram No: 1414). 
B. Uniform. (Foreign Office telegram No: 1805). 
C. Consultation. (Foreign Office despatch No: 234). 
D. Availability. (Foreign Office telegrams Nos: 1745 and 1778). 

3. Speaking of the period of withdrawal we said we could inform them that we 
should begin a substantial withdrawal of troops after agreement on principles had 
been reached. This was not a commitment on our part but something which we 
were telling them for their information. The extent of this immediate withdrawal 
would depend upon the state of affairs in the Canal Zone. We should expect com
plete reduction in tension, cessation of commando training, prevention of carriage 
of arms by unauthorized persons and complete cooperation from the Egyptian 
authorities. 

4. On uniform we said that we were proposing a solution which made reasonable 
allowance for the common sense and forbearance of those who would be operating 
the agreement. It would not be understood in our country, nor would it be 
acceptable, that our men should be denied the right to wear the uniform of the 
service to which they belonged. On the other hand, care would be taken in the 
selection of the man who would be in command of our technicians and he would be 
given special guidance to ensure that this question of uniform was handled sensibly 
and in a manner which would not facilitate the efforts of mischief-makers. We 
reminded the Egyptians that this question of uniform would only become relevant 
after our forces had been withdrawn from the Canal Zone. At that time, if the 
assurances which they had repeatedly given us were of any value at all, an entirely 
different attitude would prevail towards our men. 

5. Final phase. We did not, at this juncture, mention figures. We said we were 
prepared to settle provided the principle were observed that the base in this phase 
also should be maintained as a going concern. 

6. The Egyptians then retired for one-and-a-half hours. On their return they gave 
their views as follows:-

( a) They agreed to the fifteen months' withdrawal period from the date of the 
signature of the agreement. 
(b) They agreed to seven years' duration from the date of signature, but said that it 
must be clearly stated that the agreement would then terminate. 
(c) They agreed to 4,000 technicians for the first four and a half years. 
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(d) For the last period they proposed 1,000 technicians for one year followed by 
500 for one and a half years. 
(e) On availability they accepted the formula with the exception of phrase (c) 
concerning recommendation by the United Nations. They rejected this phrase and 
offered nothing to explain it. They repeated that they were loyal members of the 
United Nations and would honour their obligations but they would not accept 
mention of any commitment other than the Arab security pact. 
(f) On uniform they produced the following:-

"Outside the base area and when off duty within it, British personnel will 
wear civilian clothes. When on duty within the installations, and in transit 
between them, they will wear a unified civilian dress to be agreed upon. 
They may carry a pistol for their personal protection". 

They explained that if the unified civilian dress carried rank distinctions 
they must be non-military. They suggested cork helmets, overalls or shorts 
and shirts (non-khaki). 

(g) On the air question they assured us of satisfaction and repeated that they 
would give us most favoured nation treatment but they did not mention the 
formula drafted at the meeting on October 10. 
(h) They agreed to the Suez Canal formula. 
(i) On consultation they produced the following concoction:-

"The parties will consult together not later than two years before the end 
of the period specified for the duration of the agreement concerning the 
remaining British owned property. If they are unable to agree on this 
question the British Government shall, before the end of the specified 
period, withdraw or otherwise dispose of the remaining British owned 
property". 

7. We replied that we could only express extreme disappointment. All our work 
appeared to have been wasted. The two main issues were availability and uniform. 
On the former we had offered something which we thought it impossible for them 
to refuse. The Egyptians had asked for our final word and had been given it. They 
had also been given our final word on uniform. We had made it clear that a denial 
of the right to uniform would not be understood or accepted in the United 
Kingdom. 

8. We said that we could only report this to our Government as being the 
Egyptian position. We should not accompany our report by any recommenda
tions. 

9. We said that we were not authorized to agree that the agreement should come 
into force on the date of signature. This was a procedural matter to which our 
Government might or might not agree. All parts of the agreement must come into 
force together. 

10. We were prepared to discuss technicians in the last period. The Egyptian 
figures were too low. 

11. We were also prepared to discuss the consultation clause. Their new draft 
appears to turn this clause into something of a different nature .... 
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446 T 225/324 23 Oct 1953 
[Anglo- Egyptian defence negotiations]: inward telegram no 1499 
from R M A Hankey to FO on the Egyptian position and the attitude of 
J Caffery 

[The Cabinet met on 22 October to discuss the situation following the Egyptian rejection 
of the British proposals and the substitution of counter proposals on uniform and 
consultation before the end of the seven-year period of the agreement. It was decided to 
adhere to the proposals already made. If the Egyptians did not accept them there would be 
no better breaking point than their rejection of an obligation to make the base available 
on a recommendation by the United Nations. The delegation was instructed to tell the 
Egyptians that Britain had nothing to add to, or subtract from, the proposals (CAB 
128/26/2, CC 60(53)2, 22 Oct 1953) . In Washington the State Department was informed 
by Caffery of his concern at the complacency of the FO, and the US ambassador claimed 
that he personally had extracted around ninety per cent of the Egyptian concessions. 
Aldrich, in London pointed out that a large section of the Conservative Party opposed 
evacuation on the grounds that it would weaken links with the Commonwealth and, like 
Abadan, constitute a blow to British prestige and consequently to British power 
throughout the world. The ambassador believed the government was going to have 
difficulties with the party even if an agreement was secured on the basis of the present 
British position (FRUS, 1952-1954, vol IX, pt II, pp 2155-56).] 

Following from delegation. 
Although the United States Ambassador has seen the Egyptians personally twice 

apart from other contacts by members of his staff, he has not suggested any 
discussion with ourselves. We have given the United States Counsellor a very full 
account of Wednesday's meeting, but Robertson has felt that nothing was to be 
gained by asking to see Caffery himself at this juncture. 

2. The Australian Minister has given the following account to Robertson of a 
conversation with Caffery yesterday. Caffery said that the British had bungled these 
negotiations from the start. He was not interested in questions of haberdashery. On 
availability, he was talking to the Egyptians to see whether anything could be done. 
He had nothing to say to the British. When asked whether our availab ility formula 
now represented United States policy, in view of the fact that it had been discussed 
with Mr. Dulles and actually embodied an amendment suggested by him, Caffery 
would not confirm that it did. 

3. It seems clear that if anything at all comes out of these manoeuvres it wi ll be 
an offer by the Egyptians to sell us a more or less meaningless United Nations clause 
about availability in return for surrender by us on uniform. 

4. There are indications to the same effect from the Egyptian side. They are 
evidently in no hurry about the next meeting. 

5. While we agree that the points mentioned in paragraph 2 of your telegram 1832 
are the main points at issue, we intend to be wary about the others. You will observe 
that the effect of their consultation clause (see paragraph 6(1 ) of our telegram 149W 
is to reduce the period during which we should have a useful base from seven years to 
about five years, since we should spend the last two years of the duration of the agree
ment in removing our base. You will also note from paragraph 6(g) of the same telegram 
that we cannot now be sure that the Egyptians will adhere to their agreement in sub
stance on air matters. Also their proposals for the final period are inadequate. 

1 See 445. 
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447 DEFE 4/66, COS 125(53)1, annex 5 Nov 1953 
'Peacetime garrison in the Middle East': report by the JPS to the COS, 
29 Oct 1953 (J P(53)118) [Extract] 

Introduction 
We have reviewed the need for a British garrison in the Middle East in peace in the 
light of the following factors :-

(a) It seems clear that our negotiations with Egypt are unlikely to result in any
thing better than a seven-year agreement on the general lines now being discussed. 
(b) There is an urgent need to reduce our overseas commitments to the absolute 
minimum that will achieve our strategic aims. 
(c) The likelihood of a hot war is considered to have receded. 
(d) A prolonged period of a cold war is expected. 

Importance of the Middle East 
2. In war. The conquest of the Middle East would provide the Russians with 

direct access to Africa, possession of the Suez Canal and a means of encircling Turkey 
thus turning the right flank of NATO. It would also enable them to reduce the threat 
from American bombers based in North Africa. Although the Suez Canal is less vital 
than in the days when rapid deployment of the Indian Army was a major factor, it is 
still an important Commonwealth link. The loss of the Middle East would increase 
considerably the difficulty of holding Europe, would seriously affect the position of 
India and Pakistan and increase the difficulty of these countries making an active 
contribution to the war outside their own borders. 

3. In peace. The United Kingdom, as a world power, should be able to:-

(a) Maintain her influence; assist in ensuring the stability of the area and thus 
prevent the spread of Communism. 
(b) Support her political interests (including those of the Commonwealth), and 
her commercial interests in the area, including oil and the use of the Suez Canal. 
(c) Fulfil her treaty obligations to Iraq, Jordan and Libya, and her responsibilities 
throughout the area, including those towards the Persian Gulf Sheikdoms. 
(d) Take action (in conjunction with the United States and French governments 
under the tripartite Statement of May, 1950) to prevent violation of frontiers or 
armistice lines. 
(e) Re-assure the Arab countries and Israel that they would be protected from 
Russian invasion in the event of war, and encourage the Arab States to combine 
together for their mutual defence, preferably by participating in some form of 
Middle East defence organisation. 

4. In the Middle East therefore the presence of British forces is necessary for 
stability, to check the rise of Communism, to support our political and economic 
interests, to enable us to meet our treaty obligations and to provide the nucleus of a 
force for the defence of the area against external aggression. 

The effect of a withdrawal from Egypt 
5. The conclusion of an Anglo-Egyptian agreement involving the removal of our 

forces from the Canal Zone would not reduce our minimum requirement for a garri-
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son in the Middle East in peace. If anything, it would be rendered all the more neces
sary, in order to offset the inevitable loss of prestige and weakening of our military 
position resulting from our evacuation of the Canal Zone. In the event of a war, we 
would still be able to deploy and supply small forces whilst the Egyptian base was being 
re-activated, provided a measure of stockpiling had been carried out in peace. 

Land forces required in war 
6. We cannot afford to maintain in the Middle East, in peacetime, forces 

commensurate with the estimated threat in the opening stages of war. If, however, 
we are to have any chance of defending the area at all and of preventing a rapid Soviet 
advance, which would otherwise be virtually unopposed, we must be in a position, 
within the first month of war, to deploy a force of sufficient strength to:-

(a) Form the backbone of the defence of the area. 
(b) Assist and encourage Iraq and other Middle East States to resist. 
(c) Impose, in conjunction with the Middle East States, sufficient delay on the 
enemy to enable re-inforcement to take place. 

7. Such a force must be a balanced one, and must contain a proportion of 
armour for the following reasons:-

( a) The nature of the country lends itself to armoured warfare. 
(b) The enemy forces are likely to be numerically superior and to include some 
armour, against which no Middle East State has an effective counter. 

8. If this force is to achieve its object, it is essential for it to be positioned in the 
Middle East in peace since, on the outbreak of war, there would be neither the time, 
opportunity nor resources to despatch it from the United Kingdom, or 
Commonwealth. 

Land forces required in peace 
9. In peace the land force required must be of sufficient strength to convince our 

friends and our foes that the United Kingdom and Commonwealth countries attach 
great importance to the Middle East in peace and in war. It must be strong enough to 
enable us to honour our treaty obligations to Iraq, Jordan and Libya, to maintain 
internal security in British Territories, safeguard our interests including oil and to 
deal with possible hostilities with Saudi-Arabia-two or more of which may require 
simultaneous action. Moreover, as a world power our force must appear significant 
by comparison with the armies of Middle East States. In order to fulfil the obligations 
and responsibilities outlined above we require a self-contained and mobile formation, 
mainly composed of infantry, capable of taking immediate action in one or more 
trouble-spots. However, if the land force is to appear significant in the eyes of Turkey 
and Iraq (the countries most exposed to aggression) and Egypt, a proportion of 
armour is also necessary. 

10. The minimum force which, in our view, would meet our peace-time 
requirements and at the same time serve as an earnest of our intentions in war is one 
armoured division, consisting of one armoured and one infantry brigade. Whilst we 
cannot guarantee with such a force to ensure the security of the Middle East in war, 
we believe that it is the absolute minimum, which, with the help of the Middle East 
States, could give us any chance of achieving our aim. 
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Air forces required 
11. We cannot hope to maintain air forces in the Middle East to match the 

potential Russian threat, but we must maintain air forces of sufficient strength to:-

(a) provide essential support for the land forces on the outbreak of war; 
(b) keep open the air routes to the East; 
(c) safeguard bases from which bombers may be required to operate in war; 
(d) fulfil in peace, in conjunction with the army, United Kingdom obligations and 
responsibilities; 
(e) convince the Arab States of our determination to defend the area. 

12. The minimum number of R.A.F. squadrons required for these tasks is eight, 
and is made up as follows:-

5 Day Fighter/Ground Attack Squadrons. 
1 Fighter Reconnaissance Squadron. 
2 Medium Range Transport Squadrons. 

13. We do not propose to base any bombers in the Middle East, but to rely on the 
rapid deployment of the United Kingdom medium bomber force if required. We 
intend to continue the detachment in peacetime of bomber squadrons for periodic 
exercises. In addition to providing valuable training these visits provide a means of 
emphasising the importance we attach to the area and show our ability to help in its 
defence. For these purposes and for the maintenance of our air routes, we must 
maintain adequate and fully functioning air bases. 

Disposition of forces 
14. Land forces. It is important strategically that armoured forces should be 

stationed in Jordan or the Levant, where our small forces are most likely to be 
required in war and where their presence would be an unmistakable indication of our 
intention to defend at least a portion of the Middle East. Moreover, even small 
armoured forces in Jordan would have a restraining effect upon Israel. The Jordanian 
government has recently expressed itself as willing to receive British armoured units 
in Jordan, and the Defence Committee has agreed in principle to token forces 
(perhaps a Squadron) being stationed there . Because of lack of accommodation and 
other factors , we will not for many years be able to afford to station the whole of our 
armoured brigade in Jordan and from the political point of view it is unlikely that we 
shall be able to station them elsewhere in the Levant. They must however be as near 
as possible to their war time deployment area. 

15. Plans already exist to redeploy the Middle East garrison, with the infantry in 
Cyprus and the armour in Libya (with an element in Jordan) , and a withdrawal from 
Egypt would not therefore preclude us from maintaining a garrison in the Middle 
East in peace. 

16. Air forces. It is proposed that the eight Royal Air Force Squadrons should be 
based as follows:-

(a) Habbaniya. 
(b) Jordan. 
(c) Cyprus. 

(d) Aden. 

3 Day Fighter/Ground Attack Squadrons. 
1 Day Fighter/Ground Attack Squadron. 
1 Fighter Reconnaissance Squadron. 
2 Medium Range Transport Squadrons. 
1 Day Fighter/Ground Attack Squadron. 
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17. The squadrons at Habbaniya will be well placed to fight in defence of the area 
and will give the necessary indication that such is our intention. Additionally, their 
presence will keep the important base of Habbaniya in being and help to safeguard 
our air routes. The squadron in Jordan will help to support our Treaty with Jordan 
and provide a working air base in an area where it would be much needed in war. The 
squadron at Aden is required for the purpose of maintaining Imperial interests, and 
the two Medium Range Transport squadrons and the Fighter Reconnaissance 
Squadron will be based on Cyprus as being the most central location .... 

448 FO 371/104194, no 3 11 Nov 1953 
[Anglo-Egyptian defence negotiations and Britain's position in the 
Middle East]: despatch no 147 from GC Pelham (Jeddah) to Mr Eden 
on the importance of the manner of Britain's leaving Egypt 

[On 14 Oct SirE Chapman Andrews sent a long despatch from Beirut arguing that as the 
Arab states were solidly behind the Egyptian demand for British evacuation from the 
Canal Zone, if Britain complied there would be benefits from the resulting improvements 
in relations with the Arab world. On the other hand he pointed out that Britain's 
withdrawal could be seen as a sign of weakness unless it was presented as a success in 
terms of general improvements in Middle East defence co-operation. The ambassador 
asked three questions pertaining to the situation. 1 In the view of the other Arabs was the 
continued presence of British troops in Egypt irreconcilable with winning and retaining 
Egyptian friendship? 2 What would be the effect on Britain's position elsewhere in the 
Middle East of the withdrawal of British troops from Egypt? 3 Was Egyptian friendship 
worth having for its potential effect on Middle East policies generally? (FO 3711104194, 
no 2, Beirut despatch 161).] 

In his despatch No. 161 of the 14th of October Her Majesty's Ambassador at Beirut 
puts three questions regarding the relationship of the present Anglo-Egyptian 
negotations [sic] to our general position in the Middle East. 

2. To his first question I have the honour to reply that the Saudi Arabian 
Government would probably regard the matter in a straight-forward, practical way. If 
the Egyptians consider that the presence of British troops in their country is 
irreconcilable with Anglo- Egyptian friendship, then ipso facto it is so. 

3. In answer to the second question I would say that we must be careful, 
especially after Abadan, not to follow Lady Macbeth's parting injunction: the "order" 
of our going is vital to our prestige and therefore to our influence in the Middle East. 
The Saudis respect nothing so much as strength. We must therefore show that if we 
leave the Canal Zone it is for a position of at least equal and possibly greater strength. 
It should also, if possible, appear to be more permanent and less dependent on Arab 
politics than was the base in the Canal Zone. In this respect a base at Gaza would be 
admirable. Strong positions in Jordan and Iraq would tend to increase our influence 
here because the Saudis still to some extent fear the Hashimites. Of course if it were 
to appear that the Egyptians had kicked us out it would be a signal to kick us further 
and to adopt an intransigent attitude on every question. 

4. My answer to the third question is: Yes, if we can afford it in the appropriate 
scale of priorities. By that I mean that Egyptian friendship would certainly be helpful, 
but we should consider carefully whether it is worth laying out a considerable 
proportion of our slender resources on a particularly recalcitrant case if it involves 
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retrenching on a more promising line of development-for example, in Iraq. From 
the point of view purely of our relations with Saudi Arabia it does not much matter 
how we stand with Egypt provided we are seen to be strong. But our chances of 
getting Saudi agreement to something in the nature of MEDO or to a settlement 
with Israel would be considerably enhanced if we could secure prior Egyptian 
approval. In this sort of question the agreement of Egypt would be more important 
than that of any other state. 

5. On the point raised in paragraph 9 of Sir Edwin Chapman-Andrews' despatch 
under reference I would draw attention to my despatch No. 153 of the 17th of 
December 1952 and my letter No. 1065/22/53 of the 5th of July this year to Sir James 
Bowker. In those I have given my views on our relations with America in regard to 
Saudi Arabia. It is still evident that the Americans are pursuing policies here of which 
we learn only by accident. Their attitude towards the way in which Saudi Arabia 
should be treated is different from ours. I doubt whether anything but experience 
will convert them. In the mean-time we might be saved damage and embarrassment 
if a greater degree of consultation were to be possible. 

4:4:9 CAB 129/64, C(53)328, annex 18 Nov 1953 
'Anglo-Egyptian negotiations': appreciation by General Sir B 
Robertson1 

[The negotiations were now in a state of limbo. Although they were deadlocked, neither 
side was keen to make a complete break or to close the door on the possibility of new 
initiatives from the opposing delegation. On the other hand simply to await developments 
contained disadvantages for both sides and for the Americans. It was now particularly 
important for the US to offset the aid which had recently been given to Israel with an 
allotment to Egypt. Waiting for a settlement to the base issue before granting aid to Egypt 
no longer seemed feasible to the State Department. The Foreign Office was horrified by 
the prospect of any such aid being granted, arguing that it would encourage the 
Egyptians to stick to their demands and remove an important inducement for them to 
reach an agreement (CAB 129/64, C(52)327, 23 Nov 1953).] 

Object of this appreciation 
The purpose of this paper is to analyse the situation at the time of my departure from 
Cairo, and to make recommendations in regard to a renewal of the discussions and 
the line which we should take on them. 

2. The points at issue 
These are as follows:-

(a) Duration of the agreement 
Although the Egyptians have accepted a seven-year agreement in principle, they 
have qualified this by a provision that we must dispose of the contents of the Base 
before the end of this period, unless agreement is reached by the end of the fifth 
year permitting us to retain the Base for a longer period. This would have the 
effect of curtailing the effective life of the agreement, since we should spend the 

1 This appreciation was circulated to the Cabinet on 23 Nov with a covering note by Eden which described 
it as an 'impressive memorandum'. 
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last part of it clearing our stocks away. The Egyptian qualification is therefore not 
acceptable as it stands, but they are likely to insist on something showing that 
there will be no prolongation of the Agreement, save by mutual consent, beyond 
the end of the seventh year. 
(b) Period of withdrawal 
The Egyptians have accepted a fifteen-months' period in principle but have 
qualified this by saying that it must run from the date of signature of the 
Agreement instead of from the day on which the Agreement comes into force . This 
is an irrelevancy. Whether the two dates should synchronise can be a matter for 
later discussion. 
(c) Number of technicians 
The numbers which the Egyptians have proposed for the final period are less than 
what we require and we should insist upon larger numbers to enable us to retain 
control of as many installations as possible. 
(d) Availability 
The Egyptians are stubbornly resisting anything which would make the Base 
automatically available to us save in the case of an attack on one of the Arab 
countries. We need an assurance that we shall be able to put our Base on a war 
footing immediately a major war breaks out. The Egyptians have been pressed 
hard to put forward their proposal to solve this problem, giving us the assurance 
which we need. They show no sign at present of willingness to put forward any 
proposal. If the Americans would really support us strongly on this issue, the 
Egyptians would probably yield, or at least come some way to meet us . Unless 
United States support is forthcoming, the Egyptians are likely to be obdurate and 
the negotiations may then founder. 
(e) Uniform 
The Egyptians are refusing our contention that our men must have the right to 
wear their own uniform, even though they may not normally do so. There are 
indications that they may be prepared to give way on this point, though some 
alteration to the present wording of our proposal may be necessary. 
(f) Air matters 
Although the Egyptians have given verbal agreement to our requirements and 
although an agreed draft which covers them has been prepared on the technical 
level, the Egyptian Delegation have neither accepted this draft nor put forward 
their amendments to it. It is possible that they have had second thoughts about 
the whole matter. We shall get what we want if we hold out. 
(g) Organisation of the base 
The Egyptians have put forward a number of amendments to our paper on this 
subject. Apart from the question of the title of the Senior British Officer, their 
amendments may not cause much difficulty. Until we have got their final 
agreement we cannot be sure where we stand on this very important paper. We 
should make a further attempt to secure acceptance of the title "Assistant Base 
Commander. " Our present instructions adequately cover all other points in the 
paper. 
(h) Consultation 
Our proposal implies a commitment from the Egyptians to allow the Base to 
remain even after the conclusion of the period of the duration of the Agreement. 
This they will never accept and we may as well recognise it. It would be well worth 
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our while to drop any Consultation clause if, in return, we could persuade the 
Egyptians to drop their point about the finality of the Agreement. (See 2 (a) 
above.) My opinion is that they will not be open to persuasion on this point. 

3. The present Egyptian attitude 
From the Egyptian point of view the main issue is undoubtedly availability. They are 
haggling on the other points, partly no doubt, for sheer love of bargaining, but 
mainly, it seems to me, in the false hope of weakening thereby our stand on 
availability. 

When the Egyptians declined to accept the proposition which we put before them 
on 21st October, they were at great pains to preserve a friendly atmosphere. Since then 
they have shown no disposition to renew discussions. Until quite recently they have 
seemed to be del iberately avoiding contact with us, including informal contacts with 
our Oriental Counsellor. On the other hand they have maintained strict censorship of 
the Press. While they are abusing us in regard to the Sudan elections, they are refrain
ing from doing so in relation to the defence discussions. They have not seized upon 
the announcement of my departure to accuse us of losing interest in the negotiations. 
In the Canal Zone, although they are permitting a certain increase in minor thuggery, 
they have not launched anything in the nature of guerilla warfare. 

It is evident that they are stalling deliberately. Their objects in doing so are 
probably:-

(a) to avoid reaching an agreement on defence until the Sudan elections are over. 
They probably feel that it would be difficult to run an effective anti-British 
campaign in the Sudan while they are engaged in negotiations in Cairo to 
establish friendly Anglo-Egyptian relations. They also undoubtedly feel that, if 
they fail in the Sudan elections, they will expose themselves to double criticism if 
they conclude a defence agreement with us. Therefore they want to know what the 
results of those elections will be before they commit themselves further here; 
(b) to weaken our opposition, particularly on the availability issue, by putting us 
in the position of having to make the next move, by making us anxious about the 
de lay and, they hope, by exerting pressure on us through the Americans. 

4. The effect of delay 
A certain period of delay is convenient from our point of view. This is partly for 
domestic reasons concerning the composition of our Delegation. Moreover, the 
anxiety factor can work both ways. While the Egyptians pretend that time is on their 
side, this is not really so. Although the short-term outlook is rosier, they need 
military and economic aid very badly in the long-term, nor will they encourage the 
investment of foreign capital or their tourist trade until an agreement made with us 
gives some assurance of stability in their country. 

On the other hand, indefinite delay is not desirable. There is always the danger of 
trouble in the Canal Zone where increased Egyptian pinpricks are trying very sorely 
the restraint of our military Commanders. Moreover, the political atmosphere 
generally is likely to deteriorate if delay is protracted too long and we might then lose 
some of the advantages which we have already achieved in the negotiations. Unless 
some move is made when the Sudan elections are over and our Ambassador has 
returned, it will become increasingly difficult thereafter to break the deadlock. 
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5. Conclusion 
Nothing is to be gained by attempting to re-open negotiations until the Sudan 
elections are over. The Egyptians are not prepared to negotiate seriously at this time 
and they would merely construe our initiative as weakness. 

On the other hand, maintenance of contact is desirable so as to avoid the creation 
of a position in which neither side will approach the other for fear of losing face . 

My departure has of itself provided one opportunity for such a renewal of contact, 
and I have laid emphasis on the desirability of constant contacts in anticipation of 
the renewal of discussions. I have suggested that by this means the way might be 
paved for a successful re-opening of delegation meetings. 

The return of the Ambassador will provide a further opportunity for renewal of 
high-level contact, and should give a natural impetus to a resumption of 
negotiations. 

As to the prospects of reaching an agreement, the Minister for Foreign Affairs, who 
always inclines to take the comfortable view, has said to me that we are really in 
agreement already, and that it is only a question of patience to find the means for 
expressing this agreement in words. It is true that there is very little difference of 
substance now, but words can cause a lot of trouble, and it is not Dr. Fawzi who will 
in the end decide upon their acceptability. Carnal Abdel Nasser, the Deputy Prime 
Minister and most influential member of the Government, has tried to give me an 
opposite impression at our last talk together. He is a man of moods, and he is 
concerned at this time by the dissensions which certainly exist among his colleagues, 
and by the criticisms which are being put out by the political opponents of the 
regime. However, it is my belief that his expressed pessimism is largely done for 
effect. He is no foo l, and he knows that his regime depends for its continued 
existence on getting an agreement with us , and this for two simple reasons: first, 
without it the regime cannot fulfil its promises that it will get rid of our troops: 
second, without it neither foreign capital nor tourists will come to Egypt, and the 
economy of the country, upon which the stability of any Government ultimately 
depends, cannot be put on a sound basis. 

Balancing the opposing factors, I come to the firm conclusion that we shall get an 
agreement in the end. It may take a little time. If the Sudan elections go against 
Egypt, it may take rather a long time, but I believe that it will come in the end. 

As to the terms of this agreement, both Her Majesty's Government and the 
Egyptian Government, say and feel that they have gone as far, in the making of 
concessions, as they can politically afford to do. This is the main reason for Egyptian 
obduracy on the question of availability. Carnal Abdel Nasser has told me so. But the 
Minister for Foreign Affairs is right when he says that, on this and on all other 
important points, agreement in substance does in fact exist. Therefore, without 
further concessions of substance from either side, it should be possible to secure 
terms not materially different from those which we offered on 21st October. On the 
question of availability, it is a matter of finding words which will be politically 
defensible in England and yet take account of Egypt's unwillingness, again for 
internal political reasons, to declare openly that she has accepted any new defence 
commitment. With the exercise of some further ingenuity on our part, it should be 
possible to find an acceptable formula, on the one definite condition that the 
Americans will give us at last, really solid backing to overcome the final Egyptian 
reluctance to accept any wording which is not entirely in their favour. 
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Once agreement has been reached on the principles which we have been 
discussing, its elaboration in a written Agreement will require some time and 
patience. I foresee only one real difficulty, namely, the as yet untouched subject of 
the jurisdictional status of our technicians. I do not think that we shall get the 
conditions in this respect for which we have been instructed to ask. 

If we do get an agreement, I believe that the present Egyptian Government will do 
their best to honour it. No alternative Government is likely to behave better in this 
respect: on the contrary. Therefore it will be in our own interests to support the 
present regime, doing all we can to ensure that it shall retain power as long as 
possible. 

450 FO 3711102822, no 625 23 Nov 1953 
[Anglo-Egyptian relations]: letter from R M A Hankey to Mr Eden on 
the Egyptians' hostility to Britain which makes them unlikely to abide 
by the proposed agreement 

Throughout the summer and autumn I have tried loyally together with General 
Robertson to get the Egyptians to agree to a Defence Agreement on the lines we 
require. But I think I really must tell you at this juncture of the increasingly serious 
doubts I feel about the probable outcome of this policy, 

2. General Naguib and other members of the CRC have constantly made it clear 
that their object is to get the British out altogether, not only from Egypt but from 
the whole Nile valley. In this they are merely following the constant trend of 
Egyptian Nationalist demands during most of the present century. They have made 
anti-British speeches in this sense, many of them very venomous, every few days on 
an average since I have been in Cairo. These speeches may be less objectionable than 
those of the Wafdist Government, but that is not saying much. 

3. For some time I tried to persuade myself that it was all talk, that Egyptian 
speeches and inspired newspaper articles did not mean much, and so on. But 
Egyptian actions are also very anti-British. They behave in a most unfriendly way to 
British subjects and British interests in Egypt. The Embassy has a major struggle to 
prevent BSS from being arrested and expelled or imprisoned without trial. Our 
commercial community feel that there is little justice for them. Egyptians who know 
members of our Embassy are often frightened off by the new Egyptian Intelligence 
organisation, efficiently established with German help and run on Gestapo lines. It is 
the same in Egyptian foreign policy. The Egyptians have done their best to wreck our 
Libyan treaty. They have deliberately promoted United Nations action on behalf of 
Mau-mau [sic]. Their performance in the Sudan has been deplorable. It seems to me 
that their object in making the Sudan Agreement with us can be seen in retrospect to 
have been not really to promote Sudan independence but to eliminate all British 
influence and to take the Sudan under their own wing. In short the general object of 
their policy is to get us out of the Middle East, and they do not trouble to conceal this 
in their speeches. 

4. The question arises whether on this background we can trust the Egyptians to 
carry out a new Defence Agreement. They make many smooth speeches to us about 
being on our side in another war, but their performance, when it comes to writing 
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anything down, falls far short of what they say. They explain that their public will not 
allow them to undertake any new Defence commitment towrads [sic] us, or to have 
any joint defence measures, either in the form of a M.E. defence organisation or in 
any other form, even it would seem a suitable availability clause. But meanwhile they 
have constantly preached hatred and contempt of us to their own people and have 
fostered the very internal political conditions which make it difficult or impossible 
for them to be less unfriendly. 

5. I have several times taxed them with this during the summer. They reply "But 
when we sign an agreement everything will be different" . But if it is merely like it is 
in the Sudan, it will not be different at all. I think that as General Robertson said in 
his recent appreciation/ the Egyptian Government do want an agreement with us 
about the Suez Canal Zone. But I have come to the conclusion that that is only 
because they see no other way to get rid of us and that they probably have no other 
object in concluding such an agreement. 

6. In short, I no longer consider that we can feel reasonably hopeful that Naguib 
and the CRC will apply a new Defence Agreement in a friendly way or that they will 
abide by the spirit or the letter of it. I do not think the leopard can change its spots so 
radically. There will no doubt be an initial honeymoon period while we are 
encouraged and helped to remove our troops . But after those 15 or 18 months, we 
shall be reduced to 4,000 technicians whose lives can easily be made a burden to 
them, simply by the Egyptian failure to play their part to the full. The new 
agreement, contrary to all previous agreements, requires active and efficient 
Egyptian cooperation, providing transport and labour at the correct time and place, 
working the telephones , telecommunications, railways, ports, waterworks and other 
public utilities, and above all, guarding the base and British personnel. In all these 
matters the Egyptians are normally very inefficient unless working under European 
supervision. Given a continuance of even a part of their present hostility, either in 
Cairo or at administrative levels, I cannot imagine the treaty working at all. It seems 
to me that it does not really make sense to conclude an agreement of this sort with a 
government which shows no sign of a change of heart. I have formed the very strong 
impression during my second period of service in Egypt that if we are easy-going 
with the Egyptians and overlook their misdoings, they merely despise us. If after 
making the new defence agreement we are held in the same utter contempt as we 
seem to have been since we made the Sudan Agreement, no favourable outcome in 
the Canal Zone can conceivably be hoped for. (I refer to the Sudan Agreement here 
chronologically, not necessarily as a cause.) 

7. The large common defence interests on both sides ought to make a defence 
agreement easy to reach. Naguib, Nasser and Fawzy have all paid lip service to this 
aspect. But I regret to say that when it comes to the point the CRC do not seem to take 
a broad view of their real interests in defence questions. They show no interest in our 
cooperation with the Arab world for defence purposes. On the contrary they have done 
everything in their power to make it impossible. In the circumstances I foresee that 
the Egyptian Army may very well regard the base they are supposed to be guarding 
mainly as a source of useful war material or private booty; and that once our forces are 
withdrawn and the initial honeymoon period is over, many Egyptians both in the CRC, 
in the Army and in the administration, may be anxious to make the agreement a farce, 

1 See 449. 



[450] NOV 1953 149 

so as to ensure that we do not regard its renewal as worth while. Naguib and his closer 
henchmen (if they remain in office) may or may not take this view- though as I have 
said above I now believe their main object is to get us out- but I feel sure many of 
their countrymen will and that any Egyptian Government will find it hard to oppose 
them even if it desires to. The fact that the base provides much employment for 
Egyptians will not seriously affect the issue then any more than it does now. 

8. If the Egyptian Government does not play straight, I think the dangers of an 
agreement vastly outweigh the advantages. Indeed it will almost infallibly prove 
disastrous for our interests. 

9. Once we are gone the Egyptians are very likely to start nibbling at the Suez 
Canal Company, winkling out the foreign experts to get their jobs, demanding a 
larger share of the profits, etc. The canal is much more important to us than it was. 
Traffic has increased by leaps and bounds. United Kingdom traffic alone is now 33% 
of the whole and is over 30% larger than the whole international traffic in 1939. 
The huge increase is mainly in a vital strategic commodity, oil, which can other
wise only be obtained in the required quantities from dollar sources. The Egyptian 
Government have tried several times during the last six months to discriminate 
against our shipping both at Port Said and Suez. Once our forces are gone I foresee 
that the Egyptian Government will be sorely tempted to make difficulties for our 
traffic or over the entry and departure of supplies to and from the base on the 
ground that they may be used against an Arab country (e.g. at Buraimi) or in an 
"imperialist" way (e.g. against the Mau-mau [sic]) . The projected agreement would 
appear to protect us legally against this sort of thing, but I doubt if it would in 
practice. To judge by my experience in Cairo we must expect the Egyptian 
Government to be difficult and obstinate in all such questions. A nationalist agita
tion against the Canal has already begun and has been discreetly damped without 
overt discouragement. 

9[sic] . To sum up the preceding paragraphs, once the Egyptian Government think 
they have got us out after the conclusion of the projected Defence Agreement, I really 
doubt if there will be any holding them from venting their very ill-conceived nation
alist ideas on our interests. I certainly feel there is little foundation for any optimistic 
belief that they will not do so. We are unlikely to get the agreement renewed, and it 
may well be turned into a farce before its expiry. I believe the effect of such a develop
ment on our position in the other Arab countries and on our whole position in the 
Mediterranean, in the Persian Gulf and in the Indian Ocean would be incalculable. I 
feel convinced that it would far surpass the effect of Abadan or Palestine. 

10. It is a fundamental disadvantage of the projected agreement that we have to 
exchange performance on our side (withdrawal of forces) against promises of 
goodwill and cooperation on the Egyptian side. It would seem only reasonable that 
the Egyptian Government should do something serious to earn our confidence 
before we place ourselves in their power by concluding the new agreement. At the 
very least I suggest that they should cease their policy of spreading hatred and 
contempt of us, discontinue the arrests and expulsions of British Subjects, stop 
persecuting our employees and friends both in Cairo and the Canal Zone, and drop 
the pressure and discrimination against our material interests in Egypt. More 
particularly the local authorities in the Zone should cooperate with our authorities 
there instead of conniving at daily armed thefts and robberies and periodical 
murders. I have already suggested as an absolute minimum that we should insist on 
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this as part of the agreement on principles; and if we are not completely satisfied I do 
not think we should conclude or ratify the treaty. Even if we do this we shall be 
taking a collossal risk. 

11. The dangers of our being betrayed after the withdrawal of our forces would 
be less if we could find any sure means of ensuring respect for the treaty. I am told it 
would be very awkward to reoccupy the Canal Zone by force once we had left. An 
appeal to UNO would certainly prove useless. I hoped at one time that American and 
British economic help might be cut and that this might prove effective. It is probably 
the best bet but I wonder if we are justified in setting much store by this. The 
Egyptians are so very anti-western and anti -capitalist that I think any Government 
would expect to acquire political credit by publishing its rejection of any such threat. 
I am afraid the conclusion is that if we make the new Defence Agreement we have to 
take the Egyptians largely on trust. But I do not think we can now place any trust in 
them. 

12. If we cannot reach a satisfactory agreement or if the Egyptian behaviour 
convinces you as it is convincing me, that the risk of an agreement being disregarded 
is so large as to be unreasonable, then I would urge strongly that we should find 
other means of maintaining our position in the Canal Zone. This would be expensive, 
but not half so costly as to be manoeuvred out of our position in the Canal Zone with 
incalculable damage to our position in the rest of the Middle East, Persian Gulf and 
Indian Ocean. 

13. I feel that it would be beyond the proper scope of this letter to suggest in any 
detail how we should maintain our position in the absence of a defence agreement. 
But in order to avoid the charge of birking [sic] the most difficult issue, I might 
perhaps be allowed to add the following. 

14. We can legally stay in the Canal Zone under the 1936 treaty until at least 
December 1956; but to rely only on that would be an unattractively negative pol
icy. In any case we should, I feel sure, sooner or later have to defend ourselves, 
with results which we have often tried to foresee. It seems to me however that we 
really ought to be able to muster some international and especially NATO support 
for a policy of ensuring the availability of base and defence facilities in the Canal 
Zone. The U.S. policy of securing bases and facilities all over the Mediterranean 
(Morocco, Spain, Italy, Greece, Turkey, Libya, even Malta) and in the Persian Gulf 
is very striking. We cannot say that bases overseas are unnecessary or out of fash
ion. Both Greek and Turkish representatives in Cairo show anxiety about our posi
tion in the Canal Zone, which is certainly the most important strategic point of 
the lot and (to state it no higher) is vital for NATO's position in the Eastern 
Mediterranean. 

15. One way of proceeding on this sort of background might be to issue a 
declaration either unilaterally or in association with any other Powers who were 
willing to be associated with us, to the effect that we have gone to the furthest 
possible limits of friendly conciliation with the Egyptians; that our minimum offers 
have been rejected and we have been treated with little but unfriendly contempt and 
hostility; that we should still prefer a policy of friendly cooperation based on our real 
community of interests with Egypt and other ME countries; but that in the 
circumstances we can no longer ignore our vital interests in the Suez Canal Zone, 
which is the nerve centre of the whole ME area. We therefore intend to continue to 
station such forces and installations there as may be necessary to protect the 
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interests of the British Commonwealth and of the NATO Powers, and to add to them 
or diminish them as may from time to time seem necessary. And if the state of local 
law and order declines to such a condition as to endanger the security of our troops 
or the efficiency or free transit of the Suez Canal, we shall take and exercise such 
local administrative powers as may be necessary to restore the situation, on the 
rough analogy of the Panama Canal Zone. 

16. Under a policy of this sort we might have to administer all or part of the 
Canal Zone. Much local labour might go away but at least we could prevent those 
workers who remain being intimidated or arrested and put on trial on flimsy charges. 
We might have to bring in Maltese and Cypriots to replace some of the local 
population. We might find it paid to remove some of our installations, but our 
military authorities may want to do that anyway, and we should at least keep them 
under our own control. There might be difficulty about water. We might for a time 
have to intervene in the Delta and to evacuate British Subjects from Egypt, but 
unless there is a big change I foresee that we shall find that many of our interests 
have been eliminated by hostile administrative pressure in coming years. The 
Americans and other Powers would have to finance Egypt and preserve it from 
Communism. In doing this they might be able to moderate some of Egypt's hostility 
towards us. Some part of our present predicament is due to the U.S. Embassy's 
attitude, so the punishment would fit the crime. 

17. We could not of course expect a quiet life in the Canal Zone. This letter is 
based on the growing conviction that we can expect little but serious trouble in 
Egypt whatever happens. But if trouble came in the Canal Zone we should have 
the means to cope with it and our attitude would command respect, however 
much the nationalists denounced it. Many of our present difficulties are due to the 
fact that we exercise no local administrative powers in the Canal Zone and cannot 
influence effectively either the local or the central government authorities. 
Consequently we are obliged to pursue the undignified policy of the football. It 
would be futile to pretend that it does not matter. But perhaps if the Egyptians 
found us firm, strong and well established they might eventually make a less 
chancy agreement with us. 

18. Of course, a satisfactory Defence Agreement with Egypt, providing real 
cooperation in defence matters, would be incomparably better than any such policy 
as I have outlined, which is by comparison a very poor second best. But unless the 
Egyptian leopard changes his spots, I do not think we can now hope for cooperation 
or indeed anything but veiled hostility ending in our own total elimination either at 
the end of the new agreement after only seven years, or possibly even before that. But 
that would be such a very costly disaster that it would, I believe, far outweigh the cost 
of staying in the Canal Zone without Egyptian consent. 

19. I apologise for the length of this letter, but I feel that before I cease my 
second period of service in Egypt, I must in all conscience reveal to you the very 
grave doubts I now feel about the probable outcome of our present policy in the light 
of the Egyptian Government's behaviour. 
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451 DEFE 4/66, COS 132(53)3 24 Nov 1953 
[Middle East defence policy]: COS Committee minutes on whether to 
retain the semblance of military power in the Middle East [Extract] 

B. General 
Sir John Harding said that it would clearly be important to ensure that both the Prime 
Minister and Foreign Secretary were apprised of the views of the Chiefs of Staff about 
the Middle East before their departure to Bermuda. It was for H.M. Ministers to decide 
whether the political economic and strategic needs of the United Kingdom required
in the words of the Prime Minister-"the effective semblance of military power in the 
Middle East". If this was agreed it was for the Chiefs of Staff to state which they con
sidered the vital areas to be defended and how this was to be done with the resources 
available. In his opinion, the present plans for the defence of the area were unrealistic 
and he considered that a re-appreciation of the position was required. 

The following points were made in discussion:-

( c) The arguments set forth in the Committee's Review of Global Strategy1 with 
regard to the importance of the Middle East to the United Kingdom still stood. 
(d) Present plans for Middle East defence did not envisage deploying forces for the 
defence of the Persian Gulf area, although this was one of the most valuable areas 
to the United Kingdom. Consideration might be given to the stationing of troops 
in the Bahrein area in peace, since in war they might possibly delay a Russian 
advance in that direction. 
(e) Although there appeared at first sight a strong possibility of defending the 
Middle East by stationing troops in the Bahrein area (as at (d) above) and in Iraq, it 
would have to be remembered that there was at present an acute shortage of 
available air power available to support these troops. 
(0 Although the Canal Zone Base would not be so valuable to us in the future, it 
was still worthwhile trying for prestige purposes alone to obtain our present objec
tives in the discussions with the Egyptians; military as well as political prestige was 
involved. Although the Base would be almost completely defenceless from the air 
point of view it should be useful for supporting the smaller forces now envisaged. 

In further discussion The Committee agreed that:-

(g) It was necessary for H.M. Ministers to make the basic decision whether it was 
still the policy of H.M.G. to defend the Middle East in war .... 

1 See part 11 of this volume, 308. 

452 CAB 128/26/2, CC 72(53)2 26 Nov 1953 
'Egypt': Cabinet conclusions on the prospects of a defence agreement 

The Prime Minister said that, from representations which had recently been made to 
him, it was clear that some of the Government's supporters in the House of 
Commons would be seriously disturbed if a defence agreement on the lines now 
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envisaged were concluded with the Egyptian Government. These Members were not 
specially interested in the future of the Canal Zone Base: they were concerned that 
British troops should remain in Egypt to ensure the right of free transit through the 
Suez Canal. They would find it difficult to support any agreement which failed to 
safeguard the use of the Canal as an international waterway. 

The Prime Minister said that the strategic importance of the Base, for peace or for 
war, was much less than it had formerly been; and, if the Egyptian Government 
rejected our latest proposals for an agreement, there was much to be said for starting 
afresh on an entirely new basis. Our essential requirements in the Middle East would 
be met if there were in Egypt an international base, containing a few thousand 
British troops, to which we could have access in time of war, and if we had one 
armored division stationed elsewhere in the Middle East. He believed that, if we 
could obtain unequivocal American support in a fresh approach, the Egyptians might 
still be forced to concede our minimum demands. 

The Foreign Secretary said that the Egyptians had hitherto been quite unwilling 
to join any international organisation for the defence of the Middle East, and he was 
doubtful whether they could be induced to adopt a different attitude on that point. 
He agreed, however, that there would be every advantage in exploring the possibility 
of securing stronger American support in any fresh approach to the Egyptian 
Government. An attempt should certainly be made to secure this in the forthcoming 
discussions in Bermuda. 

The Cabinet-
Took note that at the Bermuda Conference the Prime Minister and the Foreign 
Secretary would seek to secure a firm promise of American support in a fresh 
approach to the Egyptian Government, to be made in the event of a breakdown in 
the current defence negotiations in Cairo. 

453 FO 3711102823, no 676 
'Middle East policy': FO memorandum on the options for 
redeployment from Egypt 

Nov 1953 

[Extract] 

The Chancellor of the Exchequer has demanded a saving of £308 million by 1955-56 
on our defence expenditure as at present planned so as to reduce it to £1,650 million. 
Some economies in home defence expenditure are planned by the Service 
Departments but these are not enough. Some economies in overseas defence 
expenditure have also been planned on certain assumptions which may not be 
fulfilled. But these are in any event unlikely to be. sufficient and we must therefore 
look further. 

2. Our main' military commitments overseas are in Germany, the Middle East, 
Malaya and Korea. We cannot count on substantial reductions in the last two. 

3. The large forces which we maintain in Germany are the linchpin of the 
Western defence effort. Our present N.A.T.O. policy is to maintain their size and 
improve their quality. Any reduction would have a disastrous effect on N.A.T.O. and a 
fatal one on the E.D.C. The smaller N.A.T.O. powers like the Belgians, Dutch and 
Scandinavians would lose heart, Western Germany would ride anchorless and a 
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change in the whole foreign policy of the United States would be likely to follow. 
Such a collapse of the Western defence effort would be immediate and probably 
catastrophic for the free world. 

4. A reduction in the Middle East would have an unfavourable effect both in the 
short and long terms upon our position in the Middle East. This would be seen both 
politically, in particular through a weakening of our influence with the countries 
towards whom we have Treaty obligations-Iraq, Jordan and Libya; and in turn in 
our economic position through a possible whittling away of our oil interest. But the 
effects of such a reduction, whether it was achieved through an agreement with 
Egypt or not, would not be so far-reaching, nor so immediately catastrophic, as a 
substantial cut in Germany. It seems clear, therefore, that if we are to make a 
substantial reduction it must be in the Middle East. 

5. A substantial economy in overseas defence expenditure is likely in effect to be 
achieved if, as the result of an agreement with Egypt on the lines of our recent 
negotiations, we withdraw our forces from the Canal Zone and redeploy a smaller 
garrison elsewhere in the Middle East. If we fail to obtain such an agreement, two 
alternatives remain open to us:-

(a) to stay on in the Canal Zone; 
(b) to announce that we intend to vacate the Canal Zone and redeploy elsewhere 
in the Middle East the forces which we consider necessary; making it clear to the 
Egyptians that any interference will only delay our departure. 

6. If we chose alternative (a), we should have to maintain our position against 
growing Egyptian hostility . This would remove all possibility of effecting a reduction 
and would very probably end in involving an increase. Our choice is therefore 
between reduction and re-deployment after or without an agreement. 

7. It is desirable on strategic grounds that we should obtain an agreement which 
would provide for satisfactory maintenance of the Canal Zone base and give us the right 
of re-entry in war. The Chiefs of Staff consider that, wherever we deploy our Middle 
East forces in peace-time, a base in the Canal Zone area and entry through Suez and 
Port Said are of great value for the support of forces in the Middle East in war. 

8. If we began withdrawal soon, we could (if all went well) cut our Middle East 
forces from the present equivalent three divisions to one armoured division 
supported by eight squadrons of aircraft deployed in Cyprus, Libya, Jordan and 
possibly Israel by mid-1955. To this armoured division would be added the 
technicians which we should leave in the Canal Zone if we obtained an agreement 
with Egypt. These forces (less the technicians) are the bare minimum-or even 
less- necessary to enable us to meet our obligations under our Treaties with Iraq, 
Jordan and Libya and the 1950 tripartite declaration on Israel. The retention in these 
areas of forces of this size however would not alone (i .e. without a base in the Canal 
Zone) suffice to convince the countries of the Middle East that we are able to protect 
them in the event of aggression by the Soviet Union; and if we cannot so convince 
them, the chances of getting their co-operation in any form of Middle East defence 
organisation are slight. 

9. We are however obliged, by financial stringency, (unless our whole defence 
policy is modified), to carry out the re-deployment referred to above . The damaging 
effects of this would be mitigated if we could obtain a satisfactory agreement with 
Egypt, since we might hope that the countries of the Middle East would, despite the 
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reduction in our forces , believe that it remained our intention to defend the Middle 
East effectively. The mere fact that we had been able to reach a satisfactory 
agreement with Egypt would also redound to our credit in the Middle East. Our first 
aim must therefore be, on political as well as on strategic grounds, to obtain an 
agreement with Egypt. 

10. If we fail to reach an agreement with Egypt, we must, unless we decide to 
remain in the Canal Zone, announce our intention to make alternative 
arrangements. These arrangements might be to redeploy our forces and to carry out 
our withdrawal from the Canal Zone either:-

(i) immediately; or 
(ii) by 1956 when the present Anglo-Egyptian Treaty is due for revision; or 
(iii) in our own time, and in our own way, adding that interference with our plans 
would delay their implementation. 

Any of these courses must be expected to give rise to difficulties . The first is probably 
impracticable. Moreover, the announcement of it would be interpreted in the Middle 
East as a policy of scuttle. The chances of our obtaining the facilities required in 
connexion with our proposed re-deployment would be very slender. 

11. If we adopted the second course, we should probably be harrassed [sic] by the 
Egyptians and we might in fact fail to meet the date we had announced. 

12. If we took the third course, we should presumably try to convince world 
opinion that this was not a policy of scuttle. But the Egyptians would have little faith 
in our intention to withdraw and we must expect them to take measures designed to 
hurry such a withdrawal. We in turn might feel obliged to take counter-measures, 
and eventually we might find ourselves committed to intervention in the Delta. In 
this event we should probably be unable to withdraw our forces for a long time. Even 
if this did not happen, the chances of our obtaining fresh facilities in other Middle 
Eastern countries or even of retaining the facilities which we at present have would 
be much diminished. We must in any case expect Iraq to press for a revision of the 
Treaty including the abandonment by us of our present military facilities there; 
Jordan would find it impossible to grant us additional facilities; and even the 
retention of our facilities in Libya might prove uncertain. 

13. It is obviously difficult to foresee exactly how events will develop if we with
draw from the Canal Zone without an agreement with Egypt, but we must expect our 
prestige throughout the Middle East to be shaken. Not only would this affect the mil
itary facilities we require in the various countries of the Middle East, but our position 
in the Persian Gulf, where we are fighting a battle against the encroachments of Saudi 
Arabia at present, would be undermined. Turkey and Israel would be disconcerted, for 
different reasons. The old Commonwealth countries, particularly Australia, New 
Zealand and South Africa, would be even more reluctant than they are at present to 
enter into definite commitments regarding the defence of the Middle East. 

14. If we have to withdraw without an agreement, probably the third course 
mentioned in paragraph 10 would be best calculated to enable us to maintain our 
prestige in the Middle East. But it also carries with it the risk that Egyptian reactions 
might be such that in fact we should be unable to carry it out successfully, and might 
be faced with an indefinite commitment to maintain order in Egypt. Subject to these 
exigencies we should aim in fact to be out of the Zone by 1956 for the reasons which 
are examined in the following paragraphs dealing with the legal position . .. . 
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454 PREM 11/484 1 Dec 1953 
'The Canal Zone': minute by Mr Eden to Mr Churchill on the 
advantages of an agreement with Egypt without making further 
concessions 

Prime Minister 
On balance I believe we should t ry to get the Agreement with Egypt on the lines 
proposed, but without making any further concessions. 

2. We should strongly urge the Americans to give us whole-hearted support to 
this end. 

3. If this fails, we shall have to consider what alternatives exist. They will be 
painful and difficult choices. 

4. One alternative might be to announce our intention to withdraw from the 
Zone at once and to abandon the Base (taking away what we can) as a deliberate act 
of "re-deployment" of our forces; another would be to announce that we would 
withdraw in our own time completing the process by 1956 when the present treaty 
expires. 

5. Any such move would have to be most carefully prepared. It could be very 
damaging to our whole reputation and position if it looked like running away from 
the Egyptians. It could destroy all hope of maintaining our position in Iraq and 
Persian Gulf. It ought to be timed in relation to our position in Persia. 

6. It would be most dangerous to mention these alternative possibilities to the 
Americans now. Caffery would soon tell the Egyptians, who would then know that 
they had no need for an agreement with us. 

7. I do not believe there is any chance that Americans would accept the idea of a 
joint Anglo-American Base in Egypt. Even in the air they want their facilities to be 
under cover of a British air base. It would probably annoy them to be pressed on 
this- but otherwise I see no harm. 

Conclusion 
Our central purpose in Bermuda therefore should be to get really effective American 
support in the present negotiations and to make it clear to them that, politically, it is 
quite impossible for us to make any more concessions. 

455 FO 371/102823, no 666 Dec 1953 
'Suez Canal base': note by Field Marshal Sir J Harding for Field 
Marshal Lord Alexander of Tunis 

1. The problem 
To get the problem in perspective it is essential to be clear on three points :-

(a) The aim of British Middle East politico-strategic policy. 
(b) The part to be played by the Base in that strategy. 
(c) The requi rements that must be fulfilled to enable any base to function. 
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2. Aims of British Middle East politico-strategic policy 

(a) To prevent the Middle East countries from falling under Communist 
domination in peace, or being overrun in war. 
(b) To retain the oil resources of the Persian Gulf and Arabia above all in war. 
(c) To protect the southern flank of Turkey in war. 
(d) To retain the free passage of the Suez Canal in peace, and for as long as it 
remains useable in war. 

3. Concept for defence of Middle East 

(a) To build up and knit together the national forces of the Middle Eastern 
countries. 
(b) To maintain in the eastern Mediterranean small but powerful and mobile U.K. 
land and air forces to give confidence to the Middle Eastern countries in peace and 
quick support in war. 
(c) To have adequate logistic arrangements to sustain the forces that will be 
located in the Middle East in peace, and that will operate there in war. This is the 
sole object and purpose of a British Middle East base. 

4. Size, location and protection of the base 

(a) Size 
Although the entry of Turkey into N.A.T.O. and the build up of Turkish military 
strength have reduced the forces required for the concept outlined in para 3 above 
and so the size of the base required, it will still cover a considerable area, and there 
must be room for expansion in war. What is more the base cannot possibly 
function in peace or war without the use of the ports, railways, roads, 
telecommunications and other utility services of the general area in which it is 
situated. The idea of setting up a base in a restricted area, protected by a small 
fighting force and isolated from the utility and transportation facilities of the 
country in which it is situated is quite impracticable. Any such base would be 
useless. The installations in the present base can and must be reduced in number 
and size to match the forces likely to be available. The base as a whole must 
however remain well dispersed as a protection against air attack. It cannot be 
compressed into a small isolated area. 
(b) Location 
Because of its geographical position, its transportation, utility and other existing 
facilities, and the availability of labour, the Suez Canal Zone is the best location for 
a British Middle Eastern base. Its double sea entry (Port Said and Suez) enables it 
to be used even if the Mediterranean and the canal itself are closed to our shipping. 
However it is not the only possible place. Alternatives in order of preference are 
HAIFA, BEIRUT and ISKANDERUN, but any of them would be very costly even if 
politically available. Nevertheless a base in the Canal Zone would be useless 
without the facilities already mentioned, and at the very least the tacit 
participation of the Egyptian Government and people. 
(c) Protection 
Apart from the futility of having a base without adequate transportation facilities 
etc the cost in troops of protecting an area of the size required against a well 
trained and equipped terrorist and sabotage organisation, backed by an actively 
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hostile civilian population, would be prohibitive in peace and grossly wasteful of 
fighting troops in war. 
Admittedly under the proposed arrangements our technicians and property will be 
to some extent a hostage to fortune. To increase the value of the hostage by adding 
an inadequate fighting force would be the height of folly . The proper method of 
protection is the threat of retribution, with the fighting forces located outside the 
area of possible disturbance where they have liberty of action to carry out that 
threat if necessary (i.e. Libya and Cyprus). 

5. Requirements to enable a base to function 

(a) Properly equipped modern ports of entry. 
(b) A good road and rail network. 
(c) A modern telecommunication system connecting ports, railways and 
installations. 
(d) A reservoir of skilled and unskilled labour. 
(e) Oil storage, cold storage, covered accommodation for all types of warlike 
stores, workshops and a reliable water supply. 

6. Conclusions 

(a) The purpose of the Suez Canal base is to sustain our own forces in the Middle 
East in peace and in war, and those of our Allies and friends in that part of the 
world. It is not for the protection of the Suez Canal. 
(b) The base cannot be made effective without the tacit cooperation of the 
Egyptians, we cannot afford the resources needed to protect it against an actively 
hostile Egypt, nor would it be any use under such conditions. It cannot be 
compressed into a small enclave isolated from the rest of Egypt. 
(c) We must either get a working arrangement with Egypt, or set up another less 
useful base elsewhere at great expense, or give up our ability to intervene in the 
Middle East in war. 

456 PREM 11/700 11 Dec 1953 
'Operation redeployment': minute by Mr Churchill to Mr Eden 
advocating the despatch of troops and air forces to Khartoum 

Foreign Secretary 
The exit from all your troubles about Egypt, the Suez Canal, the Sudan, the Southern 
Sudan and later on in the Middle East will be found in deeds not words, in action not 
treaties. What security have we got that the Egyptians now breaking your Treaty of 
1936 will keep any agreement you will make with them. On the contrary, it is almost 
certain that increasing bad blood will develop between us over the Sudan; that as our 
troops in the Canal Zone diminish in strength in carrying out the proposed 
agreement the Egyptian riots and petty attacks will continue or increase. We shall no 
longer have available the force to occupy Cairo, etc. All that will happen is that our 
troops would be tied up half way through their evacuation, and many in our own 
Party will be able to say "we told you so", while the others mock. 
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2. Let me now tell you the action which, although apparently local, I believe 
would be comprehensive and decisive. Find some reason to send 2 battalions of 
infantry and 3 or 4 squadrons R.A.F. by air to Khartoum. The Governor could 
perhaps claim that public order required it as a protection and of course make it 
clear that there is no going back on our bargain of self-government for the Sudan. 
This would merely be a temporary measure to enable the new government to be set 
up in an orderly manner. The thing is not to talk about this, but after close, secret, 
intimate study among a few to do it. 

3. Once this sign of strength and action of policy and design has been shown all 
the Conservative troubles here would be quenched. The negotiations with Egypt 
would of course be broken off or lapse, but the evacuation would be declared and 
would begin none the less, and the redeployment of our troops to the extent of an 
Armoured Division of 4 Brigades in the Middle East and Cyprus could begin and 
proceed as fast as convenient. There would be a regular series of troop movements 
organised as if they were operations of war, yet we should be asking no favours and 
breaking no treaty and only taking security measures and guarantees while giving 
even more than the Egyptians had asked in the Canal Zone, that the Sudan should 
not be molested during its trial period of government. 

4. The Egyptians should at the same time be told that all fresh additional expense 
caused by riotous attacks on our troops or rearguards and all damage done to the 
installations of the obsolescent base would be charged against their Sterling 
balances. 

5. It would take say a month to plan and put this into operation, and meanwhile 
the Tory "rebels" should be told to have confidence in the Government which has a 
plan. There is no alternative except a prolonged humiliating scuttle before all the 
world, without advantage goodwill or fidelity from those Egyptian usurpers to whom 
triumph is being accorded. 

457 PREM 111700 12 Dec 1953 
[Redeployment from Egypt]: minute (reply) by Mr Eden to 
Mr Churchill advocating redeployment only after an agreement with 
Egypt 

Prime Minister 
I have been trying to think over the balance of advantages in this difficult Egyptian 
situation.1 

2. It is tempting to consider, after a certain interval, telling the Egyptians that 
since they will not come to any reasonable terms, and since we cannot give way any 
more, we cannot pursue the negotiations further. We would add that we would 
maintain our rights under the 1936 Treaty, and that we would make our own 
withdrawal in our own time. We would also take away as much of the base as we 
want, and is movable. It is conceivable that this line will be understood by the public 
here. On the other hand, I fear that it would be less satisfactory from the point of 

1 See 456 
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view of our continuing authority in the Middle East than the Treaty. The general 
view of the Treaty in Arab countries, and in the world at large would, I think, be that 
while the British had given up a good deal, they were still holding on. They were 
keeping the technicians there, and their base partly alive. They had maintained the 
right, which the Egyptians had accepted, to come back in certain conditions. They 
had also preserved some air and naval facilities, and therefore in war they meant to 
make themselves felt in this part of the world. 

3. If to this was added a re-deployment which was more in accordance with the 
strategic need of our day, the impression would be strengthened. Such re-deploy
ment would include, I hope, some increased forces in Cyprus and in Libya, a 
brigade in Jordan to which Israel might make no objection, and not least impor
tant, some forces in the Persian Gulf. Sharjah may have the best possibilities, but 
the Chiefs of Staff would have to study this. The question is, could we add any 
other good strategic stations to the list? Gaza has the attraction that it is disputed 
territory between Palestine and Egypt, and both might agree to our being there. 
Against this, there are 200,000 refugees in a camp on the spot, and no facilities of 
any kind! 

4. I understand that some time ago McKinnon Road (this was the name I was 
trying to remember this morning) was considered as an alternative to Egypt, and 
that quite a lot of work was done there. This is in Kenya, and in view of conditions 
there may not be thought as good a site as it was then. Anyway I should have thought 
it too remote as a base. 

5. The difficulty about Khartoum is that a reinforcement of our garrison and the 
arrival of a number of aircraft at this time would be inexplicable, except on the 
grounds that we were determined to reverse the results of the elections. I know that 
this would not be your idea, but the Sudanese would probably join the Egyptians in 
thinking so, and then we should have real trouble and increase our commitments. 
Neguib would be better placed than ever to play a role in Sudanese politics, and our 
friends would be sadly embarrassed. 

6. On balance, disagreeable as all this undoubtedly is, to go for the Treaty still 
seems to be the only course. If this is so, I am sure that we can persuade the 
overwhelming majority of our Party, provided we stand fast and stand together. If the 
Treaty cannot be obtained then we shall have to fight it out. 

458 FO 371/102822, no 645 15 Dec 1953 
[Anglo- Egyptian negotiations]: inward telegram no 562 from 
Mr Eden (Paris) 1 to FO reporting on a meeting with Mr Dulles 

Following from Secretary of State. 
I had an unsatisfactory talk with Mr. Dulles after lunch today about Egypt. He read 

me an extract from a series of telegrams from Mr. Caffery of which the following is a 
brief summary. 

1 Eden was in Paris for the meeting of the NATO council. 
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2. The Egyptian Government are shortly to consider a series of proposals by the 
Committee of the Revolution for cutting Egypt off from active association with the 
West, encouraging other Arab States to denounce defence agreements with Western 
Powers, taking the lead in nationalist movements throughout Africa, and so on. The 
implication is that decisions of this kind may be inevitable unless the Egyptian 
Government can obtain further concessions from us regarding the Canal Zone agree
ment. 

3. Mr. Caffery reports that he is unlikely to be able to move the Egyptian 
Government on the two points (availability and uniform) on which, he says, he has 
pressed them hard in accordance with the State Department's instructions. He says 
that the Egyptian Government are taking the line that it is no use their making 
concessions on these two points, since they have no clear idea what has been agreed 
on other matters and no assurance "that the British will not raise all sorts of new 
conditions" once these two matters are settled. Mr. Dulles seemed to have been 
impressed by this argument and asked me why we could not now suspend 
discussions on the two outstanding points and set out in writing the measure of 
agreement reached on all other matters. He suggested that we might include our 
own preferred version on the two outstanding points. 

4. I said that this was the first I had heard of any Egyptian demand to have the 
agreed elements set out in one document. It was at the Egyptian request that we had 
proceeded by the method of trying to reach agreement in principle instead of 
negotiating a text. I could not see why Her Majesty's Government should now be 
asked to put down all the points which we had conceded, leaving unsettled the two 
essential matters which we required. This would merely invite the Egyptians to re
open what had been agreed. 

5. Another telegram fro m Caffery stated that he thought it would be very difficult 
to dissuade Neguib from visiting the Sudan. 

6. I said I doubted whether Mr. Dulles realised the difficulty which this prob
lem already presented for Her Majesty's Government. We were constantly being 
asked to make new concessions to an Egyptian Government which abused us 
publicly all the t ime and which shifted its ground from day to day. If Neguib 
went to the Sudan, and if we could not get satisfaction on availability and uni
forms, I could not guarantee that we would obtain acceptance of any agreement 
at all by the British Parliament. We should have to consider what to do, i.e. to 
fight it out or to take some other measure unilaterally. I would certainly examine 
whether there was any justification for the suggestion that the Egyptians were in 
doubt about what had been agreed so far in negotiation, and whether there 
would be any advantage in putting into one document the "points of principle" 
which we were trying to establish. I did not think there would be, and I sus
pected this was merely another Egyptian manoeuvre which Mr. Caffery had taken 
at its face value. 

7. Perhaps Cairo will comment on Mr. Caffery's views. 
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459 PREM 11/699 19 Dec 1953 
[American aid to Egypt]: letter from Mr Churchill to President 
Eisenhower on the damaging effect of US aid to Egypt on British 
public opinion1 [Extract] 

[The issue of US aid to Egypt was first raised with Eden by Dulles in Nov in relation to 
countering the announcement of economic aid to Israel with an announcement of 
economic aid to the Arabs. Eden urged that a decision on this be postponed until after the 
Bermuda conference which was to take place between 4 and 8 Dec 1953. Unfortunately 
the matter was only briefly touched upon in a tripartite meeting and there was no 
opportunity for the British and Americans to have bilateral talks on this at Bermuda. The 
Americans were, however, becoming increasingly concerned about British attitudes to an 
agreement with Egypt despite being aware of the political difficulties facing the 
government. In a meeting with Eden on 15 Dec 1953 (see 458), Dulles demanded, much 
to Eden's annoyance, that the British should put all the agreed items of principle in 
writing and make clear they would not make any additional demands on the Egyptians 
other than on availability and uniform. This was a reflection of the belief held by many in 
the US that the British did not want an agreement with Egypt and that if the· US 
succeeded in pressurising the Egyptians to meet British demands on the existing 
outstanding issues others would then be raised. Dulles also told Eden that he did not see 
how US aid to Egypt could be delayed after 1 Jan 1954, a point reinforced by one State 
Department official who told Sir P Dixon that Dulles was in deadly earnest on that issue 
(FRUS, 1952-1954, vol IX, pt 11, pp 2167 - 2177).] 

My dear Friend, 
1. I am very much worried at the idea of the grant of American economic aid to 

Egypt at a time when our differences with them are so acute. It would, I am sure, have 
a grave effect in this country on Anglo- American relations. The Socialist Opposition 
would use it to urge us to press for the inclusion of Red China in UNO and might class 
it with trade to that country upon which subject Macarthy's [sic] 2 unjust charges are 
already much resented. The frontier of the Suez Canal Zone shows very much the same 
conditions of unrest and potential warfare as does the frontier in Korea. So much for 
the Opposition. On our Conservative side too we have a disturbed and increasingly 
angered section who could at any time cancel our modest majority. They would not, I 
think do that but the fact ought not to be ignored. 

2. Whether in your policies and immense responsibilities you would get much 
help from a Socialist Government, I shall not attempt to predict, and it would not be 
my business anyhow. What I fear, however, is that the offended Conservatives might 
add their voices to that section of the Socialist Party who criticize the United States. 
In fact I think there would be a considerable outpouring which of course would be 
used in America by all who are hostile to the unity of action of the English-speaking 
World. This would make more difficult the solving of those large problems which 
occupy your mind and in which I do all I can to help. I ask you to think over this 
particular proposal about Egypt with due regard to its setting in the general picture, 
which may be out of proportion to your interest or ours. We have not the slightest 
intention of making any more concessions to Egypt after all we have done in these 
long negotiations, and fighting might easily occur at any moment. ... 

1 Churchill 's message was forwarded to Washington in FO tel no 5334. 
2 Senator Joseph McCarthy of Wisconsin whose speech in Feb 1950 claiming the existence of 205 
communists or communist sympathisers in the State Department led to a series of witchunts lasting until 
June 1954 when McCarthy's claims were exposed as unsubstantiable in televised hearings. 
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460 PREM 11/699 21 Dec 1953 
[Anglo-American co-operation in the Middle East]: letter (reply) from 
President Eisenhower to Mr Churchill on the issues of co-operation1 

[Extract] 

My dear Winston, 
You are so well aware of my convictions as to the necessity for sound and friendly 
Anglo-American relations that you must keenly realize the concern I feel over the 
sombre tone of your cabled message. 

Because it is a personal communication I am answering in the same fashion, 
without waiting to call together the State Department staffs which will be, of course, 
deeply interested in what you have to say. I shall hope to get this cable off to you the 
first thing Monday morning so that I may have your further observations on certain 
delicate phases of this matter. 

In considering our common interests in various areas, I am, of course, anxious to 
take into consideration your particular political problems and to adjust our activities 
so as best to accommodate your position so long as this leads toward a satisfactory 
solution. We likewise have our political problems. For example our aid programme 
for the Mid-East was drawn up and was approved by the Congress on the basis that 
there would be a reasonable division of aid between Israel and Arab countries. 

Since we have already made allocations to Israel we have little excuse to avoid 
moving in the case of the Arab countries, but as you know, at your request we have 
not only withheld military aid from Egypt, but have likewise postponed several times 
the initiation of economic aid. 

You state that the Socialist opposition would be bitterly resentful of American eco
nomic aid to Egypt because of the American objection to trade with Communist China. 
It has been my understanding that Britain has continued to carry on trade in economic 
non-strategic items with Red China, and we do not now propose more with respect to 
Egypt than beginning to help develop its economy. Consequently, I am at a loss to 
understand the basis on which the Socialists could make a logical attack. You likewise 
mention that the opposition would resent any economic aid to Egypt so bitterly that 
they would urge you to press for inclusion of Red China in the United Nations. By 
implication this would seem to mean that if we do not (repeat not) extend economic 
aid to Egypt, you are prepared to stand firm with us in opposing the inclusion of the 
bloody Chinese aggressor into the councils of peaceful nations, at least until Red China 
withdraws her invading armies, ceases supporting the Indo-China war and begins to 
act like a civilized Government. Could you confirm this to me? 

I assume, of course, that you are genuinely anxious to arrange a truce with Egypt 
and that the only remaining obstacles are the two points you mentioned to me at 
Bermuda, namely availability and uniforms. Now if we continue to press Egypt to 
accept your conditions on these two points, can we do so with the assurance that 
they can count on a settlement if they accept your position? You can well understand 
my anxiety to avoid asking our people to do everything in their power to bring about 
a settlement of this situation, including another postponement of economic aid, and 
then discover that we have been operating on a complete misunderstanding. 

1 See 459; Eisenhower's message was transmitted to London by R H Scott in Washington tel no 2753 . 
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As I told you at Bermuda, I am most deeply sympathetic with your whole problem 
in the area, even though at times I have believed that different methods might have 
been more effective. I repeat that in our actual dealings with Egypt, we have gori.e to 
great lengths to meet your convictions and opinions. We certainly want to continue 
to do so. We think we proved that in Persia, and I hope we shall together make that 
effort seem worth while . 

I know that you realize that there are in this country many people who believe that 
the United States has treated the Arab countries shabbily and, because parts of the 
Arab holdings are vital to the Western world, this segment of our citizenry asserts 
that we should work to improve our relationships with the Arab countries. But this 
Government has always refused to do this at the cost of anything we believed 
detrimental to Anglo- American best interests . In spite of outrageous and 
irresponsible criticism of each other on both sides of the Atlantic, American 
governmental policy and popular sentiment recognize the great value to the free 
world of keeping Anglo- Arnerican relationships co-ordinated with respect to the rest 
of the world and friendly as between themselves .. .. 

461 PREM 111699 22 Dec 1953 
[Anglo-American co-operation in Egypt]: letter (reply) from 
Mr Churchill to President Eisenhower clarifying his position on 
Egyptian policy1 [Extract ] 

My dear Friend, 
1. Thank you for all the thought you have given to my message. It is always 

difficult to explain the internal politics of one country to another and I have not 
succeeded this time. I did not say or mean that the Socialists would be bitterly 
resentful of American economic aid to Egypt at this juncture. Indeed on this narrow 
issue they might be more favourably inclined to your proposal than we are. They 
would however be able to press their strong views and feelings about China in an 
atmosphere much less favourable to the United States than now exists . 

2. If the Egyptians accept our present terms, we shall certainly abide by them. 
But we do not think you ought to give them moral and material support while they 
threaten and assault our troops and conduct a campaign of hatred against us. No 
doubt the Egyptian issue seems petty to you in comparison with the other great 
questions, including China, confronting us both. It is nevertheless one which might 
well cause a deep and serious setback to the relations between America and Great 
Britain. That would certainly be a disaster for all. 

3. Whether you take sides against us in Egypt or not will not affect the support 
which we have thought it right to give you over China. It will, however, make it more 
difficult for Anthony and me to help you in the Far East if we have to do it in the face, 
not only of Socialist opinion, but of general feeling of indignation throughout the 
country. I earnestly hope the United States Government will not so act as to let it be 
said that their intervention has wrecked any chances of agreement in Egypt and 
possibly has even caused bloodshed. 

1See 460; Churchill 's message was transmitted to Washington in FO tel no 5366. 
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4. There are, however, few things we cannot do together. After all, we were your 
good comrades in the War. 50,000 British graves lie in Egypt and its approaches. We 
were virtually agreed together on the detailed proposals about the base and had we 
put them jointly to Neguib, all might well have been settled six months ago. Our 
being on opposite sides in the Mediterranean will gird on every enemy we have in 
common throughout the world. 

I feel I should not be doing my duty if I did not let you know what I believe to be 
the truth of the matter. ... 

462 FO 371/111002, no 1 22 Dec 1953 
[Anglo- Iraqi treaty]: inward telegram no 723 from Sir J Troutbeck 
(Baghdad) to FO reporting Nuri Said's suggestion that Britain hand 
over its bases to Iraq 

In the course of conversation last night the Iraqi Prime Minister said that he might 
shortly be attacked by the opposition in Parliament about the Anglo-Iraqi treaty. He 
had not finally decided what to reply in that event, but had it in mind to say that the 
treaty had already been largely liquidated by mutual agreement and that what 
remained awaited its termination. He would add that in his view it had "justified its 
existence". As regards bases, he thought it best to await a settlement in Egypt, as Iraq 
could profit by Egyptian experience. 

2. If there are any suggestions you would like me to put to the Prime Minister, 
please instruct me urgently. I do not think we can expect any Iraqi Prime Minister, 
however well disposed, to praise the treaty or say publicly that he would like to see 
Anglo-Iraqi relations continued on its basis. 

3. He again said that psychologically the best thing would be for Her Majesty's 
Government to take the initiative in offering to hand over the bases to the Iraqis 
(please see my secret letter of November 24 to Alien). When I remarked that Her 
Majesty's Government might find it difficult to carry out any obligation to defend 
Iraq without being able to maintain squadrons in the country, he replied that he 
would see no difficulty in British squadrons visiting Iraq. 

463 FO 371/111002, no 1 22-24 Dec 1953 
'Revision of Anglo-Iraqi treaty': minutes by P S Falla and Mr Eden on 
the need to stall Iraqi requests 

Please see Sir I. Kirkpatrick's query on paragraph 3 of Bagdad telegram No. 723.1 The 
letter of November 24 to which H.M. Ambassador refers is in EQ 1223/5 at FLAG B. 

2. The present position is that either side has been entitled to propose revision of 
the Treaty since October 1952. H.M. Ambassador has warned us that the Iraqis will 
expect the Treaty to be revised in line with whatever arrangements are agreed 
between the U.K. and Egypt, and that they may ask for revision earlier. There has for 
long been strong nationalistic criticism of the Treaty and especially of our 

1 See 462 . 
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occupation of the air bases. H.M. Ambassador (whose latest views are set out in his 
letter of December 8 in EQ 1055/16/G - FLAG C) advises that we are unlikely to be 
able to retain permanent control of the air bases or to secure our other defence 
desiderata in Iraq by means of a formal Treaty. He therefore recommends an "act of 
faith" policy under which we should agree to surrender our air bases (as suggested by 
the Iraqi Prime Minister) and replace the present Treaty by a very general expression 
of friendship, under cover of which we might hope by close military liaison, and with 
Iraqi good-will, to secure their co-operation.2 

3. The Chiefs of Staff naturally wish to preserve as many as possible of their 
requirements in Iraq. They agree, however, that a flexible political approach will be 
required and propose now to seek the views of the British Defence Co-ordination 
Committee (Middle East), after which they will give us their formal views. They agree 
with us that there is no advantage at present in taking the initiative with the Iraqis. 

4. In his telegram No. 723 Sir J. Troutbeck asks if we have any suggestions to put 
to the Iraqi Prime Minister, who expects the Treaty question to be raised soon in 
Parliament. As H.M. Ambassador points out, we cannot expect Dr. Jamali3 to speak 
up for the Treaty; the most we can expect is that he will stall and refrain from 
undertaking to broach the matter immediately with H.M.G. It is suggested that we 
should ask Sir J. Troutbeck to use with Dr. Jamali arguments about the usefulness of 
the Treaty to Iraq in order to encourage him to stall. 

5. I submit a draft telegram. 
P.S.F. 

22.12.53 

We shall have to consider this question after Christmas. It will not be pleasant to 
have Iraqi demands as the immediate sequel to an Egyptian treaty. I am now more 
and more tempted to base ourselves on Israel. 

2 In the margin next to this sentence Eden noted: 'This would not do.' 

A. E. 
24.12.53 

3 Dr Mohammed al-Jamal i, prime minister of Iraq and president of the Chamber of Deputies Sept, 1953-
Apr 1954; minister of foreign affairs Apr, 1954-Aug 1954. 

464 PREM 11/484 28 Dec 1953 
[Anglo-Egyptian negotiations]: minute by Mr Churchill to Mr Eden 
on giving a time limit for Egyptian acceptance of British terms 

Foreign Secretary 
1. You have spoken to me at times about our breaking off negotiations with 

Egypt and doing what we think best for ourselves on the basis of "all bets being off." 
My thought has been moving along these lines. This would of course take the form of 
a time limit telling the Egyptians that our proposed terms had been before them for 
some months now and that they would only remain open for acceptance for , say, a 
month more. There is no doubt that from the point of view of prestige the fact that 
we had delivered such a warning, even if it resulted in the Egyptians accepting our 
terms, would make it appear to the world and especially to other countries in the 
Middle East, such as Iraq, that we had forced them to accept our terms. It might look 
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as if it were a victory for us instead of for the Egyptians. This would also be of some 
value in Parliament and indeed throughout the country. 

2. On the other hand we have asked the Americans to withhold their aid to Egypt 
on the grounds that we have promised to stand by the terms we have offered should 
the Egyptians accept them. We must be careful not to give the impression of deceiv
ing the Americans. Bearing this in mind I have thought out this suggested time-table. 

3. (a) On or before January 1 the Americans say they will not give any aid until 
the Egyptians accept the terms we have offered. 
(b) When Parliament meets, you make an announcement that unless by the mid
dle of February the Egyptians accept our terms all our offers will be withdrawn. 
Perhaps you might tell the Americans you intend to do this a few days before. 
(c) On February 15 we regain our freedom. All negotiations lapse and we act 
towards Egypt in accordance with what we think are our long-term interests and 
redeployment. 

4. Of course there are many things which may happen to derange this 
programme. But I do not see what we stand to lose by giving the notice. If the 
Egyptians accept our terms it will look as if we have forced them into it. If they do 
not, then we have regained our freedom and we will be free to think again. 

5. If the Americans refuse to withold their aid, a more difficult situation will 
arise, which we can judge when the time comes. 

465 FO 3711108413, no 8 28 Dec 1953 
[Anglo-Egyptian negotiations]: draft minute (reply) by Mr Eden to 
Mr Churchill on the advantages of an agreement with Egypt 

Your minute M.349/53: Egypt.1 

I have a lot of sympathy with the view that we should do something to prevent the 
negotiations dragging on indefinitely. Of course, so long as there are not too many 
"incidents" in the Zone we do not suffer by delay, and it is the Egyptians who are in a 
hurry to see us go. But I see that from the Parliamentary point of view the position 
may be difficult to hold. 

My mind had therefore been turning to some sort of warning to Neguib that we 
cannot go on for ever. But I do think it would have to be entirely secret if we do not 
want to force a break-down of the negotiations. It would be quite impossible for 
Neguib to reach an agreement with us if we made it plain throughout the world that 
we had "forced him to accept our terms". 

I see the attraction of forcing a break-down and thereafter acting in accordance 
with what we think are our own interests. But I think we ought to be quite clear in 
our minds that this would be a much less advantageous prospect for us than an 
agreement, both actually and politically. It would be much more of a "scuttle" . We 
would retain no right to re-enter the base at any time and would in fact have to 
remove or destroy it as we left. 

I am afraid the real alternative to an agreement is a fight which we can ill afford 
and from which we should emerge, though victorious in arms, without a friend left 
in the Middle East. 

1 See 464. 
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466 CAB 128/26/2, CC 81(53)1 29 Dec 1953 
'Egypt': Cabinet conclusions on the release of Egyptian sterling 
balances and the defence negotiations 

The Chancellor of the Exchequer recalled that under the terms of the Agreement made 
in 1951 Egypt was entitled to draw £5 millions of her sterling balances on 1st January 
in each year. An additional £10 millions could be drawn in the course of the year, and 
this was normally transferred to the account of the Bank of Egypt at the beginning of 
each year. Failure to release the £5 millions on 1st January would involve a direct 
breach of an international agreement and a consequent loss of confidence in sterling. 
He would prefer that the £10 millions should also be released on 1st January. On a 
previous occasion we had withheld this release for several months and this device of 
delay could doubtless be adopted again. The Bank of England, who would handle the 
transaction, could find means of imposing a short delay; but the Government would 
find it embarrassing to explain the delay and it could not be justified for long. 

The Prime Minister said that he was most reluctant to see this money paid to Egypt 
at a time when she was showing such hostility to us. He was particularly embarrassed 
at the thought that this should be done when, with the Foreign Secretary's 
concurrence, he had been pressing the President of the United States to delay the grant 
of economic aid to Egypt. If we now released sterling balances, as proposed by the 
Chancellor of the Exchequer, we might lay ourselves open to the reproach that we were 
trying to win from the Egyptians favours which we wished to deny to the United States. 

The Foreign Secretary said that the United States Administration would appreciate the 
difference between the two transactions. We should be repaying debt in accordance with 
an international agreement; but the United States were being asked to postpone giving 
new money for development projects in Egypt which would bring benefits to American 
engineering contractors. He agreed with the Chancellor of the Exchequer that to with
hold the promised instalments of Egypt's sterling balances might lead to a loss of confi
dence in sterling. It might, in particular, prompt other Arab countries, notably Kuwait, 
to withdraw sterling balances which were not governed by any formal agreement. 

Discussion showed that it was the general view of the Cabinet that the £5 millions 
due on 1st January should be released in accordance with the terms of the 
Agreement. The further £10 millions should, however, be withheld for a time until it 
became possible to judge more clearly the probable course of the defence 
negotiations and of our general relations with Egypt. 

The Cabinet:-
(1) Agreed that £5 millions of Egypt's blocked sterling balances should be released 
on 1st January, 1954, in accordance with the Sterling Releases Agreement. 
(2) Took note that the Chancellor of the Exchequer would arrange with the 
Governor of the Bank of England to defer for as long as possible the release of the 
further £10 millions due in 1954. 

The Prime Minister said that he thought the time had now come to bring to a head 
the defence negotiations with Egypt. He suggested that, unless the Egyptian 
Government agreed in the very near future to accept our latest proposals, we should 
declare that after a specified date these proposals would lapse and we should regard 
ourselves as free to make our own plans. We should then begin to carry out a 
vigorous and effective redeployment of our forces in the Middle East. 
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The Minister of Defence suggested that, if negotiations broke down, we should at once 
begin to dismantle the Base and remove from it everything which could be removed 
regardless of its value. This might well take a year. In the meantime we should not reduce 
our forces by degrees but should, at a time of our own choosing, withdraw them all at the 
same time in a carefully planned military operation. We should thus keep the initiative 
and deny the Egyptians any opportunity of attacking us during the withdrawal period. 

The Foreign Secretary said that, though some Government supporters would 
welcome the breaking off of the defence negotiations, it was not to be assumed that 
they would also welcome the consequent withdrawal of our forces from Egypt. If we 
withdrew without an agreement, we should have lost the right of return and might 
have weakened our influence with other Arab States. It would certainly be possible to 
bring the negotiations to a head, as the Egyptians had refused to accept our formula 
for the reactivation of the Base and this was the most favourable breaking-point from 
our point of view. He would wish, however, to consider the various courses which 
were now open to us and the advantages and disadvantages of each. 

The Cabinet:-
(3) Agreed to resume their discussion of the defence negotiations with Egypt on 
the basis of a memorandum, to be circulated by the Foreign Secretary, 
summarising the advantages and disadvantages of the various courses now open. 

467 DEFE 4/67, COS 146(53)1 31 Dec 1953 
[Anglo-Egyptian negotiations]: COS Committee minutes on the 
implications of breaking off negotiations [Extract] 

The following points were made in discussion:-

(a) If it was decided to break off negotiations with Egypt and to withdraw our 
forces in our own time, much might depend on what indication we gave to the 
Egyptians about our intentions with regard to such withdrawal. If we showed that 
we were taking immediate steps to effect re-deployment we might well get a 
considerable measure of Egyptian co-operation; if on the other hand we kept our 
intentions to ourselves the Egyptians might well think that we intended to "stick 
it out" and would continue their operations against us in the Canal Zone with 
increasing tempo; this might even lead to our having to implement RODEO. 
(b) The Foreign Office paper would clearly show the impact on the other Middle 
East States of any decisions taken by us with regard to the Canal Zone. 
(c) The C-in-C., MELF, had recently informed the C.I.G.S. that he considered any 
action taken to "seal off'' the Canal Zone would almost certainly make inevitable 
the implementation of RODEO. He therefore considered that two Infantry 
Brigades should be despatched to the Canal Zone before any definite action was 
taken. The War Office were not in entire agreement with this view and were at 
present seeking further details. 
(d) The present estimate of the time required to evacuate the Base completely and 
remove everything movable was approximately two years, given full Egyptian co
operation. If there was no such Egyptian co-operation, or if the Egyptians deliber
ately harrassed [sic] our withdrawal, it would either take considerably longer than 
two years or much material would have to be abandoned. Furthermore, the liqui-
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dation of the Base without Egyptian help and co-operation would be much more 
costly in manpower and money than liquidation with such assistance. 
(e) Apart from the physical difficulties entailed in liquidating the Base, any undue 
haste in withdrawing from the Canal Zone after breaking off negotiations with 
Egypt would make it difficult to convince the other Middle East States that we 
intended to maintain our present position in the area. It would therefore appear 
desirable that we should remain in the Canal Zone for a suitable period after 
breaking off negotiations. Any announcement about our intended withdrawal 
should make it crystal clear that we were re-deploying our forces to previously 
agreed areas from which they could continue to fulfil their present functions. 
(f) The effect of any action taken in Egypt-if it appeared to be to our 
disadvantage-might well be adverse on other Middle East States in which we 
hoped to re-deploy our forces . For example, the R.A.F. re-deployment plan 
depended particularly on facilities being available in Iraq and these might well be 
withdrawn should the present Iraqi attitude harden. 
(g) It was important that the implications of abandoning the Base should be fully 
appreciated. The most important of these was that arrangements would have to be 
made in some other way for maintaining the peacetime garrison and for the 
stocking of 90 days reserves for "hot war" requirements. Such alternative 
arrangements would certainly be very costly to provide. 
(h) There were also a number of other implications involved in abandoning the 
Base. These included the question of the maintenance of the garrison at Aqaba, the 
practicability of maintaining forces sent to the Persian Gulf and the need for 
obtaining the co-operation of Pakistan in this respect, the disposal of the vast oil 
reserves in the Base, and the desirability of approaching Israel for the provision of 
maintenance facilities. 
U) All alternatives to the present re-deployment plan had been considered and 
discarded as impracticable; it appeared undesirable to raise these issues again. 

In further discussion The Committee agreed that:-

(k) A memorandum by the Chiefs of Staff should be submitted to the Cabinet as a 
complement to the memorandum being prepared by the Foreign Secretary. 
(I) The memorandum by the Chiefs of Staff would be required to show:-

(i) The military repercussions on the present re-deployment plan of adopting 
the courses of action discussed in the Foreign Secretary's memorandum. 
(ii) A realistic picture of what would be involved in liquidating the Canal Zone 
Base-with and without Egyptian co-operation; the various timings should be 
shown clearly. 

468 FO 372/108461, no 7 3 Jan 1954 
[Anglo-Egyptian negotiations]: letter from Sir J Sterndale-Bennett 
(Fayid) to Sir R Stevenson on the implications of breaking off 
negotiations 

I am sending by this bag a copy of a letter which I have felt it necessary to send to 
Ivone Kirkpatrick. 1 I think it is self-explanatory and you will see that it does not 

1 See 469. 
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concern the negotiations actually in progress about the Base but only what is to 
happen if those negotiations break down. 

2. As regards the negotiations themselves, I do not suppose that any of us can be 
very happy or enthusiastic about the type of agreement contemplated, because we 
must have grave doubts as to whether it will work in practice. Moreover, it may have 
repercussions in other Arab states which will make it difficult to build up any 
realistic system of Middle Eastern defence on an Arab foundation, and unless handled 
very carefully it may increase the difficulty of our retaining a position of influence in 
the Middle East. But it has to be viewed in relation to what alternatives are open to 
us. It is a choice, if not between evils, at least between courses which each have their 
risks and drawbacks. It is clearly a gamble, in the first place on Egyptian good faith in 
the application of any agreement, . and also on various hopes, i.e. the hope of 
retaining the goodwill of a regime in Egypt which an agreement should help to 
stabilise; the hope that it may buy us time to establish an alternative military system, 
or that the military danger may not materialise; and the hope that it may be a step 
towards the easing of tension in the Middle East and, for us, a case of reculer pour 
mieux sauter in other directions, economic as well as military, for the maintenance 
of our position in the Middle East. But if these hopes materialise its wisdom will 
certainly be established. All this has been argued out, I am sure, ad nauseam and I 
am assuming that it remains the accepted view of Her Majesty's Government, in full 
realisation of the risks and of the alternatives, that the balance of political advantage 
is to persist in our attempts to reach an agreement of the type which we now 
contemplate, provided (and this I take to be basic) that we can get an availability 
clause which we can defend as satisfactory and which can be represented as justifying 
the withdrawal of our troops. On this assumption, my only concern is with the 
difficulties which may yet arise in the Zone before an agreement is concluded, and 
with the difficult question of what is to happen if we cannot get a sufficiently 
satisfactory agreement and negotiations are either deadlocked or broken off. 

3. Against the above background and the background provided by my letter to 
Kirkpatrick, I have been casting around in my mind to see if there are any ways of 
mitigating the problems which confront us in those two eventualities. 

4. One problem which I think we ought to face is the thorny one of the 
evacuation of British subjects from the Delta. I do not say that this is necessarily an 
immediate one. I realise also that it is one of great practical difficulty. We can, in any 
case, only advise and not instruct, and even the necessary advice can hardly be given 
so long as negotiations are still in progress, in the absence of some new and special 
development. We may have to reckon with a period of stalemate in which it might be 
difficult to say with certainty, at any given moment, that the prospect of negotiations 
had disappeared. But I cannot think that a period of stalemate could, in practice, go 
on for very long without further incidents which would demonstrate Egyptian 
unfriendliness, to put it mildly , and the insecurity of the position of British subjects 
in the Delta. In any case, it is quite clear that those British subjects represent so 
many hostages. Their presence is not only a brake on our liberty of action but may 
drive us into action which on general international grounds we would prefer not to 
have to take. Advice to evacuate might be difficult to reconcile with the retention of 
diplomatic relations. It might also involve a threat on our part to occupy Port Said, 
Ismailia and Suez if British subjects there, who presumably would not be advised to 
evacuate, were molested in any way; and this might precipitate the spiral of events 
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which we presumably want to avoid. The whole question in fact bristles with 
difficulties but I suggest that it is one which ought to be seriously considered afresh. 

5. The main question, however, which is exercising me, and of which the 
position of the British subjects in the Delta is only part, is what is to be our 
alternative policy if negotiations are broken off or we conclude that they will lead to 
no useful result? I do not suppose that Her Majesty's Government can contemplate 
(except with some form of international approval which at present seems unlikely) 
the indefinite maintenance of our position in the Canal Zone in the absence of 
agreement to that effect with the Egyptian Government of the day and in face of their 
active opposition. I assume therefore that Her Majesty's Government would not wish 
to maintain the present position longer than was necessary to effect the orderly 
withdrawal of our troops and their equipment. But a great deal depends, both in 
Egypt and in the Middle East generally, on the manner in which this withdrawal is 
effected. It would be deplorable if there were any appearance of our being driven out 
against our will, or even more quickly than we wished to go, in defiance of a treaty 
which we still maintain is valid. 

6. The only chance, so far as I can at present see, of achieving withdrawal 
without these drawbacks in the circumstances postulated, lies in a firm public 
declaration by Her Majesty's Government, in which our withdrawal in our own good 
time would be presented as an integral part of a new policy in the Middle East. As I 
conceive it, it would expose the art ificiality of the whole Egyptian case about the 
Base, the lack of good faith inherent in the denunciation of the treaty and the 
invalidity of that denunciation. It would then declare that Her Majesty's Government, 
after a patient attempt to resolve the question by negotiation, had reached the 
conclusion that it was useless to place any further reliance on Egyptian collaboration 
in collective defence on the basis of mutual assistance. Her Majesty's Government 
had therefore decided to make alternative dispositions for the protection of their own 
interests , the fulfilment of their obligations to other countries, and thus the 
continuance of their contribution to the collective defence of the Middle East against 
aggression. The declaration would make it clear that while fully maintaining all their 
rights, Her Majesty's Government had no intention of maintaining the Suez Canal 
Base beyond the date of the expiration of the 1936 treaty except by mutual 
agreement. On the other hand, they would choose their own moment for withdrawal 
and would not tolerate any interference with the timing or the phasing of it. It might 
be thought necessary to add that they maintained to the full their interest in the 
preservation of the freedom of navigation in all circumstances of the Suez Canal, and 
would retain their entire liberty of action to this end. 

7. It seems to me that such a declaration would have the advantage that an 
initiative always gives and (particularly if it coincided with, or had been preceded by, 
the evacuation of British subjects from the Delta, or the arrival of the planned 
reinforcements for the sealing off of the Zone and for Rodeo) would enable us to 
withdraw during the next two or three years, without loss of prestige, from a position 
which may otherwise become the source of serious and constant embarrassment. By 
the implied promise, which it would contain, that we should not remain longer than 
1956 and by its warning regarding our action in the meantime, it might restrain the 
Egyptian Government from hostile or harassing action and, combined with the 
clearing of the decks which the evacuation of British subjects from the Delta would 
represent, might save us from the military commitments of Rodeo. It would still 
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leave the way open for negotiations if there was a change of heart or a change of 
regime in Egypt an~, might,conceivably, even result in pressure being put on Egypt 
by other Arab states, who might at length see in the disappearance of our Egyptian 
base a weakening of their bulwark against Israeli aggression. 

8. I realise that any such declaration and its implications need the most careful 
consideration and I have only suggested the outline of it as a basis for such 
consideration. I wo1;1ld.like to: rnakeit absolutely clear also that I am not Putting it 
forward· as a substitute, QOW reco)Timended, for an agreement on the present lines, 
provided that such, an agreement contains an availability clause which gives us, so far 
<:IS can be ensureq on paper, tQ.e essentials of what we want. The statement in my 
letter to Kirkpatrick of the. m..ili~<:try commitments and. political risks ipvolved in the 
measures to which we might be d,riven in the event of a breakdown is in itself a 
powe~fuL argument for . continuiQg t;o work for a defensible agreement and all I am 
sugge~ting novv is a line which we might take if and when we conclude that it is 
impossible to get it. 

9. One of the things which would have to be consid.ered is how we should. in fact 
maintain ourselves in tbe Zone and conduct our ev.entual withdrawal, if, after the 
proposed d.edaration, Egyptian pressure con~inued. But this is a problem which we 
shall have to face in any cas.e if we d·o not get agreerQent. We should have to consider 
<:~lso vvh<:tt our relations with the Egyp~ian Government would be likely to be after 
such a declaration. It m:ay well be that diplomatic relittions would be broken off with 
possibly serious repercussions elsewhere in the countries of the Arab League; <:~nd 

that om policy migh~ not have the sympathy of the United States, from whom, and 
from elsewhere, Egypt might draw aid and comfort. But tbese, also, are eventualities 
which we may have to face in any cas.e if negotiations do not result fairly speedily in 
an agreement. And fr:om the wider Middle Eastern al)gle, I suggest that the 
declaration would have the advantage of clarifying our position and might steady 
ra~her than complic<:t~e the sit1,1ation and gain us respect. 

10. One point of tactics which would come up, if we decided to m;;tke it, is 
whether, in <:~dvan.ce of launching publicly the type of declaration suggested, we 
sh9uld confidentially inform tbe Americans and possibly other allies of our 
intentio.Hs. The <;h;a,wbac~ \\)Ould be that the Egyptian Government might thereby 
receive warnipg wbicb they co.uld utilise to ste;;tl our thunder. On the other hand, I 
suppose it is possible t):lat the United, Stat:es might, if convinced that we m.eant 
business, put tl;le l)ecessary degree of press.u-re which is still lacking upon the 
Egyptians to. bring them round. at the l<:~st moment to an agreement wbicb couJd be 
represented as s;;ttisfactory. 

11. I appreciate tbat the whole suggestion may meet with a heavy barrage of fire 
which will shoot it down and I arn inviting you to. shoot first. But we ought to be 
dear where we are to go if, in spite of all your efforts, we cannot get a satisfactory 
agreement; and I hope th<:~l my Letter to Kirkpatrick: combined. with thi;s letter, wbich 
I ;;trn also copying to. him, may help to bring, ab.out this clarification. 

12. The suggestion in the presel)t letter is a purely personal on,e and h~ not been 
concerted witb my coJleagues on the British Defence Co-ordination Committee 
(Middle East), whom it does not cornrnit in anyway. I should like eventually to copy 
it to them for their personal and secret information but 1 think it preferable to have 
your comments on it first. 
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469 FO 371/108461, no 6 3 Jan 1954 
[Anglo-Egyptian negotiations]: letter from Sir J Sterndale-Bennett 
(Fayid) to Sir I Kirkpatrick on the implications of breaking off 
negotiations 

I have hitherto refrained from taking the initiative in any comment to the Foreign 
Office on the position in the Egyptian part of my parish because, so long as it seemed 
likely that we should, in the long run, obtain an agreement which would be 
satisfactory enough for us to defend and which would offer the possibility of a 
breathing space wherein to make alternative dispositions for Middle East defence, it 
has seemed to me that it was for the Embassy to play the hand. But the more recent 
telegrams from Cairo, ending with their No. 1760 to the Foreign Office, show that 
the Egyptians have taken another step back on the essential point of availability and 
reactivation of the Base, and, although Ralph Stevenson does not rule out the 
possibility that they may be more sensible at a later stage, he is evidently unde r no 
illusion as to the doubt which exists on this score. The smoke screen recently put out 
in the press suggests moreover that the Egyptians are having a great overhaul of 
their general foreign policy, that they may be leaning increasingly towards 
neutralism, and may even be getting hypnotized by the idea of leading a crusade 
against our continued presence in the Middle East and in Mrica which would bolster 
up the regime by further distracting the attention of Egyptians from the internal 
situation in Egypt. Although, therefore, the Egyptian Minister of Foreign Affairs 
himself still encourages optimism regarding the ultimate outcome of the 
negotiations, and diplomatic pressure seems to have had, temporarily, at all events, a 
salutary effect in easing the situation in the Zone, events might qu ite rapidly take an 
unfavourable turn. 

2. My concern at the moment is in fact not with the negotiations but with what 
is to happen if negotiations are either broken off or reach a deadlock. As the Foreign 
Office will know from my reply (11924/14/53G of December 29) to Boothby's letter 
(JE 1192/596G of December 11), the Embassy has been invited to collaborate with 
the G.O.C. B.T.E. in a study of various measures which might simultaneously serve 
to protect the security of the British forces and installations in the Canal Zone and to 
bring pressure on the Egyptians to prevent action against British subjects and 
interests in the Delta without, however, going so far as to necessitate the more 
violent and far-reaching measures which we might have to take in the last resort. 

3. But we cannot be sure of finding measures which will work in this limited 
way, and I feel it would be dangerous not to face squarely the probability that, once 
we start applying pressure or sealing off the Zone, events are likely to get into a spiral 
which it would be difficult to control and which would almost inevitably end in 
forcing us to the conclusion that we must occupy Cairo. It is of course difficult to be 
categorical about anything which depends on so many uncertain and, above all , 
human factors . But we shall, I feel , be extremely lucky if we find any durable half-way 
house between an agreement and the occupation of Cairo, although we must always 
take into account the strong probability that we should be prevented by some United 
States or United Nations action from carrying the latter course into effect. We should 
also have to take account of its possible repercussions, political and perhaps physical, 
in the other countries of the Arab League. 
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4. Nevertheless, if negotiations do break down we cannot afford tamely to accept 
the position and either sit down under provocation in the Zone without doing 
anything about it or alternatively depart, with all the appearance of having been 
forced out. 

5. Nor, so long as we remain here, can we afford to fail in carrying through any 
measures, either in the Canal Zone or in the Delta, which Egyptian pressure or 
hostility may necessitate. We must, however, be quite clear about the implications of 
any particular action, and I feel you ought to be aware of what the Commanders-in
Chief here consider to be required, from the military point of view, to guard against 
such a failure. We must be prepared in the first place for the withdrawal (or the 
necessity for the dismissal) of virtually all Egyptian labour in the Zone, which will 
mean more East African Pioneers and more technicians from the United Kingdom. 
Secondly, although the Commander-in-Chief, M.E.L.F., regards the forces at his 
disposal as sufficient for the military sealing off of the Zone, we must face the 
prospect of running a Military Government in the Zone, and for this purpose we 
should require Civil Affairs personnel as well. Although the obvious intention would 
be to limit military interference in the civil running of the Canal Zone so far as 
possible, we 'might well be forced to occupy Port Said, Ismailia and Suez to safeguard 
our own nationals and the nationals of friendly foreign countries. 

6. Further, as I have already suggested, it would be dangerous not to face 
squarely the probability that action taken in the Zone will eventually lead to the 
necessity for action in the Delta. If we are driven to take the measures contemplated 
in COS(53) 188 or any other measures of that kind, Her Majesty's Government should 
have their eyes fully open to the risks involved. I know that the Commander-in-Chief, 
M.E.L.F. , has recently received an enquiry from the War Office regarding the state of 
readiness of all the plans for putting into effect the measures contemplated in 
COS(53)188, and that in personal correspondence with the C.l.G.S. he has, while 
entirely reserving all political issues involved, made the military implications clear 
and more particularly, the joint view of himself and the Commander-in-Chief, 
M.E.A.F. , regarding the need to have here, simultaneously with the breaking off of 
negotiations, the planned Army and R.A.F. reinforcements required both for sealing 
off the Zone a~d for Rodeo. 

7. If there is to be any question of Rodeo, it must be remembered that during the 
troubles of 1951-52 we were not in confl ict with the Egyptian army or air force. But 
now the Egyptian army and air force are the Government. Furthermore, they are 
better organised, trained and led than a year ago and are backed up by armed para
military forces of considerable numbers, whatever the state of their training may be. 
It is not suggested that the state of the Egyptian armed forces is such as to affect our 
ability to reach Cairo. But we must now expect opposition of a type which did not 
exist a year ago. In particular, the Egyptian army possess a considerable number of 
mines which could slow down the advance. It must be realised therefore that what 
was designed as a rescue operation might take too long to be effective as such. 
Moreover, having gained the geographical objective, we should also be faced with the 
problem of maintaining ourselves in an area ideally suited for para-military and 
guerilla operations-unless, of course, the population was so impressed by our 
display of force as to turn against their present rulers. 

8. It is considerations of this sort that the two Commanders-in-Chief must take 
into account and since it looks as though the measures in COS(53)188 are under 
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active review at present in London, I think it is important that these considerations 
should be brought to your notice without delay. 

9. I am sending a copy of this tetter to Ralph Stevenson and am giving copies of it 
to my coUeagues on the British Defence Co-ordination Committee (Middle East). 

4 70 FO 371/108413., no 5 4 Jan 1954 
[Anglo-Egyptian negotiations}: Iette.r from Sir R Stevenson to R Alien 
on the danger of Egyptian concessions on availability leading to a 
break over uniforms 

On thinking over my conversation with the Egyptian Foreign Minister on December 
31, 1953 reported in my telegram No. 1767, we have come to the conclusion that the 
Egyptians are now showing sufficient disposition to meet us on availability for the 
danger of a break on the uniform issue to become a real one. It would, I think, be 
most awkward if the Egyptians were to say that they agreed to an availability clause 
on the lines now being discussed, leaving us with the onus of breaking over uniform 
or rather over the military character of the base on which the Egyptians are too 
frightened even to think of yielding. It would be even more awkward if they produced 
a public statement to this effect. 

2. I see that in your Secret and Personal letter JE 1192/583/G of November 11 
you turned down a suggestion made by Michael Creswell in his letter of October 26 
that we should put the uniform issue aside by a tacit agreement on the right of our 
technicians to wear uniform . It seems to me nevertheless that we ought to exercise 
our ingenuity a little in this direction if we are to avoid the danger of a break on this 
issue alone. 

3. We have in fact been wondering here whether a solution could not be found 
on the lines of an agreement by Her Majesty's Government that the technicians 
would not in fact exercise their right to wear the uniform of the service to which they 
belong but would wear working dress. This seems to us less objectionable than any 
suggestion of our men wearing uniform by permission from the Egyptians, as put 
forward once by Fawzi. 

4. You mentioned in your letter to Michael that Parliament will insist that our 
men are explicitly given the right to wear uniform. It seems to me also possible that 
there will be difficulty in Parliament if negotiations come to break down on this 
issue, or on the even narrower issue of the exercise of that right. This is I am afraid a 
point of which both the Egyptians and the Americans are likely to be conscious; you 
will remember Caffery's repeated scornful remarks about "questions of 
haberdashery"1 and it is perhaps also relevant to mention that Aneurin Bevan2 has 
said to me (and may indeed have said to others) that in his view a break-down of 
negotiations here on the issue of uniform would lead to the fall of the Conservative 
Government. 

L See 446, para 2. 
2 Labour Party politician; minister of health in the Attlee govt, 1945- 1951, and architect of the National 
Health Service in the UK. 



[471] JAN 1954 177 

4 71 FO 3711108461, no 7 7 lan 1954 
[Protecting British subj.ects in Egypt]: letter :(reply) fro.m Sir R 
Stevenson to SirJ Sterndale-Bennett (Fa,yid) on the problems of 
holding the Canal Zone by force 

I am in general agreement with your Top Secl:'et :letters (H923f011/54G) to 
Kirkpatrick and to myself;both dated January .3.1 1ndeed the genera'! .line ofar;gument 
is one whiCh has been very present in our 'min.ds for some time .and in particular 
when we seemed to be faced with an immed'ia'te hr.ea'kdown of negotiati<'ms in May 
and June last. It now looks very much as ifwe ·might .get in !the same ;position again 
soon, and 1 agree with you lha't it is a useful momemt for .us to refresh our memories 
on these aspects of the question. 

2. As regards the use of measures in the Zone to achieve the ·secondary .purpose 
of preventing action against British subjects .and interests in the Delta mentioned in 
:paragraph 2 of your letter oto Kirkpa:trick, I must confess that I am not at all hopeful 
tha't any measures tha:t we may take wil'l ·in :fact contribute 'to this end. The interests 
of British subjects here are reafly incompatible with the :taking of anti ~.Egyptian 
'measures ·in the Canal Zone and this has :been .a point ·which ihas dogged all our 
efforts in the 'last two years or more. lf it really comes to a show,down and Her 
Majesty's Government are obliged to abandon their present policy 'in 'fa.vourof one ·of 
holding on in the Canal Zone by force and force alone, 'the only reasonable 
conClusion is that we should cut our losses in 'the Delta and·evacuate as many 'British 
subjects as we can:beforehand in order, asyou.say,to·Clear'the decks for ·aCtion. 

3. There is however one thing we could do ·which .n1ight ha.ve .a considerable 
effeCt in protecting British subjects'here, though :perhaps it•miglit;prove only to be a 
means of gaining time in which to evacuate them. This :is a dear statement to the 
Egyptian 'leaders at a critical moment, when they ~ have started to whip •up 'feeling 
against us and are known :to be contemplating measures ·against 'British interests, 
that if they persist in this course we shall ·haveito:take immediate.niilitary :measures 
to protect our position. (Such a threat might •indeed include that-of cutting ·off the 
Canal Zone or part of it). 'Itis fundamental tothis ,proJJosal.thatthe statement-should 
be made, with great earnestness and in ·complete secrecy, personally to .the leading 
members of the regime (as was done in July 19'52 when the •first rising ;took :place) 
and not in a public statement e.g. in Parliament, which wotilkprobably 'have exactly 
the contrary effect. This is a weapon which, 'like the others, :needs very careful 
handling and can only be used with effect ifthe Egyptians have :the impression that 
we are in fact already ready to intervene and thatpreparatory movements are already 
taking place. 

4. ·It seems to •methat'the most importantpointtouched .. upon in your ·letters .is 
the question of a "half way house". I ·do not thirik it is necessarily :true 'that a 
·detlanition of policy on the 'lines mentioned in paragrat)hs •.6 and Tin your'letter rto 
•me •(whith I ·fhirik ·rriay very well 'be •under consideration ;at'the 'Foreign ·0ffice) .will, 
•by; itself, 'take ··. ils'beyonilthatihcilf way ' hoils-eand ··· lead . U'scdirectlyto.fhe occupation of 
Cairo. This policy !Is cif course a pis ·dller to .whiCh JI im<;tgine Her Majesty's 

' 1>Seer468 and 469. 
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Government would only resort with considerable reluctance and if our present policy 
of seeking agreement had really failed beyond all question. It would clearly be a 
mistake to resort to it as long as there is the least hope of getting an agreement with 
the Egyptians on the lines which we need. (It would of course give us far less of our 
original requirements for a Base in the Canal Zone than acceptance of the present 
Egyptian terms,- as you will no doubt have realised). It would also be undesirable to 
give any hint of it beforehand to the Americans or to anyone else for the reason given 
in paragraph 10 of your letter. But if we were forced to adopt this policy it does not 
follow that the declaration itself would necessarily put us beyond the point of no 
return. 

5. On the other hand, certain measures which we might wish to take in the 
Canal Zone as a consequence of the adoption of this policy might very well do this by 
leading to so violent Egyptian reactions that the occupation of Cairo would become 
the only possible outcome. It therefore becomes most important to see which 
measures will in fact do this, and the criterion here seems to be whether or not, in 
the particular circumstances involved, the present Egyptian regime will consider 
that our action represents such a challenge to themselves that they would be forced 
to take extreme action to save their own face with the Egyptian people and prevent 
their own eclipse. They have after all a very different mentality from their 
predecessors and, as you point out in your letter to Kirkpatrick, differ from them in 
that they can, if they want to, immediately use the armed forces as an instrument of 
their policy. 

6. On this criterion, I think that any action amounting to the assumption of 
military government over part or the whole of the Canal Zone would lead them 
straight to the adoption of extreme courses. If therefore measures of this kind are 
contemplated I am sure that we shall find that in fact there is no half-way house, and 
that we should be prepared to go straight on to the occupation of Cairo. This does not 
of course in any way detract from the value of mentioning such measures in a threat 
of counter-action (as suggested in paragraph 3 above) should they take action against 
British subjects. But it should be used as a threat hanging over their heads in the full 
knowledge that, if the action is actually taken, we shall be confronted by the probable 
necessity of coming up to Cairo to restore order. 

7. I am sending a copy of this letter to Kirkpatrick. 

4 72 CAB 129/65, C(54)6 7 Jan 1954 
'Middle East policy': Cabinet memorandum by Mr Eden on three 
possible courses of action if no agreement is reached with Egypt 

At the Cabinet meeting on 29th December (C.C. (53) 81st Conclusions, Minute 1),1 I 
proposed to circulate a memorandum on our policy in regard to Egypt, explaining 
the advantages and disadvantages of the various courses now open. I have in this 
paper endeavoured to do so; the Chiefs of Staff are, I understand, preparing another 
memorandum showing the military picture. 2 

1 See 466. 2 See 475. 
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Anglo-Egyptian negotiations 
2. We entered into negotiation with the Egyptian Government in order:-

(i) to obtain an agreement which would provide for the satisfactory maintenance 
of the Suez Canal Base and give us the right of re-entry in war. The Chiefs of Staff 
consider that wherever we deploy our Middle East forces in peace-time, a base in 
the Canal Zone area and access through Suez and Port Said are of great value for 
the support of forces in the Middle East in war; 
(ii) to settle the dispute arising out of the Egyptian purported abrogation of the 
Anglo-Egyptian Treaty and the presence of British forces in the Canal Zone; 
(iii) to try to associate Egypt, and with her the other Arab States, with the West in 
arrangements for the defence of the Middle East against outside aggression. 

3. Since the negotiations started, the situation has changed. We are not now 
expecting war with the Soviet Union in the immediate future. Therefore the problem 
confronting us is largely that of meeting our peace-time commitments, while we 
must retain a right to such facilities as we may need in war. (Both our peace-time 
and war-time requirements are set out in more detail in the memorandum on the 
military picture.) 

4. Whatever the manner of settlement, the Egyptian question cannot be 
considered in isolation from our relations with the other Arab States. A satisfactory 
settlement would improve our relations with them and create a better atmosphere 
for discussion of our future strategic requirements in these countries. It would help 
us to secure in war-time the Eastern flank of the North Atlantic Alliance. In the 
present cold war situation, it is through a settlement with Egypt that we could best 
secure our interests in the area, including our oil interests and the use of the Suez 
Canal, and assist in ensuring the stability of the area, thus preventing the spread of 
communism or neutralism. 

Reduction of forces 
5. My colleagues will be aware that the Chancellor of the Exchequer has asked 

for a saving of £180 millions on our defence expenditure by 1955-56, and that efforts 
are being made to secure substantial economies in the man-power required for 
the Services. Examination of our main military commitments overseas has led to the 
conclusion that the bulk of the reduction must come either from Germany or the 
Middle East. Any substantial reduction in Germany would have a disastrous effect on 
the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation and deal a fatal blow to the European Defence 
Community. A treaty with Egypt, accompanied by a redeployment which would show 
that we have no intention of abandoning our interests in the Middle East, while it 
would release some of our forces, need not diminish our influence. It is clear that, if 
substantial cuts are to be made, the Middle East is the least dangerous theatre in 
which to make them. 

Courses if we fail to reach agreement 
6. If we fail to obtain an agreement with Egypt, three courses remain open:-

( a) to stay on indefinitely in the Canal Zone despite Egyptian hostility and 
attempts to remove us by international action; 
(b) to announce that we shall liquidate the base, evacuate the Canal Zone and 
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deploy elsewhere in the Middle East the forces which we consider necessary, 
making it clear that we will do so in 'our own time, but aiming to complete the 
operation by December 1956; 
(c) to state that:-

(i) the maintenance ofthe present base is impossible in view of failure to reach 
agreement with the Egyptians and their 'present attitude, therefore we irrtend to 
alter our arrangements in the Middle East and to wind up this bas·e; that wifl 
take two or three years to do; the less the ·Egyptians interfere with the process 
the shorter time it will take; 
(ii) the removal of the base will not deprive us of dur rights under the 1936 
Treaty; 
(iii) so far as our future relations with Egypt in war ·are concerned we are 
prepared for revision ofthe 1936 Treaty according -to jts terms: as it is clear that 
agreement on that revision with the Egyptians will be impossible, we are 
prepared to go to arbitration upon the te'rms of such revision in accordance with 
the Treaty; 
(iv) as regards the defence o(the Canal (and ''the liberty and entire security of 
navigation") arid 'the stationing of British troops in peace-'tiine 'in the ~ici~ity of 
the Canal ·under Article 8 of the Treaty, as agreement with the Egyptians upon 
this will also be impossible we are prepared 'to go to arbitration upon it 'in 
accordance with theterms ofthe Treaty; 
(v) ifthe Egyptian Government agree, Her Majesty's Government are prepared 
to enter into ·immediate discussions wlththem with a view to submitting these 
issues to arbitration. 

7. If we choose alternative '(a) we should have to maintain our positioh against 
growing Egyptian hostility. We should have to face, in addition to this opposition, 
dangerous international repercussions . The 'EiMitians might invoke international 
action and we might have to ignore the resulting decision. There would be no 
possibility of effecting economies or a reduction in our Middle East forces, and we 
should probably end up by having to 'increase them. There would ·be a further 
progressive deterioration of the base. 

8. Course (b) has the serious disadvantage that we abandon our position in Egypt 
without any provision for a base there . This would be a great disappointment to our 
friends and allies and would be inconsistent with the emphasis which we have 
constantly placed in our public utterances on the value of the base. Turkey would be 
concerned for the security of her Southern flank in war-time and might regard it as a 
sign of weakness in us. Australia, New Zealand and South Africa would be even more 
reluctant than theyare at present to enter into definite commitments regarding the 
defence ·of the Middle East Israel would be concerned, even more than she is at 
preserit,\vith th~ change in the biilance of military advantage as between herself and 
the Arab states. There would be a serious effect upon our prestige in the -Middle ·East 
and our chances of obtaining facilities i~ 6ther Arab countries. Itwouldseem tome 
an almost impossible task to put tip ari effective d~fence of this cour'se 'before ;British 
opinion. 

9. If coime (b) were to be adopted, we should at any rate require the co
operation . ofthe Egyptians iri maintaining law and Oraedmd providing the :iiece's
sary labour ahd use of comrriunidttioris. 'Lack bf co~operation of thi's nature 
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would lead to greater expense and manA)ower and money and to heavy Toss of 
stores. The evacuation wdtitd then be delayed and might become an undignified 
scramble. 

10. As regards (c), if the Egyptians ·accept arbitration, we shall ha:ve attained our 
end and be able to redeploy. lfthey refuse, we may expect serious trouble, but our 
position will be easier to justify in the eyes of the world. The economies could be 
effected under better condifions than under those of course (b). On the other hand, it 
would mean a loss of the base 'in war and therefore the need to replan entirely our 
defensive strategy. This could cause similar disappointment to our friends and allies 
to that caused by course (b). 

Redeployment 
11. Our present plans, whiCh involve primarily the co-operation ofiraq, Jordan 

and Libya, are based on fhe assumption that we shall reach an agreement with Egypt. 
If we get no agreement and Me 'forced to redeploy in the circumstances of (b) our 
position with those States will be much weaker. It is for consideration, therefore, 
whether we should not reverse or modify our policy ·o(bas'ing our defence ·plans on 
Arab ~lliances and instead seek to develop ·cocoperation with Israel and Tt.frkey. Both 
are more stable, militari!y more efficient and :have expressed readiness to co-operate 
in the defence of"the area. Turkish 'co-operation would be compatible with further 
attempts at working with the Arabs. . . 

12. We sent an exploratOry military mission to Israel in 1952. This reported that 
the_Israelis would welcome an exchange of information about defence plans and were 
willing to concert with us in drawing up joint plans under which their forces would 
co-operate with our own in war. They would a:tso be ·glad to give us facilities for the 
pre-positioning ·of stores providing that we would make funds available for the 
development of port facilities and cominuriicati6ris in Israet, which would be 
available for our use on the outbreak of war. They 'have not offered to accept the 
stationing of British troops in Israel in peace, and would be unlikely to do so. Owing 
to the Jack of 'funds for their ·development projects and to the need to avoid 
antagonising the Arabs, we have not followed up :these discussions pending the 
outcome of the Anglo~Egyptian negotiations. The disadvantages of a policy of 
concentrating our resources on Israelwould be:-

(i) it would not serve the purpose in war of holding the NorthcEast froritier of 
Iraq; 
(ii) it would alienate the Arab States, from whom we shall continue to want 
facilities and co-operation; this would be detrimental to our interests in those 
States, including oil, and would increase the danger of their taking up a neutralist 
position; 
(iii) it would do little to assist us towards the fulfilment of our commitments 'in 

peace; 
(iv) ihs'very unlikCI)!that lsra~lforces coJid'be us·ed in the Arab countries even in 
theface'ofa Soviet attack. 

For 'these reasons we must, I 'think, abandon any idea of basing our Middle ·East 
defence policy wholly or mainly' on · co~operation with Israel. 

13. .Frdfu talks which have been hetd 'recently between 'represetitatives of Middle 
East Land Forces and theTurkish staff about 'Middle East defence it appears that the 
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Turks are in principle willing to offer us facilities for the pre-stocking of equipment 
at Mardin,3 should we request them. In return they will expect that we should reveal 
to them our plans for the defence of North-East Iraq, in which the Turks are of 
course keenly interested in view of the dependence upon those plans of their own 
southern flank, and that we should definitely commit ourselves to the forward "outer 
ring" strategy. It is not clear whether or not they would be willing to accept the 
stationing of British troops in peacetime. 

14. Reports from Ankara show that it would have a very favourable effect upon 
Turkey if we were to proceed with the Mardin plan and the "outer ring" strategy. It 
would also have an excellent effect with regard to our difficulties in Iraq, 

(i) by demonstrating to the Iraqis that we were in earnest about the defence of 
their country; 
(ii) by making us less dependent on the facilities in Iraq which we enjoy under the 
Anglo-Iraqi Treaty and which are increasingly being called in question by the 
Iraqis. 

15. I am informed that redeployment to Gaza, which looks at first sight attractive 
since it would place British forces between Egypt and Israel, is impracticable on 
military and financial grounds. There is no deep-water harbour, inadequate drinking 
water, and the Arab refugee population could not be adapted to provide the labour 
force needed. A scheme combining use of Gaza and the Negev, including the Israel 
port of Elath, must similarly be rejected. It would involve a large outlay of money on 
port facilities and communications. 

Conclusions 
16.- (i) From the above considerations I have drawn the conclusion that our best 
course is to strive for an agreement with Egypt on our present terms. If we do not 
succeed, we are in a bad position. We must either remain in the Canal Zone 
indefinitely by force, a policy which, among other things, would not enable us to 
meet the Chancellor of the Exchequer's demands, or we must leave Egypt of our 
own volition. However we do this it will look more or less as if we are running 
away. 
(ii) If we fail to reach an agreement, I would prefer course (c) rather than (b) of 
the alternatives set out in paragraph 6 above. Course (c) would at least be 
defensible to our friends and allies. Though it might well involve difficulties with 
the Egyptians, our international position in our dispute with Egypt would 
certainly be improved. 
(iii) Courses (a) and (b) would, and course (c) might, weaken our position with 
the other Arab states. 
(iv) Obtaining facilities in Turkey is compatible with further attempts to co
operate with the Arab countries other than Egypt; in negotiating with Iraq, for 
example, our hand would be strengthened if we could conclude arrangements with 
Turkey for the use of facilities at Mardin. We should therefore try to do this. 
(v) Basing our defence arrangements on Israel would be incompatible with 
further attempts at Arab co-operation. 

3 In South-East Turkey. 
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4 73 DEFE 4/68, COS 3(54), annex 8 Jan 1954 
'The military implications of three possible courses of action in the 
event of failure to reach an agreement with Egypt': report by the JPS 
to the COS, 6 Jan 1954 (JP 1(54)8) 

Introduction 

1. We examine in this memorandum the military implications of three courses 
whose political implications have been considered by the Foreign Office. The three 
courses, which all pressupose failure to achieve an agreement with Egypt, are:-

(a) to remain indefinitely in the Canal Zone; 
(b) to withdraw both stores and troops from the Canal Zone for redeployment 
elsewhere in the Middle East, making it clear that this would be done in Britain's 
own time but aiming to complete the operation by December 1956; 
(c) to declare our intention to alter our defence arrangements and concurrently to 
wind up the Egypt base. At the same time to announce our willingness to submit 
the continuance of the 1936 Treaty to arbitration. 

Courses (b) and (c) above involve starting to wind up the Egypt base immediately. 
The difference between courses (b) and (c) is that under course (c) we are attempting 
to retain the right of re-entry and to minimise the adverse effect on our standing in 
the Middle East of closing down the base. 

Britain 's aims and commitments in the Middle East 

In peace 
2. Britain's peacetime aims and commitments are to:-

(a) maintain her influence and assist in ensuring the stability of the area, thus 
preventing the spread of Communism; 
(b) support her political interests (including those of the Commonwealth) and her 
commercial interests in the area, including oil interests and the use of the Suez Canal; 
(c) fulfil her treaty obligations to Iraq, Jordan and Libya and her responsibilities 
throughout the area, including those towards the Persian Gulf sheikdoms and the 
Sudan; 
(d) take action (in conjunction with the governments of the United States and 
France, under the tripartite statement of May 1950) to prevent the violation of 
frontiers or armistice lines; 
(e) to deploy our forces in peace to the best practicable advantage to meet the 
threat of war; 
(f) reassure the Arab countries and Israel that they would be protected from 
Russian invasion in the event of war. 

In war 
3. Britain's present strategic aim is to hold the Russian force as far to the north 

and east as possible in order to:-

(a) meet the requirements of the allied air offensive; 
(b) secure Turkey's southern flank; 
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(c) protect ·as much of the Middle East territory •as .possible; 
(d) secure .at least a .proportion of the Middle East oil 

The ·general ifrl'pt~·cat!ons ofevdcuating 'the Egypt base 

Effect on the Arab countries 

[473] 

4. We cannot redeploy from Egypt in a manner whiCh will permit us to support 
effectively our Middle EasLpeace aims a:nd ;preseh't war s'tra:tegy and maintain our air 
communications unless we possess certain facilities iFJ.lraq, Jordan and Libya. These 
facilities are:-'-'-

( a) the opportunity for coordinating British ·defence ;plans for the Middle ;£astwfth 
those of Iraq, the s.t1se ofi:raqi 'airfields and facilities 'for pre-stockirrg; 
(b) the use of communication airfields in Libya in peace and war, facilities for 
stationing troops there in peace a:!ld the use of the Libyan ports; 
\c) the full cooperation of Jordan, including the provision of facilities for pre
stocking of war reserves andiforthe statioriillg of Army and Royal Air Force units; 
(d) the opportunity to 'develop the port ofBeirut. 

5. We have a:Jready lost a lot ·of standing with the Arab States. Therefore a:n 
u!lsati:Sfactory agreement with Egypt may will •make difficult the obtaining of these 
facilities and ariy course which would be regarded ·by the other Arab states as a 
"scuttle" is likely to lead to their complete denial. 

Logistic implications 
6. The logistic implications ·of withdniwing 'from the 'Egypt base are ·expandei:l at 

Appendix.1 The main considerations are:as 'follows:-

(a) Assuming that 'the required facilities 'remain · avail~ble at least '18 moriths 
would be required forrededloyment. 
(b) Even wfth filii Egyptian co-operation the remov<il 'fro in 'the 'base of all military 
stores and equip merit wduld take at least two years. 
(c) Until alternative storage has 'been built at a cost · of about £7m which would 
take 'three lo five years 'to coll1dlete, there ·would 'be no place to hold the war 
reser\Jes essential if our .forces in the Middle East · are to be able to fight for more 
than a few days . 
(d) Our redeployed garrison in the Middle East can be maintained, except for a 
lack of base repair facilities which would not be felt tintil1959. 
(e) Storage for our oil reserves inthe Middle East would be lost. 
(f) At the outbreak of war we would be· denied the essential facilities of a main base 
without whiCh the campaign could notbe developed. 

Other considerations 
7. Naval. The loss ofthe combined .facilities d(Alexanchia, iPort Said and Suez 

would 'ih War seriously•lirriit ·naval operations .Jn'theeastern Mediterranean. 
8. 'C6mfnonwedfth feihforcemeht. •tt Would be necessary to convince the 

Commonwealth countries, and .particularly New Zealand, 'thatthe redeployment did 

1 Not printed. 
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in fact provide an effective basis for the defence of the Middle East and thus justify 
their despatch of reinforcements to. the theatre. 

9. Middle East Defence Organisation. The chances of establishing a Middle East 
Defence Organisation would be non-exis.tent. 

10. Air communications. Short-range aircraft could no longer be staged 
between the Middle East and South and East Africa unless routes were developed 
by way of West Africa or of Iraq, Saudi Arabii;l and Abyssinia. The latter route 
would be interrupted· if Iraq d~nied facilities. Medium-range aircraft would req1,1ire 
to qse simiJax \'Outes unless they could over{ly Egypt and land in the Sudan. If the 

~ - . . . - . . . 

loss of a.ir transit facilities in Egypt was followed, by simi;tar restrictions in, Iraq 
then the short and. rnediuro range routes. to Sol!th <And East Africa and the Fax 
E;;tst would all be affected and it would be essential to develop a route through 
Saudi Ar;;tbia. . 

The implications of adopting the courses proposed by the Foreign Office 

Course A - To remain indefinJte.ly in t-he Carw..l Z.one 
11. If Britain. adopted this course, Egypti;;tn opposition would grow increasingly 

more violent. We should have to send reinforcements to the Canal Zone .. It might 
become necessary to assume. a measure of responsibility for civil government, and 
events might lead to the implement<;~tton of RODEO. 

Course B- To withdraw both stores and troops 
12. This would be a practicable military operation, provided that Britain 

announced her intention and that the Egyptians accepted the fact that it would take 
about two years to strip the base. If, on the other hand, Egyptian cooperation were 
not forthcoming, little more could be done in that period than to redeploy the troops 
and their unit equipment. Most of the stores would have to be abandoned .. In these 
circumstances, loss of life would be probable as the result of terrorist activity. 

13. We could endeavour to represent a withdrawal which was related specifically 
to December 1956 as honouring the Anglo~Egyptian Treaty, rather than as 
evacuation under pressure. Nevertheless we believe that the. Arab world would still 
regard this as a victory for Egypt, the more especially if Egyptian cooperation was 
withheld. 

Course C - To begin to wind-up the base whilst submitting the continuance of the 
1936 treaty to arbitration 

14. If the Egyptians co-operate and accept arbitration, ou.r withdrawal should be 
carried out smoothly, and we should have better chances of obtaining the facilities 
we require elsewhere in the Middle East. If the Egyptians refuse arbitration and 
become actively hostile, we must be prepared for conditions similar to Course "A''. 

Alternative main base 

15. Geographically there is no site in the Middle East as suitable at [sic] Egypt for 
the establishment of a main base. Alternatives are in Israel , and the Lebanon, but the 
cost of developing either would be prodigious. It is uncertain if facilities would be 
politicially [sic] available even if they were suitable. 

16. The disadvantages of basing British forces in Turkey are that:-
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(a) there are serious logistic difficulties in supplying forces in the Middle East 
from a Turkish main base. 
(b) A main base in Turkey would be isolated if the enemy reached the 
Mediterranean through the Levant or the sea communications through the 
Mediterranean were closed. 

Conclusions 

17. We have shown that, if we withdraw from the Canal Zone without a 
satisfactory agreement with Egypt:-

(a) We cannot support our position in the Middle East militarily unless we retain 
those facilities which we at present hold by treaty with the other Arab States and 
unless we can obtain additional ones. 
(b) We could not support a major campaign unless we returned to Egypt on the 
outbreak of war, since the development of an alternative main base could only be 
done at prodigious cost in peacetime. 

18. We believe that our departure without a satisfactory agreement must 
endanger our position in the Middle East. The extent of damage will depend on our 
mode of going and method of announcement. Militarily, by deeds as well as words, 
we must be able to show that our forces when redeployed can function effectively in 
peace and war. We shall need time and money and the co-operation of Iraq, Jordan 
and Libya before this can be done. It will take at least three years. 

19. We cannot therefore afford to be stampeded out of Egypt. On the other hand 
prolonged delay would bring active Egyptian hostility which might well lead to 
RODEO. There would then be a grave danger of antagonising the rest of the Arab 
world. This would nullify our redeployment plans and jeopardise our whole position 
in the Middle East. 

20. Withdrawal by our unilateral action must therefore entail military risks and 
might lead to dire consequences. Provided we are allowed time, any method of 
withdrawal likely to receive passive acceptance by the Egyptians would be preferable. 
Consequently this should from the military point of view be our aim. 

4 74 DEFE 4/68, COS 3(54)2 8 Jan 1954 
'Defence negotiations with Egypt': COS Committee minutes on the 
military implications of the three courses of action proposed by the 
FO 

(Previous Reference: C.O.S. (54) 1st Meeting, Minute 8) 

J.P. (54) 1 (FinalY 
The Committee had before them the following papers:-

(i) A minute by the Secretary covering a draft Foreign Office memorandum on 
Middle East policy. 

1 See 473. 
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(ii) A report by the Joint Planning Staff examining the military implications of the 
three courses of action proposed by the Foreign Office - JP(54) 1 (Final). 

Sir John Harding said that he had the following comments to make on the Foreign 
Office memorandum which he felt should be brought out in the memorandum to be 
submitted by the Committee:-

(a) In paragraph 2(i) of the Foreign Office memorandum it was stated that a base 
in the Canal Zone area would be of great value. In fact, the Committee had always 
held the view that such a base was essential for the proper conduct of operations in 
the Middle East during the "broken back"2 period and subsequently. 
(b) The statement in paragraph 3 of the memorandum with regard to the relative 
merits of peace and war requirements was in fact a reversal of the position. The 
main object of maintaining a base in the Middle East was to enable us to meet the 
logistic requirements of war; the uses to which such a base could be put in peace 
were of course of considerable importance. 
(c) It was important that Ministers should not get the impression that any base 
which could be set up at Mardin could take the place of that in the Canal Zone. 
Mardin would only provide a useful area for pre-stocking stores required by the 
forces-largely Iraqi-operating in Northern Iraq during the first few weeks of 
war; as such it would form just one of several forward depots . 
(d) The Foreign Office memorandum rather gave the impression that the 
adoption of the "outer ring" strategy was a question of choice and not one of 
resources. In fact, it would only be practicable to adopt this strategy if the Iraqi 
forces could be improved considerably, our logistic arrangements further 
developed and greater air support provided than was at present envisaged. In the 
meantime our policy must be to meet the enemy as far to the North and East as 
practicable. 

Continuing, Sir John Harding thought Ministers should be informed that the 
Committee considered it of the utmost importance, from the point of view of 
maintaining our prestige in the Middle East, that a defence agreement with Egypt 
should be reached. The present terms on which it was proposed to reach such an 
agreement did not offer a very satisfactory solution from the military point of view 
but the Committee had accepted them since they considered the strategic advantages 
of reaching an agreement outweighed the need for maintaining the base efficiently. 
The two outstanding points on which it was not possible at present to obtain 
agreement were the questions of availability and uniform. The factors in connection 
with availability were largely political. As regards uniform, he considered that the 
Committee should now agree to recommend to H.M. Ministers that a further 
concession in this respect should be made, if by so going [sic] the defence agreement: 
could be achieved. This concession should be that the technicians could wear some 
form of uniform dress other than the recognised Service one, provided such dress 
showed clearly that they were members of H.M. forces and also gave an indication of 
their ranks. 

2 Broken backed warfare was the term applied to the limited exchanges that would follow the nuclear 
offensives. 
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S(r Rhoderick McGrigor said tbat he agreed generally with the views of the C.I.G.S. 
It was essential to have a base in the Canal Zone-with its double entry from the 
Mediterranean and Red Sea-for maintaining forces operating in the Middle East for 
any period longer than a few weeks. There were [sic], however, an enormous quantity 
of stores in the Canal Zone base which would clearly not b.e required for the forces 
now envisaged for operations in the Middle East and an up-to-date appreciation of 
our requirements was very desirable. He added that the main objective to be kept in 
mind in connection with tbe negotiations with Egypt vyas that it was imperative our 
prestige in the Middle East should not suffer. 

Sir William Dickson said that hE; considered it important that the value of the 
Canal Zone base should. be kept in proper perspective. There were at present no 
a~ranger,nents for the air defence of the base and it would therefore be open to 
considerable damage from enemy air a~tack at the outbreak of war. He agreed with 
the First Sea Lord that an accurate appreciation of the logistic requirements for the 
forces now envisaged for the Middle East in war should be made. With regard to the 
maintenance of the base as a wbole he wondered whetber consideration should be 
given to turning over the maintenance of stocks and tbe operation of the workshops 
to civil contract. Such a poticy would have two main advantages; firstly, it would 
clearly be more acceptable to the Egyptians an.d, secondly, it would overcome the 
difficulties inherent in keeping a few British, troops in the Canal Zone. 

Conducting Sir William Di~kson said that most of our present difficulties in the 
Middle East arose from the fact that there was no joint Anglo-American approach to 
the problem. All the requirements were represented as British instead of Allied, 
though they were, in fact, the latter. 

Sir Ouvry Roberts (Chairman, Principal Administrative Officers' Committee) said 
that, in the absence of a firm strategic plan for the Middle East it was very difficult, if 
not impossible, to work out a realistic logistic plan. For example, for an "inner ring" 
strategy the requirements would be va~tly different from thos.e for an "outer ring" 
strategy. He agreed that tbe question of putting the facilitie~ in the base out to civil 
contract should be examined. The use of contractors might well prove very costly 
however sin~e "foreign" technicians wo.uld probably have to be employed; in any case 
the project would depend entirely on Egypt b.eing friendly. 

In discussion the following points were made:-

(e) The present size of the base was due to its. growth during the war and the 
assembly of surplus equipment there immediately afterwards. It was by no means. 
ideal for supporting the forces now envisaged but had to. be used to. best advantage 
since there was. no other alternative. 
(f) It was inadvisable to have a base in Turkey since it was by no mea.ns certain 
that Turkey would hold firm in war. 
(g) The overland threat to Egypt had been rather overstressed in the past. 
(h) There was some hope that, as time went on and if the threat of war became 
imminent, Egypt would come to see the danger of her position and would become 
much more co-operative. 
U) The political climate in the Middle East varied constantly; Pakistan now appeared 
to be more forthcoming towards Middle East defence, a more favourably disposed 
Government had recently taken over in Persia and the latest development was the 
American proposal to establish a defence link between Turkey and Pakistan. 
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(k) The submission to H.M. Ministers should draw attention to the danger of 
losing overflying and staging rights at present enjoyed in the Middle East States if 
an agreement was not reached with Egypt. If these facilities were withdrawn, our 
air communications to East Africa and the Far East would be completely 
disrupted. 
(I) It was important not to give the Egyptians any inkling at this stage that we 
were considering withdrawing our technicians before the time already stated and 
of placing the base facilities under civil contract. 
(m) From the outset, the Committee had expressed the view that it would be 
preferable to have the very minimum of facilities in the Canal Zone rather than 
failure to reach agreement with the Egyptians. 
(n) The object of going to arbitration over the 1936 Treaty with Egypt would be 
that, in the worst case, we would withdraw as a result of an international decision 
and not as a result of Egyptian pressure; this would have a certain face-saving value. 

In further discussion The Committee agreed:-

(o) That the report by the Joint Planning Staff was not suitable for submission to 
H.M. Ministers. 
(p) That a short paper should be prepared covering the following main points:-

(i) The importance of obtaining a defence agreement with Egypt for the reasons 
outlined by the C. I.G.S. 
(ii) The detailed comments on the Foreign Office memorandum detailed by the 
C.I.G.S. at (a) to (d) above. 
(iii) The importance of retaining air communication facilities in the Middle East. 
(iv) The implications of withdrawal from the Canal Zone base. 
(v) A statement of the Committee's proposals for the re-deployment of our 
forces in the Middle East, on evacuation from the Canal Zone. 

( q) That an examination should be carried out into the possibility of placing out to 
civilian contract the various facilities in the Canal Zone base. 

475 CAB 129/65, C(54)9 9 Jan 1954 
'Middle East defence': Cabinet memorandum by the COS on the 
military implications of Mr Eden's proposals. Appendix 

[The discussions of the COS had brought out the importance of obtaining an agreement 
with the Egyptians even if it presented some strategic disadvantages, and they were 
prepared to make some concessions on uniform to help secure one (see 474). Eden, while 
keen to find a formula for agreement, was worried that the ambassador would not be 
sufficiently firm. He also disliked the COS's ideas on uniforms as no American serviceman 
would go anywhere in a base in civilian clothes . He argued that if Britain had conceded on 
uniforms it would have made the rest of the negotiations more difficult (FO 371/108413, 
no 5, minute by Eden, 9 Jan 1954) .] 

We have been invited to comment on the mil itary aspects of the proposals contained 
in the memorandum on Middle East policy, (C. (54) 6) ,1 by the Secretary of State for 
Foreign Affairs. 

1 See 472. 
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Importance of securing agreement with the Egyptians 

2. We are convinced that, wherever we re-deploy our Middle East forces, a base in 
the Canal Zone-with double entry from the Mediterranean and Red Sea- will be 
not only of great value, but indeed essential for the support of our own and Allied 
forces in the Middle East in war. We could only maintain our forces there through an 
alternative base or bases in the Eastern Mediterranean so long as Turkey and the 
Straits were held. If the first phase of the war should go badly for us, our sea 
communications through the Mediterranean may well become so precarious as to be 
useless for this purpose. Such bases would not therefore be a satisfactory alternative 
to the base in the Canal Zone. 

3. Our ability to develop the defences of the Middle East in peace, to ensure its 
defence in war, and to maintain our air communications will depend on our being 
able to get facilities and co-operation in Iraq, Libya and Jordan. We believe that 
failure to secure an agreement with Egypt will seriously affect our relations with 
these countries, and, in particular, will prejudice our ability to obtain Iraqi 
agreement to the use of their airfields and to pre-stocking equipment and 
ammunition in that country. 

Military implications of failure to secure agreement 

Re-deployment 
4. We intend, in any case, to reduce the Middle East garrison to one armoured 

division and 8 R.A.F. squadrons and to re-deploy them as shown in the Appendix. If 
the Canal Zone base is not available, we shall need to pre-stock elsewhere war 
equipment and sufficient war reserves to enable our forces to fight in the opening 
phase of war. We shall need also to develop a port in the Eastern Mediterranean, and 
a small advanced base. 

5. We agree with the Foreign Secretary that we cannot base our Middle East 
defence policy mainly on co-operation with Israel. We might, however, obtain from 
Israel facilities for oil storage and the repair of heavy equipment. 

6. The Foreign Secretary has suggested that we might follow up the Turkish 
suggestion for pre-stocking equipment at Mardin and the "outer ring" strategy. 
We would emphasise that the "outer ririg" strategy is only practicable if we suc
ceed in developing the Iraqi forces , are able to deploy and maintain our own 
forces in support of them, and are assured of a sufficiency of air forces . Present 
resources are not sufficient for this strategy. We agree, however, that the Turkish 
suggestion should be further examined as a partial solution of our problems in 
case we should be denied the use of the Canal and the Canal Zone Base. We 
should require port facilities at Alexandretta and a line of communication forward 
to Mardin. 

Naval implications 
7. The loss of the combined facilities of Alexandria, Port Said and Suez would, in 

war, seriously limit naval operations in the Eastern Mediterranean. 

Air communications 
8. The loss of military air transit facilities in Egypt would seriously affect our air 

communications with East Africa and the Far East. If, in addition, the other Arab 
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States denied us staging and overflying rights, these communications would be 
completely disrupted. Egypt is at present agreeable to granting these rights, but if 
they were to be withdrawn owing to failure to reach an agreement there is a grave 
risk that the other Middle East States would follow suit. 

Military aspects of alternative courses proposed by the foreign secretary 

Course (a): To stay on indefinitely in the Canal Zone 
9. If this course was adopted, we could expect Egyptian opposition to become 

increasingly more violent. We should probably have to send reinforcements to the 
Canal Zone; and, unless British civilians were evacuated from the Delta, we might 
ultimately be forced to carry out Operation Rodeo. 

Course (b): To withdraw in our own time, completing the operation by December 
1956 

Course (c): To begin to wind up the base, whilst submitting the continuation of the 
1936 treaty to arbitration 

10. If we have to wind up the Base, it is important to get Egyptian co-operation. 
If we have to face Egyptian non-co-operation and increased terrorist activity, we can 
do little more than re-deploy the combatant troops and their unit equipment; we 
might have to abandon the bulk of the stores. We believe that withdrawal in these 
conditions would be regarded as a victory for Egypt and would prejudice our chances 
of obtaining satisfactory agreements with the other Arab states. With Egyptian co
operation, our withdrawal could be carried out smoothly and more economically. If 
we failed to obtain an agreement and are forced to wind up the Base, whichever 
course would be more likely to secure Egyptian co-operation would seem to be 
preferable from the military point of view. 

Conclusion 
11. We believe that failure to secure an agreement with Egypt would have the 

most serious effects on our whole strategic position in the Middle East and would in 
particular prejudice our ability to obtain the facilities we require in the Arab 
countries which are essential to our re-deployment and defence plans. 

12. Geographically there is no site in the Middle East suitable as an alternative 
to the Canal Zone for the establishment of a main base to support our own and 
Allied forces in war. We have always realised that an agreement with the Egyptians 
on the terms now proposed would have serious military disadvantages. But we con
sider it so important from the general strategic point of view to reach an agreement 
that we are prepared to accept these disadvantages. If it would tip the scales in 
favour of an agreement, we would be prepared even to go further on the question of 
uniform; and, in the last resort, to accept that our troops should wear a special uni
form, provided that it was clearly Her Majesty's uniform, and that officers, Warrant 
Officers and N.C.O.'s carried badges of rank and that all were allowed to carry per
sonal weapons. 



192 THE END OF CHURCHILL'S RESISTANCE [476) 

Appendix to 475 

A. Proposed deployment of the Middle East Armoured Division 

Armoured Brigade Group less one armoured regiment Libya 

Jordan One armoured squadron possibly built up subsequently to one 
armoured regiment 

Cyprus Headquarters Armoured Division Infantry Brigade Group 
Certain Divisional Troops 

B. Proposed deployment of the Middle East Air Force 

Habbaniya 

Jordan 

Cyprus 

3 Day Fighter/Ground Attack Squadrons 

1 Day Fighter/Ground Attack Squadron 

1 Fighter Reconnaissance Squadron 

2 Medium-Range Transport Squadrons 

Aden 1 Day Fighter/Ground Attack Squadron 

4 76 PREM 11/701 9 Jan 1954 
[Anglo-Egyptian negotiations]: outward telegram no 128 from FO to 
Washington incorporating a British draft of the proposed heads of 
agreement 

[The draft heads of agreement was prepared as a result of American pressure which 
stemmed from US concerns that the British would raise additional matters of principle in 
any subsequent talks with the Egyptians. The Americans told the Egyptians later in Jan 
(see 483) that economic aid would flow immediately on the signature of the heads of 
agreement and that delay would make it more difficult to provide economic and military 
aid as there would be strong pressure to use the funds elsewhere (FRUS, 1952- 1954, vol 
IX, pt II, pp 2207 -2208).] 

Following is text of draft minute on Heads .of Agreement. 
Begins. It is agreed between the Egyptian and British delegations that with a view 

to establishing Anglo-Egyptian relations on a new basis of mutual understanding 
and firm friendship and taking account of their obligations under the United Nations 
Charter and of their common concern for the security of the Middle East, an 
agreement regarding the future of the Suez Canal Zone base should now be drafted 
on the following lines. 

2. The Agreement will last for 7 years from the date of its entry into force. 
3. The Canal Zone base and its contents will be maintained in efficient working 

order as a working base to supply and maintain in peace the forces supported by Her 
Majesty's Government in the Middle East and to be capable of immediate use in 
accordance with the following paragraph. 

4. In the event of:-

(a) an attack by an outside power on Egypt; or 
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(b) an attack by an outside power on any country which is a party to the Arab 
Mutual Security Pact; or 
(c) a recommendation by the United Nations that the base should be made 
available in the event of a threat to the peace, a breach of the peace or act of 
aggression; 

Egypt will afford to the United Kingdom all such facilities as may be necessary to 
place the base on a war footing and operate it efficiently. These facilities will include 
the use within the limits strictly indispensable for the above mentioned purposes of 
the Egyptian ports by British forces. 

In the event of a threat of an attack on any members of the Arab Mutual Security 
Pact, Iran or Turkey, there shall be immediate consultation between the United 
Kingdom and Egypt. 

5. The organisation of the base will be in accordance with Annex 1 attached.1 

6. The United Kingdom will be accorded full rights to move any British material 
in or out of the base to any point and at any time at its discretion. There will be no 
major increase above the level of supplies existing at the time the agreement is 
signed without the consent of the Egyptian Government. 

7. Subject to the above arrangements, Her Majesty's forces will be withdrawn 
from Egyptian territory within a period of 15 months from the entry of this 
agreement into force. 

8. After the period of 15 months mentioned in paragraph 7 above, there will be 
4,000 British technicians for the remainder of the first 4~ years of the Agreement for 
the maintenance and running of the base. 

9. During the next 18 months the number of technicians shall gradually be 
reduced to 2,500. Thereafter their numbers should not fall below one thousand 
during the period covered by the agreement. 

10. Outside the Base area and when off duty within it, British personnel will wear 
civilian clothes. When on duty in the Base installations or in transit between them 
they will normally wear working dress . However, the Egyptian Government accepts 
in principle that they may wear Service uniform and that they will do so when so 
directed. They may carry a weapon for their personal protection. 

11. The parties will consult together at the end of the period specified for the 
duration of the agreement to decide what arrangements are necessary to provide for 
the continued maintenance of the base thereafter. 

12. The agreement will recognise that the Suez Maritime Canal is an integral 
part of Egypt and a waterway economically, commercially and strategically of 
international importance and will express the determination of both parties to 
uphold the 1888 Convention guaranteeing the freedom of navigation of the Canal. 

13. Air matters are dealt with in Annex II attached. 
14. There will be many questions of detail to be covered in the drafting of the 

agreement, including the defence of the base, the storage of oil , the financial 
arrangements necessary, the status of the British personnel and their dependents, 
and other detailed matters of importance to both sides. These will be settled by 
friendly agreement in negotiations which will begin forthwith. Ends. 

15. My two immediately following telegrams contain texts of Annexes I and II. 

I. Annexes not printed. 
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4 77 PREM 11/701 11 Jan 1954 
[Anglo-Egyptian negotiations]: minute by Mr Churchill to Mr Eden 
on the desirability of breaking off negotiations 

Foreign Secretary 
It looks as if we had [sic] reached a serious moment in our Egyptian affairs and it is nec
essary that the Cabinet should face all the facts and assume collective responsibility. 

Evidently Stevenson is trying his utmost to bring about a settlement and to make 
out as good a tale as possible to tell the Americans. We may therefore be very near the 
acceptance by the Egyptians of our proposals. 

The Chiefs of the Staff (in C. (54)W are prepared to accept the "serious military dis
advantages" of meeting the Egyptian demand but "consider it so important from the 
general strategic point of view to reach an agreement that we are prepared to accept 
these disadvantages". They "believe that failure to secure an agreement with Egypt 
will seriously affect our relations with other Arab States". The Foreign Office is also of 
that opinion, paragraph 4, "create a better atmosphere". It is very doubtful whether 
this is true. There is no doubt that an agreement on the lines we propose will not only 
be "to our military disadvantage" but also, and for that very reason, most injurious to 
our prestige. Whether that will create "a better atmosphere" remains to be seen. 

The Chiefs of the Staff seem to find no place for the discussion of our rights under 
the 1936 Treaty to which you seemed to attach so much importance last week. In fact 
I do not know whether you are still pressing Case C or any variant of it. 

Of course it would be much better if the Egyptians broke off the agreement and if 
we were given all our freedom to make new proposals, safe-guarding our Treaty rights. 

1 See 475. 

4 78 FO 371/111002, no 2 12 Jan 1954 
[Anglo-Iraqi treaty]: minute by Mr Eden to Mr Churchill on the 
problems associated with revising the treaty 

[The revis ion of the Anglo- Egyptian treaty had implications for Britain's position in Iraq 
and the use of the air bases there. The Anglo-Iraqi treaty was signed in 1930 and for poli t
ical reasons the Iraqis could only agree to a revision in accordance with the arrangements 
agreed with the Egyptians. This was unlikely to give the British the facilities they required, 
and a further problem was that the use of staging posts, the stationing of training squadrons 
and the pre-positioning of stores had not been granted to the Americans by the Turks.] 

Prime Minister 
1. Your personal minute No. M.339/53 of December 24 about the Anglo-Iraqi Treaty.1 

1 Churchill's minute of 24 Dec conveyed the prime mini ster's response to a te legram from Troutbeck in 
Baghdad which informed the FO that the Iraqi prime minister had indi cated that he might be attacked in 
parliament over the Anglo-Iraqi treaty. The Iraqi prime minister had yet to decide how to respond in such 
a situation but he was thinking of saying that the treaty had already large ly been liquidated by mutual 
agreement and that what remained of it was awaiting termination. Over the future of British bases in Iraq, 
the Iraqi prime minister was of the view that it would be best to await a settlement of the Egyptian base 
question (see 462). In his minute to Eden of 24 Dec, Churchill commented: 'This does not look good. It 
would certainly not be a good sequ el to an Egyptian settlement. Let me know what you think of doing' (FO 
3711111002, no 2). 
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2. It is unfortunately true that this Treati is not popular in Iraq. It was 
negotiated before the end of the Mandate, and our occupation of the air bases at 
Habbaniya and Shaiba is resented as an infringement of sovereignty. 

3. Even our Iraqi friends hold that it is politically impossible for them to make a 
new treaty with us. H.M. Ambassador thinks, however, that the Iraqis would willingly 
give us some of the facilities we require in Iraq for the defence, not only of Iraq but of 
the Middle East as a whole, provided we return the bases to Iraqi ownership and do 
not insist on a new formal treaty. 

4. The present Treaty runs until October 1957 but either side has been entitled 
to ask for revision since 1959. It is specified that any new treaty shall provide for the 
maintenance and protection of our essential communications. 

5. The Iraqis will no doubt ask for the position to be modified in accordance with 
whatever arrangements are made in Egypt. If, at the end of the Egyptian 
negotiations, the Iraqis formally raise the matter, we shall have to see probably by 
means of military staff talks, what facilities they are prepared to give us. They are 
basically more friendly that [sic] the Egyptians, and, being nearer to Russia, take a 
more realistice [sic] view of their need for aid in defending themselves. 

6. In any talks with the Iraqis, much will depend on how far we can convince 
them of our ability and willingness to defend them and the Middle East as a whole. In 
this connexion I attach importance to the prospect, which has emerged from recent 
military talks with the Turks, that they may give us facilities for the pre-stocking of 
equipment at Mardin in South-East Turkey. I think we should go for this in order to 
strengthen our hand with the Iraqis by demonstrating that we are in earnest about 
the defence of their country. 

2· On the 1930 treaty with Iraq, see BDEEP series A, vol1, S R Ashton & SE Stockwell, eds, Imperial policy 
and colonial practice 1925-1945 part I, 8. 

4 79 CAB 129/65, C(54)11 12 Jan 1954 
'Legal position regarding the Anglo-Egyptian treaty of 1936': Cabinet 
memorandum by Mr Eden1 on the present position and the position in 
1956 

Present position 
Egypt's purported repudiation of the Treaty in 1951, on the ground that it was 
negotiated under duress, gave us the right to terminate the Treaty; we elected not to 
exercise that right and consequently the Treaty, which contains no provision for 
unilateral denunciation, remains in full force . 

2. It follows that if Egypt seeks to rely on the provisions of the Treaty, Her 
Majesty's Government cannot refuse to comply with its terms on the ground that it 
has been repudiated by Egypt. 

3. The numbers of Her Majesty's land forces are by the Annex to Article 8 of the 
Treaty limited to 10,000, and of the air forces to 400 pilots, together with the 
necessary ancillary personnel for administrative and technical duties. The present 
numbers very largely exceed those limits and are in the region of 80,000. 

1 The memorandum was prepared in consultation with the lord chancellor and the law officers and 
circulated with a note from Eden entitled 'The legal position in Egypt'. 
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The retention in the Zone of forces such as these can be justified, if at all, only on 
the ground that their presence is necessary to preserve our rights under the Treaty. 
There is grave doubt whether before any International Court or body we should 
succeed in this plea. 

4. The Treaty contains no provision for negotiations for revision before 1956 
except by mutual consent. While Her Majesty's Government are not therefore under 
any obligation to enter into negotiations for the revision of the Treaty before 1956, 
there is nothing to prevent our doing so and nothing to prevent Egypt from 
requesting that we should negotiate before then. 

Position in 1956 
5. The Treaty does not come to an end in 1956. After the expiration of twenty 

years, i.e. after 26th August, 1956, the high contracting parties are bound at the 
request of either of them to 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" . 

If no such request is made and no revision takes place, the Treaty continues in 
force in its present form. 

6. Egypt could now or at any time ask us to enter into negotiations for a new 
treaty but they could not in 1956 request a revision of the present Treaty without 
recognising its continued existence and admitting that it was not terminated by their 
unilateral denunciation. 

In view of the loss of face that such a request would involve, it is almost certain 
that Egypt will continue to maintain that the Treaty is at an end and to demand our 
withdrawal from the Zone. 

7. The Treaty provides that in the event of agreement upon revision not being 
reached, or if the parties are unable to agree upon "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", the matter shall be submitted to the Council of the League 
of Nations or to such other arbitral body as the parties may agree upon. 

It would be difficult for Egypt to request arbitration upon these matters without 
recognising the continued existence of the Treaty. 

Legally there is no automatic devolution of the functions of the Council of the 
former League to the Security Council of the United Nations, but we could not well 
oppose the suggestion that the latter body should arbitrate. 

8. In the unlikely event of Egypt invoking the Treaty and requesting arbitration 
either as to the revision of the Treaty or as to the presence of British troops being no 
longer necessary or both, we could contend that as Article 16 does not provide for 
termination but only for revision, it is not open to the arbitral body to decide that the 
Treaty should be terminated. 

If Egypt asserted that the presence of British troops was no longer necessary the onus 
would be on her to establish the fact. The arbitral body might not be very ready to find 
that the presence of British troops on Egyptian soil against the will of Egypt was nec
essary for the purposes specified, particularly if it was proved that Egypt possessed an 
army of some size reasonably well equipped with modern arms. We might then have 
difficulty in advancing and establishing the argument that the reason why British troops 
were still necessary was the lack of fighting qualify [sic] of Egyptian troops . 
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9. If Egypt, maintaining that the Treaty was at an end and consequently that we 
had no right to remain in Egypt, referred the matter, without invoking the Treaty, to 
the Security Council as a matter affecting peace and security or as "a situation which 
might lead to international friction" (Article 34 of the Charter), the question whether 
the Treaty was still in force would have to be determined and the question whether 
we had complied with its provisions might also have to be decided. Egypt may allege 
that when the aftermath of war was over and before our rights under the Treaty were 
threatened, we still kept in the Zone troops in excess of the agreed numbers and that 
it was this breach on our part that led to their repudiation and threats . They may 
further contend that we cannot now justify the retention of numbers in excess of 
those agreed on account of their repudiation and threats since their conduct was a 
consequence of our breach. We have dealt with the question in paragraph 3 above. 

We might secure that these questions were referred by the Security Council to the 
International Court for decision; but if the Security Council did not take this course 
and treated the matter as a dispute, we should lose our vote and consequently our veto 
under Article 27 (3) of the Charter as regards any conclusion arrived at by the Council. 
We should retain our veto as regards any further action by the Council directed towards 
enforcing its conclusion, but would not be able to avoid the conclusion itself as an 
expression of the Council's view. This view is likely to be strongly influenced by the 
considerations set out in the second part of paragraph 8 above. 

480 CAB 128/27/1, CC 2(54)5 12 Jan 1954 
'Egypt': Cabinet conclusions on the next action to be taken with 
regard to the defence negotiations 

The Cabinet had before them the following memoranda on the defence negotiations 
with Egypt:-

C. (54) 6: by the Foreign Secretary explaining the advantages and disadvantages of 
the various courses now open to us in the conduct of the negotiations. 1 

C. (54) 9: by the Chiefs of Staff, commenting on the military aspects of the matter.2 

C. (54) 11: by the Foreign Secretary, covering a note on the legal position 
regarding the Anglo-Egyptian Treaty of 1936, prepared in consultation with the 
Lord Chancellor and the Law Officers.3 

C. (54) 14 (Revise): by the Foreign Secretary regarding the request of the United 
States Secretary of State for a text of the proposed Heads of an Agreement. 

The Foreign Secretary said that of the courses now open to us he preferred the 
conclusion of an agreement with Egypt on the terms which we had now offered. If we 
failed to obtain such an agreement, the next best course would be to tell the 
Egyptians that we were prepared for revision of the 1936 Treaty according to its 
terms and that, as it was clear that agreement with them on that revision would be 
impossible, we should be prepared to go to arbitration on the terms of such a revision 

1 See 472. 2 See 475. 3 See 479. 
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in accordance with the Treaty. But this course, which was set out as course (c) in C. 
(54) 6, would deprive us of the Base and of the right of re-entry to it in war; and the 
Chiefs of Staff in C. (54) 9 had expressed the opinion that a Base in the Canal Zone 
was essential for the support of our own and All ied Forces in the Middle East in war. 
He had therefore concluded that, in spite of the political attractions of course (c), it 
would be better to make a further effort to obtain an agreement with Egypt on the 
terms that we had offered in October. He proposed to send a note of these terms to 
the United States Secretary of State, and he hoped that Mr. Dulles would then bring 
stronger pressure to bear on the Egyptian Government to persuade them to conclude 
an agreement on these terms. 

In discussion the following points were made:-
( a) The proposed agreement with Egypt would replace the 1936 Treaty. There 

were some valuable provisions in this Treaty which had not been included in the 
proposed agreement. The Foreign Secretary undertook to consider whether there 
was any means by which these could be continued. 

(b) If failure to reach an agreement led us to adopt course (c), we should be 
obliged to reduce the strength of our forces in Egypt to the 10,000 prescribed by the 
1936 Treaty. A force of this strength would be insufficient to withstand an Egyptian 
attack upon the Canal Zone - although, if we were attacked, we should be at liberty 
to reinforce the area. 

(c) It could not be assumed that the conclusion of an agreement would lead to 
friendly co-operation between ourselves and the Egyptians. There was good reason to 
suppose that the Egyptians would continue to stir up trouble in the Sudan for some 
years, whether we concluded an agreement or not. 

(d) The conclusion of an agreement would give us no control over the Base after 
1961. If the Base was essential in war, what arguments could be used to show that an 
agreement lasting only until1961 had any value? In reply, The Chief of the Imperial 
General Staff said that during the succeeding seven years we should do our best to 
induce in the Egyptians a sense of military responsibility, so that at the end of that 
period they would be ready and able to operate the Base in support of the defence of 
the Middle East as a whole. We should also hope during the same period to secure 
greater military cohesion among the other Arab States. It would be our aim to 
arrange for the defence of the Middle East to be secured by the joint efforts of the 
countries in this area, stiffened by a small number of British troops stationed at 
strategic points. 

The Prime Minister said that we were committed to the terms offered to the 
Egyptian Government on 21st October, 1953. These terms should be sent to the 
United States Government. It was possible that, as a result of American 
representations in Cairo, they might be accepted. He thought, however, that the next 
step should not be decided until the results of this communication to the United 
States Government were known. 

The Cabinet:-
(1) Agreed that the Foreign Secretary should instruct Her Majesty's Ambassador 
in Washington to hand to the United States Secretary of State the text of the offer 
made by Her Majesty's Government to the Egyptian Government on 21st October, 
1953. 
(2) Agreed to resume discussion of defence negotiations in Egypt when the results 
of the action in (1) above were known. 
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481 PREM 11/701 22 Jan 1954 
[Anglo-Egyptian negotiations]: minutes by Sir I Kirkpatrick and E B 
Boothby to Mr Churchill on the American amendments to the 
proposed draft heads of agreement~ 

Prime Minister 
Washington telegrams Nos. 150, 151, 152. Your minute of today's date. I annex2 a 
short statement elucidating the American points in Washington telegram No. 152. 

2. I do not think that we should accept these American suggestions. Otherwise 
the Americans will certainly convey to the Egyptians that we are ready to 
compromise on a number of points and our whole negotiating position will be 
weakened, quite apart from the merits of the issues at stake. 

3. On the general issue, and in particular on availability and uniforms, it seems 
that the Americans are now ready to support us in Cairo. Consequently the chances 
of an agreement are as good as they are ever likely to be. 

4. If this is so, it seems to me that we should consider whether we should not 
now bring the whole negotiation to a head by inviting the Americans to give us their 
complete support in Cairo and telling both Americans and Egyptians that we are 
prepared to conclude an immediate agreement on the terms we have set forth, failing 
which we shall be compelled to withdraw the offer we have made and break off the 
negotiations. 

Anglo-Egyptian negotiations 

I.K. 
22.1.54 

Washington telegram No. 152 attached contains some suggestions by the Americans 
as to how the draft Heads of Agreement can be made more palatable to the Egyptians. 

Paragraph 1 suggests that the terms of the Egyptian obligation to look after the 
Canal Zone Base be made more attractive by stating the benefits they would get out 
of it. 

Paragraph 2 seems to invite us to agree that we might compromise on the number 
of technicians that we require. 

Paragraph 3 is an invitation to reword our proposed text regarding the renewal of 
the Agreement in such a manner as to dispel Egyptian nervousness that we are trying 
to bind them to a perpetual alliance. 

Paragraph 4 suggests that we should assure the Americans, who would in turn 
assure the Egyptians, that none of the items (such as status of the forces) which are 
to be left for subsequent discussion, are matters of principle. That is to say on these 
points we shall presumably not break off the negotiations if we do not get our way. 

E.B.B. 
22.1.54 

1 Eden left for the Berlin Conference of Foreign Ministers on 22 Jan so Churchill had to authorise the next 
moves in the Anglo-American-Egyptian exchanges. The conference lasted until 18 Feb 1954. 
2 The annex is in fact the minute by Boothby printed below. 
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482 CAB 129/65, C(54)29 27 Jan 1954 
'Egypt: defence negotiations': Cabinet memorandum by Mr Selwyn 
Lloyd on future courses of action 

It is still the Foreign Secretary's view that our best course is to strive for an 
agreement with Egypt on the present terms, with as much support from the United 
States as they can be induced to give. 

2. The present situation, however, cannot continue indefinitely. It is costing too 
much manpower and money. Our re-deployment in the Middle East is being 
hampered. Our soldiers are being murdered. 

3. It would be wrong to decide to fix a time-limit to the negotiations until we 
have decided what to do if, by the end of the time-limit, there is still no agreement. 

4. The Foreign Secretary set out, in paragraph 6 of C. (54) 6, 1 the three courses 
open if we fai l to obtain an agreement:-

Course (a)-to stay on indefinitely-is open to the disadvantages of no economy 
in men and money, progressive deterioration of the Base, awkward international 
repercussions and growing Egyptian hostility. 

Course (b)-to announce liquidation of the Base, evacuation of the Canal Zone 
and re-deployment in our own time-would be represented as a scuttle. It would do 
great damage to the Government at home and to British prestige abroad. It would be 
tantamount to admitting that the Egyptians had been too strong for us. 

Course (c) is set out in detail in paragraph 6(c) of C. (54) 6. It amounts to a 
decision to liquidate the Base and to re-deploy in our own time, but to maintain our 
rights under the 1936 Treaty, offering to submit any matters of disagreement about 
revision of that Treaty to international arbitration of some sort, and to enter into 
immediate discussions with the Egyptians with a view to submitting these matters to 
arbitration. 

5. Course (c) would annoy the Egyptians. They would not get the advantage of 
the Base, nor would they be rid of British troops in the Canal Zone unless they agreed 
to a long and complicated international lawsuit (and perhaps not even then) . We 
would probably get no co-operation at all from them in winding up the Base. That 
task would therefore be more difficult. 

6. Course (c) would be defensible with British opinion; it would be better than 
Course (a) in that our international position in the controversy would be sounder; it 
would enable us to keep troops in Egypt for several critical years. If eventually we had 
to go, it would only be as a result of our conforming with a ruling of an international 
tr ibunal. 

7. I recommend Course (c) as the course to be adopted if negotiations fail. 
8. If the recommendation in paragraph 7 is accepted, we have to consider the 

next stages in the matter, including the fixing of a time-limit. 
9. It would be unwise to fix a time-limit that would not allow time for United 

States action under paragraph 1. We should also avoid if possible the impression of 
delivering an ultimatum. 

10. Bearing these factors in mind, I put forward the following possible course of 
action for the consideration of the Cabinet:-

1 See 472. 
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(a) an intimation to the United States that we have nothing to add to our 
proposals as communicated to them on 9th January, 1954 (see Appendix A to 
C.(54) 14(Revise)); 
(b) a request to the United States to make a final approach to Egypt; we should 
inform them that we intend to fix a date by which the Egyptians must accept the 
present offer or it will be withdrawn; 
(c) when the United States have made this approach, we should intimate to the 
Egyptians that there is a time-limit; 
(d) if the United States refuse to make this approach, we should nevertheless tell 
the Egyptians that there is a time-limit; 
(e) at the expiry of the time-limit, Her Majesty's Government should inform the 
House of Commons that our offer is withdrawn, and should give such indication of 
our future course of action as might seem then to be advisable; 
(f) the time-limit to be intimated by us under (c) or (d) above should be 28 days. 

483 T 225/324 27 Jan 1954 
[American pressure on Egypt]: inward telegram no 117 from 
Sir R Stevenson to FO reporting a conversation between J Caffery and 
Colonel Nasser 

[On 25 Jan, due to American pressure, Nasser informed Caffery that he was prepared to 
concede on availability to the extent of allowing reactivation in the event of an attack on 
Turkey. There would be no concession on uniform and before obtaining approval from 
the CRC for the concession on availability Nasser needed to be sure that the British 
reaction would be favourable (FRUS, 1952- 1954, vol IX, pt II, pp 2208, 2212- 2213).] 

My telegram No. 102: Anglo-Egyptian negotiations. 
My United States colleague showed me today copy of short memorandum which he 

had given to Carnal Abdel Nasser to read. The general sense of this paper was to urge 
the Egyptian Government to accept the terms offered by us last October, and to say 
flatly that until an agreement was reached no economic aid would be forthcoming from 
the United States but that on signature of Heads of Agreement such aid would begin 
to flow. Memorandum ended with recommendation to avoid further delay on grounds 
that United States could not continue much longer to keep funds earmarked for Egypt. 

2. Conversation between my United States colleague and Carnal Abdel Nasser on 
this occasion was very long. At the outset Carnal Abdel Nasser had criticised 
American attitude as being one of blackmail. Finally he had definitely said that he 
would recommend to C.R.C. that on "availability" point an attack on Turkey should 
involve reactivation of the base in the same way as an attack on an Arab State. United 
States Ambassador had pressed him strongly to include also Persia. He had hesitated 
but in the end said he could go no further than Turkey. He pointed out that in any 
event an attack on Persia could not fail to involve Turkey and therefore addition of 
Persia was not really necessary. He thought he would have difficulty with his 
colleagues about yielding over Turkey. As regards uniforms, it was utterly impossible 
for the Egyptian Government to give way even if their attitude on this point meant 
that tliey would have to forego all aid in future from the West. 

3. Above mentioned conversation took place on January 25, and my US colleague 
has since heard that Carnal Abdel Nasser has in fact met with very strong opposition 
from some of his colleagues in the C.R.C. 
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484 CAB 128/27/1, CC 6(54)2 28 Jan 1954 
'Egypt': Cabinet conclusions on possible courses of action regarding 
the defence negotiations 

The Cabinet had before them a memorandum by the Minister of State (C. (54) 2W 
summarising the possible courses of action open to the United Kingdom in regard to 
the defence negotiations with Egypt. 

The Minister of State said that since his memorandum was written the United 
States Ambassador in Cairo had officially urged the Egyptian Government to accept 
the terms which we had offered in October, and had said that until an agreement was 
reached no economic aid would be forthcoming from the United States (Cairo 
telegram No. 117).2 This was very satisfactory, though it was by no means certain 
that the Egyptian Government would heed this advice, and there were indications 
that they were unlikely to accept the clauses about the availability of the Base and the 
wearing of uniforms. The Foreign Secretary still felt that the best solution would be 
the conclusion of an agreement on the terms we had offered. If that proved 
impossible, the next best course would probably be to decide to liquidate the Base 
and re-deploy our forces in our own time, but to maintain our rights under the 1936 
Treaty and offer to submit to international arbitration any matters of disagreement 
about its revision. 

The Prime Minister said that, if the Egyptian Government accepted our terms, we 
should be obliged to conclude an agreement. We must, however, decide on a positive 
alternative course in case the Egyptians refused the terms and broke off the 
negotiations, or delayed unduly a definite reply to our final offer. He thought that the 
best course of action in those circumstances would be that outlined by the Minister 
of State. We should have many valuable advantages if we took our stand on the 1936 
Treaty. But, if this course were adopted, we should be obliged-unless the Egyptians 
attacked us- to begin to reduce our forces to the 10,000 which the Treaty allowed. 
Could we, for example, assume that a force of this size could hold both ends of the 
Canal so that we could safeguard the rights of free navigation and also preserve our 
power to control the supply of oil to the Delta? 

The Minister of Defence said that with this small number of troops we could not 
hope to defend the whole Base area or secure rights of navigation through the Canal 
against open hostilities by the Egyptian army. Against intensified guerrilla activity 
we might be able successfully to remove some of the less heavy stores in the Base. 
And if the Egyptians gave us some co-operation, we could move more of these stores 
and in less time. The Egyptian army was believed to be short of ammunition and 
therefore unable to sustain hostilities for any length of time. On the other hand, 
hatred and bitterness were powerful factors in sustaining the morale of an army and 
it could not be assumed that the Egyptians would not fight well. In these 
circumstances the best military course would be to hold a perimeter round Suez, 
including one airfield. This could be done with the 10,000 troops organised as a small 
division less one brigade. The rest of the forces now in the Canal Zone would be 
redisposed in the Eastern Mediterranean area. In the event of difficulties at Suez a 
brigade could be flown in from Cyprus and an armoured brigade could enter Egypt 

1 See 482. 2 See 483. 
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from Libya. Reinforcements from the United Kingdom could use the port of Tobruk. 
The retention of Suez would enable us to control the supply of oil to the Delta and to 
secure the southern entrance to the Canal. 

It was the general view of the Cabinet that this course of action offered 
considerable attractions. It would satisfy Government supporters. It might placate 
public feeling in Egypt, where it would be seen that the majority of British forces 
were being withdrawn from the Canal Zone. It was not, however, free from legal 
difficulty . For we had no rights under the 1936 Treaty to station this number of 
troops in Suez. If, therefore, we announced that we were taking our stand on the 
1936 Treaty, how could we justify moving our troops into positions which, under 
that Treaty, we had no right to occupy? In the discussion which followed, the 
following arguments were put forward on this point:-

(a) It was contemplated in the 1936 Treaty that British troops would be stationed 
in the Canal Zone for the purpose of ensuring free navigation through the Canal. We 
might argue that, without Egypt's co-operation, the small number of troops allowed 
us was insufficient to fulfil this object and that we had been obliged to move those 
troops into positions where they could at least accomplish a part of this purpose by 
securing the southern entrance to the Canal. 

(b) The Egyptians had unilaterally denounced the 1936 Treaty and it could be 
argued that in these circumstances the other party to the Treaty must be free to 
make dispositions to protect its rights. We could argue that the creation of a 
defensive position at Suez was our only means of doing this. If, on the other hand, 
the Egyptian Government went back on their denunciation of the Treaty and said 
that they wished to revive it, we could offer to go to arbitration for its revision, and 
during this period we should re-deploy our forces in the Middle East with the 
minimum loss of prestige. 

The Prime Minister said that the problem was to reconcile the minimum military 
security of the 10,000 troops allowed by the 1936 Treaty with the other provisions of 
that Treaty. If we could solve this problem, we should be in a position to adopt a 
positive alternative course of action if the defence negotiations with Egypt were 
broken off for one reason or another. He suggested that a special Committee of 
Ministers should examine this problem and report back to the Cabinet. 

The Cabinet-
Appointed a Committee consisting of:-

Lord Chancellor (in the Chair) 
Home Secretary 
Minister of Defence 
Secretary of State for War 
Secretary of State for Air 
Minister of Transport 
Minister of State 

to give urgent study to the problem outlined by the Prime Minister, taking 
account of the points made in the discussion, and to report their conclusions 
to the Cabinet as soon as possible. 
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485 CAB 128/27/1, CC 6(54)3 28 Jan 1954 
'Suez Canal': Cabinet conclusions on seeking guarantees regarding 
transit through the Suez Canal 

In the course of the discussion recorded in the preceding Minute1 the Minister of 
Transport said that we should be on the watch for a suitable opportunity to revive 
our proposal that the maritime Powers should jointly seek from the Egyptian 
Government firmer guarantees regarding the freedom of navigation through the 
Suez Canal. We had hitherto been unable to proceed with this proposal because the 
United States Government had been unwilling to join in a multilateral approach to 
the Egyptian Government on this subject while we were negotiating for a new 
defence agreement with Egypt. If those negotiations failed, this proposal might with 
advantage be revived. 

The Cabinet-
Invited the Minister of State to keep under review, in consultation with the 
Minister of Transport, the timing of further representations to the United States 
Government regarding the proposal that the maritime Powers should jointly seek 
from the Egyptian Government firmer guarantees regarding the freedom of 
navigation through the Suez Canal. 

1 See 484. 

486 CAB 128/27/1, CC 7(54)2 3 Feb 1954 
'Egypt': Cabinet conclusions on steps to break the present deadlock in 
the negotiations 

The Prime Minister drew attention to a telegram from Her Majesty's Ambassador in 
Cairo (No. 133) suggesting that, in order to break the deadlock in the defence 
negotiations, he should be authorised to open further discussions with the Egyptians 
on the availability of the Base, provided that there were no further serious incidents 
in the Canal Zone. The Prime Minister said that these incidents should not be linked 
with the defence negotiations, and we should adhere to our final offer to the 
Egyptians. He agreed, however, that we must soon take steps to end the present 
deadlock. It was evident from the record of a conversation between Carnal Abdul 
Nasser and a member of Her Majesty's Embassy that the Egyptians felt that time was 
on their side and that it was of no advantage to them to conclude an agreement. Our 
interests, on the other hand, were ill-served by a protraction of the negotiations, 
which would prevent us from making progress with the re-deployment of our forces 
and the building up of a strategic reserve. But, before we made any move, we must 
have a positive plan to put into operation if negotiations broke down, and he hoped 
that the Committee of Ministers which was considering this plan would report to the 
Cabinet without delay. 

The Lord Chancellor said that his Committee were awaiting the formulation of a 
definite military plan which entailed obtaining information from the Commanders
in-Chief in the Canal Zone. He hoped they would be able to report to the Cabinet on 
lOth February. 
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The Minister of State said that he agreed that, until we had a positive alternative 
plan, it would be inopportune to open discussion with the Egyptians about the 
availability of the Base or any other points in the proposals which we had put to them 
in October. He thought, however, that, when a suitable time arrived for discussions , 
we might derive some advantage from offering an alternative formula about the 
availability of the Base which did not link it up in any way with action by the United 
Nations. 

The Cabinet:-
Agreed to resume their discussion on lOth February, on the basis of a report by the 
Cabinet Committee under the Chairmanship of the Lord Chancellor. 

487 FO 3711108414, no 35 8 Feb 1954 
'Egypt: defence negotiations': FO memorandum on availability and 
uniforms. Annexes 

I. Availability 

The Minister of State has suggested to Cabinet that there might be some advantage 
in offering the Egyptians an alternative formula on availability which did not link it 
up with any action by the United Nations (C.C (54) 7th conclusions, item 2).1 Her 
Majesty's Ambassador in Cairo has had several informal conversations with the 
Egyptian Foreign Minister on this topic, and has put forward various suggestions 
(see Cairo telegram No. 133 of January 30). In addition the Egyptians, after strong 
persuasion from the United States Ambassador, are reported to be considering a new 
offer which moves some way towards our position. In assessing the merits of these 
and other suggestions, it may be helpful to recall briefly the origin of the availability 
formula. 

Our offer of last July 
2. One of the constituents of our "package proposal" made to the Neguib regime 

last May was that Egypt join a Middle East Defence Organisation. When the 
Egyptians rejected this, a "reactivation formula" was devised as a means of securing 
our minimum strategic needs in the event of war. The chief provision of this 
formula, upon which Ministers decided last July (C. C. (53) 40th Conclusions, item 3) 
was that the Egyptians agree to reactivate the Base "in the case of a major war". It 
also provided for reactivation in the event of aggression, or threat of aggression, 
against Egypt. An aggression, or threat of aggression, by an outside power against 
Turkey, Persia, or any Arab State was to be regarded as a threat of aggression against 
Egypt for this purpose. Our delegation was instructed to put this formula to the 
Egyptians (see Foreign Office telegram No. 1351 to Cairo of July 24). 

The Egyptian offer of last July 
3. Meanwhile the Egyptians had made separate proposals through the 

Americans. These included an "availability formula"-the expression is of Egyptian 
origin- under which the Base was to be made available "to Egypt's allies and the 

1 See 486. 
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allies of Egypt's allies in case of attack on any Arab nation". In case of threat of such 
attack, there was to be immediate consultation. 

The "United Nations" formula 
4. The Egyptians rejected our formula. The most they would concede was 

reactivation in the event of an attack on any member of the Arab Mutual Security 
Pact, and immediate consultation in other cases. Our "major war" provision they 
considered too vague since it might have committed them to allow re-entry of British 
forces in circumstances in which the Middle East was not directly threatened. The 
problem was to find a formula which meant "in the event of war between Great 
Britain and Russia" without actually saying so. General Robertson advised that the 
Egyptians would probably accept one making the United Nations the arbiter of 
whether or not a general war existed. The formula eventually adopted provided that 
the Egyptians should reactivate the Base "in the event of United Nations action to 
resist an act of aggression". If this were accepted, Ministers were prepared to forego 
any provision for reactivation in the event of attacks on Turkey and Persia. 

5. The initial Egyptian reaction to the new formula was favourable, and our 
delegation reported at the end of August that they saw no difficulty in getting what 
we wanted. A month later, however, the Egyptians went back on it, probably because 
they realised that the formula might apply in the event not only of major war but also 
of:-

(a) war between the Arab States and Israel, and 
(b) another Korea. 

In an attempt to compromise, we narrowed our formula to a specific 
"recommendation by the United Nations that the Base should be made available in 
the event of aggression or threat of aggression". This new formula, however, also 
proved unacceptable to the Egyptians. They felt they could not accept a situation in 
which they alone, of all the members of the United Nations , would have assumed a 
commitment to conform to one of its resolutions . 

Global war formulae 
6. The Egyptians have recently been showing signs of leaning towards a formula 

providing for reactivation in case of "global war". If they agreed to a formula in these 
terms (the reactivation being of course without consultation) , we should get what we 
wanted last July. We would in fact be far better off than under the present United 
Nations formula, which involves both undue delay in reactivation and uncertainty 
whether the United Nations would do what was required of them in the way of 
directing the Egyptians to put the Base at our disposal. 

7. The Egyptians are now however showing signs of cooling off about the global 
war formula, no doubt because, like the original "major war" one, it is too vague. The 
problem is therefore one of definition. The delegation have suggested the following:-

( a) a secret exchange of notes containing the agreed view of the two delegations 
on a definition; 
(b) "a war involving any three nations holding permanent seats on the Security 
Council of the United Nations involving hostilities in two continents"; 
(c) "a war which is considered by both governments as constituting global war"; 
(d) "a global war involving a threat to the security of Egypt and the Arab States". 
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8. The Department's comments are as follows:-

(a) This solution is unworkable . A secret agreement with Egypt is a contradiction 
in terms. 
(b) We could hardly put this into a treaty to be registered with the United Nations. 
(c) Is not really a definition, but an invitation to consultat ion. 
(d) Might slightly reassure the Egyptians, but still leaves a wide field open to 
dispute. From our point of view, however, it is no worse than our July formula . 
(The only addition is a qualification that there must be a threat to the security of 
the Middle East, and since we should presumably not want to go to the enormous 
expense and effort of reactivating the Base in the absence of such a threat, this is 
really just as good) . 

9. Of these, solution (d) is therefore the only possibility from our point of view. 
We might make it more acceptable to the Egyptians by bringing in the United 
Nations, not as the prospective author of a positive injunction to reactivate the Base, 
but as an arbitrator as to what constitutes "global war" . In collaboration with Mr. 
Fitzrtiaurice,2 the Department have prepared the formula at Annex A. "Global war" 
has been changed to "global hostilities" (which Mr. Fitzmaurice considers a safer 
term to use) and the terms of the formula make it as easy as possible for the United 
Nations General Assembly to decide that hostilities are global. 

Turkey and Persia 
10. There have been two further developments:-

(i) Under strong pressure from the United States Ambassador, the Egyptian 
Deputy Prime Minister has urged his colleagues to agree to reactivation in the 
event of an attack on Turkey. Her Majesty's Embassy now report that he has 
persuaded a majority of the C.R.C. to accept this (see Cairo telegram No. 163 of 
February 6) . 
(ii) The Egyptian Minister-Counsellor has told Mr. Alien that he thinks his 
Government might accept reactivation in the event of an attack on Turkey or 
Persia, coupled with a provision for immediate consultations in other cases such 
as a global war, any dispute arising from such consultation to be referred to the 
United Nations. 

11. The Department's comments are:-

(i) The proposal which Colonel Nasser is reported to have made to his colleagues 
offers considerably less than our original formula. There is no point in 
recommending it to Ministers unless they wish to make any concessions to the 
Egyptians. On the other hand, it is almost certainly the most that the Egyptians 
can be brought to concede. The Department understands that the Chiefs of Staff 
consider it would meet our minimum strategic needs. 
(ii) Monsieur Seoud's proposal is an advance on anything the Egyptians have 
offered so far. But it seems doubtful, in the light of (i) , whether the Egyptians are 
really prepared to go so far. In any case it leaves a wide area open to dispute; in 
particular, who is to be the arbitrator. 

2 Sir G G Fitzmauri ce, legal adviser to the FO. 
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Conclusions 
12. The Egyptians are unlikely to concede more than (i) (attack on Turkey) . 

This would, in the view of the Chiefs of Staff, meet our strategic needs. It would 
however involve a concession on our side from the position we took on October 
21. A formula incorporating (d) above (global war involving a local threat-text at 
Annex B) would not involve any concession of substance on our part and would 
indeed be better, from our point of view, than the formula offered on October 21. 
It now seems unlikely, however, that the Egyptians would accept it. They might 
conceivably accept a modification of this formula bringing in the United Nations 
as an arbitrator on whether there is a global war (text at Annex A). This would 
still be better from our point of view than the formula offered on October 21, 
though it has some of the disadvantages inevitably attendant upon United Nations 
action. 

Recommendation 
13. The Department strongly recommends that our delegation be authorised to 

accept Colonel Nasser's offer, if and when it is made, and that they be instructed, 
before doing so, to offer the texts at Annexes B and A in that order. Failing that, 
they recommend that they be in any case authorised to offer the texts at Annexes B 
and A. 

II. Uniform 

In commenting on the military aspects of success or failure in reaching a defence 
agreement with Egypt, the Chiefs of Staff said:-

"We have always realised that an agreement with the Egyptians on the 
terms now proposed would have serious military disadvantages. But we con
sider it so important from the general strategic point of view to reach an 
agreement that we are prepared to accept these disadvantages. If it would 
tip the scales in favour of an agreement, we would be prepared even to go 
further on the question of uniform; and, in the last resort, to accept that 
our troops should wear a special uniform, provided that it was clearly Her 
Majesty's uniform, and that officers, Warrant Officers and N.C.O.s carried 
badges of rank and that all were allowed to carry personal weapons". (See 
C (54) 9 of January 9) . 

2. The latest reports from Cairo make it clear that the Egyptians are not prepared 
to give way on this issue. The Americans have told the Egyptians flatly , both in Cairo 
and Washington, that they will get no money until they reach agreement with us. 
The effect of this has been to elicit a concession on availability, together with the 
assertion, by the Egyptian Deputy Prime Minister, that it was utterly impossible for 
the Egyptian Government to give way on uniform even if their attitude on this point 
meant that they would have to forego all aid in future from the West. 

Recommendation 
3. The Department recommends that the Chiefs of Staff proposal on uniforms in 

paragraph 1 above be put to the Egyptians, with the provision that the status of the 
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technicians should be on military lines comparable to that enjoyed under current 
agreements by the forces of one nation on the territory of another. The precise terms 
of their status would be spelled out in one of the annexes to the Agreement. 

Annex A to 487 

[ (i) In the event of 

(a) an attack by an outside power on Egypt 
or 

(b) an attack by an outside power on any country which is a party to the Arab 
Mutual Security PactP 

or 
(c) a state of global hostilities or threat of global hostilities, 

Egypt will afford to the United Kingdom all such facilities as may be necessary to 
place the Base on a war footing and operate it efficiently. These facilities will include 
the use within the limits strictly indispensable for the above mentioned purposes of 
Egyptian ports by British forces . 

(ii) In the event of a threat of an attack on any of the members of the Arab Mutual 
Security Pact, Iran or Turkey, there shall be immediate consultation between the 
United Kingdom and Egypt. 

(iii) It shall be open to either party to seek reactivation of the Base in the case 
provided for under (c) above. In the event of disagreement as to whether the case has 
arisen, either party shall be entitled to submit the matter to the General Assembly of 
the United Nations, and fo r that purpose to request a special session of the Assembly 
under Article 20 of the Charter. The parties agree that they will accept as conclusive 
and binding upon them any opinion expressed by the General Assembly by a simple 
majority of its members present and voting, as to whether the case provided for 
under (c) above has arisen or not. 

Annex B to 487 

(1 ) in the event of (a) an armed attack by an outside power on Egypt, on any other 
country which is a party to the Treaty of Arab Collective Defence, or on Turkey or 
Persia; (b) a global war involving a threat to the security of the Arab States; Egypt 
will afford to the United Kingdom all such facilities as may be necessary to place the 
Base on a war footing and to operate it efficiently. These facilities will include the 
use, within the limits strictly indispensable for the above-mentioned purposes, of 
Egyptian ports by British forces . 

(2) in the event of a threat of cases (a) or (b) above arising there will be immediate 
consultation between the United Kingdom and Egypt. 

3 Square brackets appear in the original. 
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488 CAB 129/65, C(54)45 9 Feb 1954 
'Egypt': Cabinet memorandum by Lord Simonds on the legal aspects 
of the plan to reduce British forces in Egypt to the treaty levels. 
Appendix: report by the COS on the reduction of forces in the Canal 
Zone 

The Cabinet considered on 28th January1 the possible courses of action which would 
be open to the Government in the event of a breakdown in the defence negotiations 
with Egypt. They were disposed to agree that the best policy in those circumstances 
would be to wind up the Base in the Canal Zone, to re-deploy our forces in the Middle 
East in our own time, and to state that we are standing on our rights under the 
Anglo-Egyptian Treaty of 1936. We should then aim at reducing our troops in Egypt 
within two years to the numbers (10,000 land forces, and 400 pilots with the 
necessary ancillaries for administrative and technical duties) allowed by the Treaty. 
The Cabinet appointed a Committee under my Chairmanship to consider how the 
minimum military security of such a force could be reconciled with the other 
provisions of the Treaty. 

2. The Chiefs of Staff, after consultation with the Commanders-in-Chief, Middle 
East, have prepared a military plan for carrying out this policy. This is outlined in the 
Appendix. 

Briefly, the military authorities would propose to wind up the Base by clearing Tel 
El Kebir first and rolling up from the south. The 10,000, together with 2,000 R.A.F. , 
would eventually take up their position in an area round Moascar/Abu-Sueir, which 
contains one good airfield . They would then be adjacent to a land-force Treaty area, 
though not within it: it would not be practicable to accommodate a force of this size 
within the Treaty areas prescribed for land forces. From this position they could 
control the bridges over the Canal and the supply of black oil to Cairo. Their lines of 
communication, and their eventual line of evacuation, would be through Port Said. 
The project of a defended perimeter near Suez, which was mentioned in the Cabinet's 
discussion on 28th January, has been abandoned-partly for legal reasons (it is very 
far from the Treaty areas for land forces) but mainly because there is no 
accommodation for such large numbers near Suez and it would not be justifiable to 
build it now. 

3. On the military aspects of this plan, we think it right to direct the Cabinet's 
attention to the following points, which are raised in the report by the Chiefs of 
Staff:-

(i) This plan for winding up the Base could not be carried out successfully without 
active Egyptian co-operation, including their guarantee of security of access to our 
forces throughout. If guerilla activities increase in the Canal Zone, we shall not be 
able to salvage very much from the Base, and the situation of our troops in the 
Zone will become increasingly uncomfortable as their numbers drop. 
(ii) When the Base had been evacuated or abandoned, there would be no mil itary 
purpose in maintaining a force of 12,000 in the Canal Zone. And, as the numbers 
dropped to that figure, the possibility of hostile Egyptian action would increase. 

1 See 484. 
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The Cabinet will therefore wish to consider whether this plan would leave the 
12,000 in serious jeopardy. On this the Chiefs of Staff say that, if our remaining 
troops were attacked by the Egyptian Army, they could hold their own until 
reinforced, provided that they had air support and that their communications 
could be re-opened in time. 
(iii) This disposition of our fo rces would not suffice to secure the right of free 
passage through the Suez Canal. But, with a force of this size, there is no way in 
which we could be certain of securing this if Egypt wished to obstruct it. The 
Minister of Transport will, however, consider, in consultation with the Chiefs of 
Staff and in confidential discussions with the Government's representatives on the 
Council of the Canal, whether there are any means by which vital installations on 
the Canal can be protected against the risk of sabotage. 

4. On the legal aspects our views are as follows. 
Before the outbreak of the war the United Kingdom was entitled under the Treaty 

to maintain a specified number of troops within specified areas in the Canal Zone. 
For their part, the Egyptians undertook to carry out specific obligations in respect of 
the provision of roads, etc, which they have not in fact fulfilled. During the war the 
number of British troops and the areas in which they were stationed were increased 
far beyond the limits prescribed in the Treaty for peace-time conditions. But this 
could be justified either by Article 7 of the Treaty or by the fact that the Egyptian 
Government had invited or at least acquiesced in it. After the war we continued to 
maintain troops in excess of the Treaty limits both as regards numbers and as 
regards the area in which they were stationed, but the Egyptians did not make any 
formal complaint on this score, as they might have done. In 1947, however, they did 
take us to the Security Council, asking it to direct total and immediate evacuation of 
British troops from Egypt on the ground that the 1936 Treaty no longer bound 
Egypt, having outlived its purposes and being inconsistent with the Charter. The 
Security Council did not reach any conclusion. It was not until October, 1951, that 
the Egyptians formally denounced the Treaty, thus putting themselves legally in the 
wrong. Up to 1951 we were technically in breach. Although Egypt continued to 
negotiate with us, it is obviously arguable whether that could be said to amount to 
acquiescence in such technical breaches. But after the Egyptian denunciation, and 
perhaps to some extent before it, it is arguable that we were entitled under the 
doctrine of "self-help" to maintain forces sufficient to ensure the security of the 
forces prescribed by the Treaty, particularly as they were subject to constant threats 
of violence by the Egyptians and even to physical attacks. 

5. It may be that an international tribunal would not find these arguments 
convincing. But we shall not need to rely only on these if we announce that we are in 
the process of evacuating the Base and reducing our troops to the numbers 
prescribed in the Treaty and if we ensure that all our actions are henceforward seen 
to be directed towards this end. We are clearly entitled to take a reasonable time to 
withdraw; we are also entitled during this period to safeguard the security of our 
troops. This legal position would be strong and would appeal to the United States in 
particular and world opinion in general. 

6. We are agreed that under international law the Treaty subsists at least until 
the end of 1956 when it is due for revision. The question whether we could justify in 
law the positions occupied by our troops remaining in Egypt in 1956 depends on the 
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circumstances at that time. We cannot forecast them now. But it is not necessary for 
us to announce now the precise positions which we expect to be occupying in 1956. 
And, if the legality of our position is challenged in the meantime, we shall be on 
strong ground if we can show that the object of our policy is to get back towards the 
Treaty limits. 

Appendix to 488 

In accordance with your instructions, we submit after consultation with the 
Commanders-in-Chief, Middle East, an outline plan for reduction of the British 
forces in the Canal Zone to Treaty limits, and their withdrawal within the Treaty 
area, to be completed within two years; and our comments on the plan and its 
implications. A relevant map is at Annex.2 

Possible Egyptian courses of action 
2. The problem depends largely upon how the Egyptians react. The view of the 

Commanders-in-Chief, with which we agree, is that immediately negotiations are 
broken off, guerilla attacks and non-co-operation will increase considerably unless 
we have announced our intention to evacuate; and that the Egyptians will certainly 
cut off our labour and deny us all the necessities of life that they can. Under 
the conditions of Course (c) suggested by the Foreign Secretary, we agree with the 
Ambassador that a declaration, which refers prominently to our rights under the 
1936 Treaty, would push the Egyptian Government strongly towards stepping up 
guerilla activities and denying us essential facilities . We consider that we must be 
prepared to meet that situation at any time. We have, however, assumed that:-

(a) Egypt would not try to deny the use of the Suez Canal either by us or by the 
shipping of other nations. 
(b) The Egyptian armed forces would not_ take overt hostile action against us. 

We realise that in the event, and as our strength decreases, these latter 
assumptions may prove to be false . 

The 1936 treaty 
3. There are a number of factors which make strict adherence to the letter of the 

1936 Treaty impracticable. The most significant are:-

(a) The Treaty areas for the Army are very small and not suitable for defence. 
(b) The accommodation which Egypt undertook under the Treaty to provide for 
the Army in the Treaty areas has never been provided. The troops remaining, if 
confined strictly to the Treaty areas, could only be accommodated under austerity 
conditions. 

Problem of liquidating the base 
4. In order to liquidate the Base over half a million tons of stores and equipment, 

plus some 11,000 vehicles and 1,000 rolling stock, including locomotives would have 

2 Not printed. 



[488] FEB 1954 213 

to be shipped out in addition to unit baggage and personnel. We cannot remove our 
property without the use of Egyptian railways and ports. If the Egyptians refused to 
co-operate we would be compelled to provide the railway and port operating 
personnel and equipment required from this country, an enormous undertaking, or 
destroy or abandon the bulk of the contents of the Base. 

The plan of the Commanders-in-Chief, Middle East 
5. In the view of the Commanders-in-Chief, whatever locality is chosen for the 

forces remaining after withdrawal to the Treaty area, it is essential that we should 
have adequate transportation facilities into and through PORT SAID for the 
evacuation of stores from the Base, for the withdrawal and re-deployment of our 
forces, for the import of supplies, for the maintenance of the forces remaining, for 
possible reinforcement, and for eventual withdrawal if this was decided upon. 

6. If compelled to carry out this plan the Commanders-in-Chief would propose to 
clear Tel El Kebir first, which they consider would permit them to withdraw one 
brigade to Cyprus where it would be available as a first reinforcement. They suggest 
that this would make it obvious to the Egyptians at an early stage that we were taking 
active steps to withdraw within Treaty limits . They would then propose to roll up 
from the south into an area containing 10,000 land forces and some 2,000 R.A.F. 
personnel. 

7. The Commanders-in-Chief consider that the final area to be held must be 
capable of defence and contain port facilities, oil storage, water and at least one first 
class airfield. There is no one locality within the Canal Zone which satisfies all these 
requirements, but in the view of the Commanders-in-Chief, the most practicable area 
is that of Moascar/Abu-Sueir. They point out that control of this area would give us 
the advantage of being able to dominate the bridges over the Suez Canal and to 
retain some control over the black oil supplies of Cairo. 

Comments on the plan of the Commanders-in-Chief 
8. We consider that we should be taking an unwarranted risk if combatant troops 

were withdrawn until the evacuation of the Base was virtually completed. We cannot 
therefore agree to the automatic withdrawal of one brigade to Cyprus consequent 
upon the evacuation of Tel El Kebir. We must show that we mean business and are 
determined and able to carry our plan through in our own way and in our own time. 

9. We agree that the forces remaining must be based on a small perimeter, in 
which its ammunition and supplies, say one month's maintenance, will be stored, 
and which must contain a first class airfield. It is essential, however, that the forces 
remaining should not be tied to the defence of a perimeter, but should be mobile and 
capable of taking limited offensive action. 

10. We appreciate that Port Said has great advantages over Suez from the 
transportation and reinforcement aspect. An area round Geneifa with 
communications through Suez might be tactically easier for the land force to defend 
than the Moascar/Abu-Sueir area. It would have the serious disadvantage, however, 
of forcing us to use the round-Africa route for evacuation, maintenance and 
reinforcement. This aspect of the problem requires further detailed examination, in 
conjunction with the Commanders-in-Chief. Whichever area is selected, security of 
access from the ports to the area retained is absolutely essential, otherwise our forces 
will be placed in a completely untenable position. 
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Military implications 
11. Irrespective of the area selected for the perimeter, the major military 

implications would be as follows:-

(a) After the first withdrawal of fighting troops it would no longer be possible to 
contemplate operations in the Delta. 
(b) At any stage during the withdrawal operation, the remaining garrison might 
have to be reinforced, probably by air, to ensure its safety or the security of its 
communications; the existing re-deployment plan would have to be revised to 
permit this. 
(c) The ability of the R.A.F. to support the land forces would be gradually reduced 
as airfields were evacuated. When finally they were restricted to the use of at most 
two airfields susceptible as they would be to enemy artillery fire, the small 
remaining local air forces would have to be supported by outside resources, such 
as Cyprus and possibly aircraft carriers. We could not be certain of being able to 
bring in reinforcements or supplies by air lift. 
(d) On completion of the plan, there would be left a force of one division less one 
brigade group, with some armour. If attacked by the Egyptian armed forces, this 
force should be capable of holding its own until it could be reinforced, always 
provided it was assured of effective air action in support and that its 
communications could be re-opened in time. It would not be able to ensure 
passage of the Suez Canal, nor to protect British interests in Egypt. It would be 
fulfilling no useful military purpose. 

Conclusions 
12. Our conclusions are that:-

(a) The plan could only be successfully carried out with active Egyptian co
operation, including their guarantee of security of access to our forces 
throughout. 
(b) The Egyptians are far more likely to be unco-operative and to increase guerilla 
action and administrative measures against us. If they do so, it would be necessary 
at once to authorise the Commanders-in-Chief to take some or all of the "essential 
military measures to maintain our position in Egypt" detailed in Annex to D. (53) 
25 of 21st April, 1953. 
(c) As our combat strength in the Canal Zone decreased, the threat of Egyptian 
hostile action must increase. At all times we must be able to reinforce our forces in 
the Canal Zone rapidly, and on a large scale. 
(d) There is no military object in retaining a force in the Canal Zone after the Base 
has been evacuated. If, however, its retention is necessary for political reasons, it 
must be accepted that, should the Egyptians attack the force or attempt seriously 
to interrupt its communications, either by overt or covert means, the only 
effective sanction would be to deploy all the forces available to Her Majesty's 
Government against the Egyptian Government, i.e. to go to war with Egypt and 
force her to bend to our will. 
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489 CAB 128/27/1, CC 8(54)6 10 Feb 1954 
'Egypt': Cabinet conclusions on the prospects of obtaining a defence 
agreement and the policy if no agreement is reached 

When the Cabinet had considered on 28th January1 the possible courses which would 
be open to the Government in the event of a breakdown in the defence negotiations 
with Egypt, they had been disposed to agree that the best alternative policy would be 
to wind up the Base in the Canal Zone, to re-deploy the British Forces in the Middle 
East in our own time, and in Egypt to stand on our rights under the Treaty of 1936. 
They had appointed a Committee of Ministers to consider the military and legal 
implications of such a policy. 

The Cabinet now had before them a memorandum by the Lord Chancellor (C. (54) 
45)2 presenting the conclusions of this Committee. The Appendix to th is 
memorandum outlined the military plan recommended by the Chiefs of Staff, after 
consultation with the Commanders-in-Chief, Middle East, for carrying out such a 
policy. This envisaged that the Base would be wound up by clearing Tel El Kebir first 
and roll ing up from the south. It would be two years before this process could be 
completed, and the Treaty force (of 10,000 ground troops and 2,000 R.A.F.) would 
eventually take up their position in an area round Moascar/Abu-Sueir. They would 
there be adjacent to a land-force Treaty area, though not within it; and they would be 
in a position to control the bridges over the Suez Canal and the supply of black oil to 
Cairo. Their lines of communication, and their eventual line of evacuation, would be 
through Port Said. The project of a defended perimeter near Suez, which had been 
mentioned in the Cabinet's discussion on 28th January, had been abandoned- partly 
for legal reasons, but mainly because there was no accommodation for such large 
numbers of troops near Suez and it would not be justifiable to build it at this stage. 

The Committee were satisfied that a reasonable legal defence could be put forward 
for this policy if it were challenged before an international tribunal during the two 
years that would necessarily be spent in winding up the Base and evacuating seven
eighths of the British Forces now in Egypt. We should be on strong legal grounds if 
we had announced that we were in process of evacuating the Base and reducing our 
troops to the numbers prescribed in the Treaty and if we had ensured that all our 
actions taken in Egypt thereafter were demonstrably directed towards that end. For 
we were clearly entitled to take a reasonable time to withdraw, and during that time 
we should be entitled to safeguard the security of our troops. It would not be 
necessary to announce in advance the precise positions which we expected to be 
occupying in 1956; and the question whether we could justify in law the positions 
actually occupied in 1956 would depend on the circumstances at that time. 

In discussion of this alternative policy the following points were made:-
( a) This plan for winding up the Base could not be carried through successfully 

without Egyptian co-operation. Some of the British authorities in Egypt thought it 
unlikely that this co-operation could be secured if the policy had to be presented to 
public opinion in this country as a policy of standing on our rights under the Treaty 
of 1936. 

1 See 484. 2 See 488 . 
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The Prime Minister said that it should not be assumed that the Egyptians would 
necessarily withhold their co-operation. If this plan were put into operation, it would 
be seen in Egypt that large numbers of British troops were being withdrawn; and the 
Egyptians might well feel that they need not offer active opposition to that part of the 
plan which provided for the evacuation of seven-eighths of the British forces now in 
Egypt. If, on the other hand, the Egyptians showed active hostility and resorted to 
violence, a new situation would be created in which it would be easier for us, both 
politically and militarily, to take a firmer line. 

(b) The Chief of the Imperial General Staff said that he was mainly concerned 
about the security of the small force of 12,000 which under this plan would 
eventually be concentrated in the middle of the Canal Zone, with no power to 
safeguard its communications with Port Said or Suez. 

The Prime Minister said that any military attack on this force would be regarded as 
an act of war which would justify us, not merely in reinforcing those troops, but in 
using air power in retaliation against the Egyptian forces. 

(c) If this policy were adopted, we should have to explain why we attached less 
importance than we had hitherto to the maintenance of an effective Base in the 
Canal Zone. It would have to be made clear that no Base could be effective in war 
without the co-operation of the local government and the availability of local labour. 
The policy would have to be presented simultaneously with the plan for the re
deployment of our forces in the Middle East in areas where local co-operation was 
more likely to be forthcoming. 

(d) If this policy were adopted, it would probably be expedient that, in addition to 
any public announcement, we should also make our intentions plain in a secret 
communication to the Egyptian Government. This could go further than the public 
announcement: it could, in particular, make it clear that any interference with our 
withdrawal by organised Egyptian forces would be regarded as an act of war. 

The Prime Minister, summing up this part of the discussion, said that further 
study should be made of the alternative policy outlined in C. (54) 45. In particular, a 
detailed time-table should be prepared, showing the sequence of the military 
movements involved and their relation with the political steps which would have to 
be taken. For this purpose it could be assumed that the small British force of 12,000 
which would eventually remain in Egypt under this plan need not be confined wholly 
within the areas prescribed in the Treaty for land forces . 

The Cabinet then proceeded to discuss the prospects of securing a new defence 
agreement with Egypt. 

The Lord Chancellor reminded the Cabinet that the alternative policy outlined in 
C. (54) 45 had been suggested as one which might be adopted only if the defence 
negotiations with Egypt came to nothing. He himself believed that the more 
satisfactory course would be to conclude a new defence agreement and he would be 
ready, if necessary, to make some further concessions to the Egyptians in order to 
obtain such an agreement. 

The Prime Minister said that the terms which had been offered to the Egyptians in 
October had been presented as our final offer. It was on this basis that we had 
persuaded the United States Government to urge the Egyptians to accept them. And 
we had hitherto resisted all American suggestions that those terms should be 
modified with a view to making them more acceptable to the Egyptians. Were we 
now to give away, because of Egyptian intransigence, what we had been unwilling to 



[490) FEB 1954 217 

concede in response to the suggestions of our American friends? This would surely 
weaken our bargaining position with the Egyptians. And it would certainly provoke 
criticism from Government supporters in the House of Commons. 

The Minister of State said that we should certainly be on weak ground if we 
appeared to be offering concessions to the Egyptians at this stage. There was, 
however, some possibility of alterations in the October terms which would be to our 
advantage. Thus, on the clause regarding the availability of the Base in war, it had 
now been suggested that the Egyptians might be willing to accept a formula which 
included a reference to attacks on Turkey or Persia; and this would probably be 
preferable, from our point of view, to our own formula which in effect involved 
arbitration by the United Nations. On the wearing of uniforms by British technicians 
in the Base, we had less scope for varying our terms without appearing to make 
concessions to the Egyptians. But it was perhaps arguable that our essential needs 
would be met if the Egyptians could be brought to agree that these technicians, 
though not entitled to wear military uniform, would have the right of carrying 
personal arms and would be exempt from the jurisdiction of the Egyptian courts. 

In further discussion the Cabinet showed little disposition to compromise on the 
October terms, particularly on the clause asserting the right of British technicians in 
the Base to wear military uniform. It was argued that we should derive little long
term advantage from a defence agreement with Egypt if we seemed to have been 
forced to accept unsatisfactory terms under Egyptian pressure. An agreement 
concluded in that atmosphere would impair our influence in other countries of the 
Middle East. 

The Cabinet:-
(1) Agreed that no steps need yet be taken to bring to a conclusion the current 
negotiations for a new defence agreement with Egypt. 
(2) Invited the Minister of Defence and the Minister of State to arrange for further 
study to be given to the details of the alternative policy outlined in C. (54) 45, and 
for a time-table to be prepared of the military and political action which would 
have to be taken under that policy. 
(3) Agreed to resume their discussion at a later meeting, in the light of a report of 
the studies to be made in pursuance of Conclusion (2). 

490 FO 371/108563, no 1 12 Feb 1954 
[Egyptian propaganda]: letter from Sir J Sterndale Bennett (Fayid) to 
E B Boothby on the nature and extent of Egyptian infl uence in the 
Middle East 

In the course of my recent tours I have been struck by the apparently wide circu
lation of Egyptian newspapers and therefore of the impudent misrepresentations 
which they make about us . In fact this Egyptian propaganda is one of the more 
important factors that I think we have to take into account in considering our 
own propaganda line in the area. But it is not merely a question of written pro
paganda. It is clear that the Egyptians are trying to spread their influence widely 
in several directions, for instance by planting Egyptian teachers, Egyptian judges 
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and Egyptian lawyers in various countries in the area. This is clearly a thing 
which needs watching. I do not know whether any detailed study of it has been 
collated. But if not, I would suggest that it would be advisable for the Foreign 
Office to ask Her Majesty's Diplomatic Representatives in Syria, Lebanon, Iraq, 
Jordan, Saudi Arabia and Libya, as well as the Political Resident in the Persian 
Gulf, for a special report on the question of Egyptian penetration in the respec
tive countries. The United Kingdom Trade Commissioner in Khartoum is I imag
ine reporting so constantly on this theme that it may be sufficient in his case to 
tell him what we are asking other posts to produce and leave it to him to make 
any special comments. 

2. The widespread and hostile use of Egyptian influence against us throughout 
the Middle East at present is often considered primarily in the context of our current 
dispute with the Egyptians over the Suez Base. But some of the remarks of General 
Neguib and other members of the C.R.C. have revealed what may well be continuing 
ambition for the extension of Egyptian influence "from the Equator to the Taurus"; 
and it is not unreasonable to infer that an agreement about the Base is regarded by 
some of them simply as a step in the process of clearing us out of the Middle East and 
Africa. It might indeed be valuable to make now the sort of survey I have suggested 
and, then, if an agreement is reached over the Base, another one some months later, 
so that we can judge what, if any, effect the agreement has had on Egypt's general 
attitude to us in the wider sphere. 

3. Glass, the Head of my Information Division, who has just been visiting us here 
had independently come to the same conclusion that a special study of this subject is 
called for, and I attach a brief questionnaire1 as an indication of some of the points 
which we think it might cover. 

1 Not printed. 

491 CAB 129/66, C(54)53 15 Feb 1954 
'Middle East: Anglo-American policy': note for the Cabinet by 
Mr Selwyn Lloyd circulating a letter from Sir R Makins to FO 
(25 Jan 1954) 

[The issue of Anglo-American rivalry resulted in general from Dulles's post-May 1953 
determination to pursue a more independent American policy in the Middle East. More 
specifically it came from the US efforts to create a Northern tier of states that would help 
strengthen the West's position in the cold war and that might ultimately serve a military 
function in hot war. The first stage of these efforts was formally completed in January 
1954 with the American decision to provide military aid to Pakistan. The British were 
opposed to this because of its impact on the Indians who would fear it would weaken their 
position in the dispute with Pakistan over Kashmir. The next stages would be to try and 
extend military aid to Iraq, thereby threatening Britain's position there, and to tie Turkey, 
Pakistan and Iraq into a regional defence pact which would also lead to a weakening of 
Britain's Middle Eastern position in comparison to the US (see 495 and 506).] 

At the request of the Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, I circulate for the 
information of my colleagues the attached letter on Anglo- American policy in the 
Middle East from H.M. Ambassador at Washington. 
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Letter with 491 

I have felt for some time that the Middle East is the field in which our relations with 
the Americans are most likely to be difficult to handle in the coming year, and I think 
it may be useful to you if I set down briefly the reasons for this opinion. 

There is on our side a very understandable suspicion that the Americans are out to 
take our place in the Middle East. Their influence has greatly expanded there since 
the end of the Second World War, and they are now firmly established as the 
paramount foreign influence in Turkey and in Saudi Arabia. They are gaining a 
similar ascendancy in Persia, and it now seems that Pakistan may to some extent be 
drawn into their orbit. Apart from these specific associations, the mere existence of 
the United States as the world's greatest power inevitably exercises an influence 
throughout this area as in other parts of the world. This raises two questions. Are the 
Americans consciously trying to substitute their influence for ours in the Middle 
East? And, even if this is not their conscious policy now, is it nevertheless the 
inevitable conclusion of the present trend of events? I would say that the answer to 
the first question is "no," and that the answer to the second will depend largely on 
our own efforts and in particular on the way in which we adjust ourselves to this new 
American factor in Middle Eastern politics. 

I do not think it is necessary to argue in detail for the view that the Americans are 
not deliberately pushing us out of the Middle East. They realise that such a policy 
would involve the extension of their own military commitments, and it would be 
inconsistent with their general attitude towards the United Kingdom as their major 
ally . It is true that some of their individual representatives in the field, spurred on by 
enthusiasm for their particular tasks, by a belief in the superiority of American 
methods or simply by vanity, are delighted to increase their own importance at our 
expense. But in present conditions I feel confident that these tendencies can always 
be checked by a proper understanding between London and Washington. 

On the other hand the Americans also have their suspicions about British policy in 
these countries. Briefly, I should say that they are inclined to feel that we have cast 
them for a supporting role, which is to consist of switching on or off the powerful 
current of their diplomatic and financial influence at a word from us. Or, to put it 
differently, they fee l that we are asking them to accept limitations on their activity 
which we do not accept for ourselves. Thus, for example, we are trying to negotiate 
an agreement about military supplies to Iraq which would preclude them from 
playing any part in the equipment and training of the Iraqi air force or in the training 
of the army. At the same time we are training pilots for the Saudi Arabian air force, 
which the Americans consider to be as much their preserve as we consider the Iraqi. 
We have overridden their very strong objection to the supply of jet aircraft to Israel, 
while raising objection ourselves to their own proposal to provide bombers for Saudi 
Arabia. I know there is a perfectly good case for each of these actions, and I am not 
suggesting that the American point of view is justified on any of them individually. 
But I think taken together they convey to official opinion here the impression I have 
outlined above, that we want to have American co-operation in the Middle East on 
our own terms and do not fully recognise their own interests there, and what they 
are doing towards building up barriers against Soviet penetration. 

Added to this, they do not really understand our present position in the defence 
negotiations with Egypt. The American conception of a negotiation does not provide 
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for prolonged pauses of the kind which has now lasted since 21st October last, and 
this is beginning to be not only puzzling but irritating to the officials here who are 
anxious to go ahead with economic aid for Egypt. I hope that, after considering the 
relatively favourable comments of the State Department on our draft "Heads of 
Agreement," we shall now be able to make a new effort to bring the present phase of 
the negotiations to a conclusion. If we can do this successfully, it will in my opinion 
not only increase our freedom of manoeuvre in the Middle East generally but also 
give the State Department and the Pentagon an added respect for our position in that 
area. 

492 FO 371/108414, no 45 15 Feb 1954 
[Anglo-Egyptian negotiations]: minute by Mr Selwyn Lloyd to 
Mr Churchill on the issues of availability and uniforms 

Prime Minister 
Two points are still at issue in the negotiations between the Egyptians and ourselves, 
availability and uniforms. 

2. Availability. We have reason to believe that the Egyptians would now agree to 
our having the right to reactivate the base in the event of an attack on Turkey or on 
any country which is party to the Arab Mutual Security Pact. 

3. Our latest offer did not make a reference to Turkey, but did include "a 
recommendation by the United Nations that the base shall be made available in the 
event of aggression or the threat of aggression". 

4. It should be considered whether a direct reference to Turkey is more suitable 
for our purpose than the vaguer United Nations formula. I prefer the former. It 
avoids complicated procedural questions, the veto, arguments about the definition of 
aggression, etc., and the delay involved in summoning a General Assembly if the veto 
were to be used, as it would be. If a formula suits us better, it is not a "concession" to 
the Egyptians to accept it. 

5. The Egyptians may not in the event accept an attack on Turkey, but there is a 
strong case for probing this matter further. 

6. Uniforms. The Egyptians told us in October that they would agree to the 
following:-

"Outside the base area and when off duty within it, British personnel will 
wear civilian clothes. When on duty within the installations and in transit 
between them they will wear a unified civilian dress to be agreed upon. They 
may carry a pistol for their personal protection." 

6. The Chiefs-of-Staff in their paper on Middle East Defence on January 8 stated 
in their final sentence:-

"If it would tip the scales in favour of an agreement, we would be prepared 
even to go further on the question of uniform and in the last resort to accept 
that our troops should wear a special uniform provided that it was clearly Her 
Majesty's uniform, and that Officers, Warrant Officers, and N.C.O's., carried 
badges of rank and that all were allowed to carry personal weapons". 
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8. It has also to be decided whether there is scope for further discussion with the 
Egyptians on this point. One of the important factors is the legal status of our men 
left in Egypt. If the Egyptians agreed to a satisfactory settlement on that point it 
might affect the uniform question. 

9. Tactics . It would be bad tactics to break with the Egyptians on uniforms only. 
We should get wider international support if the break was on availability; our United 
Nations formula has its attraction for the internationalists. If we have further 
discussions with the Egyptians in a final effort to reach agreement before a break, 
that tactical consideration should be borne in mind. 

10. If there is a breakdown of negotiations, I strongly favour Course (c), and am 
producing a paper on how best to present that course. 

11. No doubt the Foreign Secretary will discuss these matters with you 
immediately on his return. I thought it proper that in the meantime I should send 
you this minute. 

12. I am sending a copy of this minute to the Minister of Defence. 

493 FO 371/108473, no 11 15 Feb 1954 
[Plans for the withdrawal from Egypt]: letter from Sir J Sterndale
Bennett (Fayid) to Sir l Kirkpatrick on the difficulties of 
implementing the plans without an agreement 

The Brief, approved by the British Defence Co-ordination Committee (Middle East) 
for their representatives who are to help the Chiefs-of-Staff in fulfilling the task 
described in DEF 518 and COS(ME) 50, is primarily military. But it will, in 
conjunction with 901/CCL and with Cairo telegram No. 150 of February 3 to the 
Foreign Office, indicate the main political considerations involved in Egypt itself. In 
particular, it shows the powers which the Service Commanders would have to be 
prepared to exercise, in unfavourable circumstances, with regard to the local 
population, resources and administration. The exercise of these powers would in 
turn increase the probable scale of harassing and hostile action. Without Egyptian 
co-operation, in fact, the movements programme, whether of personnel or stores, 
could only be achieved with the greatest difficulty and we have to reckon with the 
political consequences and military and financial commitments which might be 
entailed. One point which is not mentioned in the Brief, by the way, but which the 
B.D.C.C. representatives will bring out in London, is that our eventual withdrawal, if 
in the nature of a rear-guard action, may be followed by difficulties in the use of the 
Suez Canal, similar to those which Israel is now experiencing. 

2. Events have moved in a curious cycle. The main original object of the 1936 
Treaty was the defence of the Canal. The war brought into being the Base, which it is 
at present our object to retain, and on which we have largely based the justification 
for our continued military presence in Egypt. The concept now under consideration 
involves the liquidation of the Base and returns to the idea of the defence of the 
Canal. But it threatens to turn into defence against the Egyptians themselves. 

3. There are one or two points which it may be timely for me to put forward at 
this stage, even at the risk of labouring what is already obvious to the Foreign Office. 

4. I read COS(ME) 50 not as a modification of DEF 518 but as an amplification of 
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it. As I understand it, the plan would be in two stages, the second of which might be 
held in reserve altogether or might follow Stage 1 either immediately or after an 
interval. But in any case the implementation of the plan, whether in one stage or 
two, would depend on the outcome of two earlier stages:-

( a) a strong effort to reach agreement; and 
(b) the withdrawal of our offer at the end of a time limit. 

5. What the effect of the imposition of a time limit would be is for the Embassy to 
estimate. But it would, I imagine, depend on what the Egyptians thought would 
follow if the offer was withdrawn. 

6. Presumably, the object of the time limit would be to try to persuade them, 
even at the last moment, to come to an agreement. The achievement of this object, 
like the subsequent Egyptian attitude if our offer is in fact withdrawn and we proceed 
with the plan now suggested, would appear to turn therefore on the manner in which 
the time limit is imposed and on the nature of any private statement to the Egyptian 
Government or public declaration which may be made, either when the time limit is 
imposed or when it has run out and the offer is in fact withdrawn. 

7. Broadly speaking, and subject to the Embassy's view, the only circumstances in 
which the imposition of a time limit seems to have any chance of bringing the 
Egyptian Government round, are that, while our final concessions would have been 
stated, nothing should have been said to them about what would follow failure to 
accept by the stipulated date, and they should suspect that the breaking off of 
negotiations would be the prelude to something unpleasant for them which they 
could not reasonably hope to survive as a regime, i.e. something less passive on our 
part than simply remaining in the Canal Zone and sticking it out. 1 

8. If we said, whether before or after a time limit runs out, that we were going to 
reduce to something like the Treaty position, without saying that we later intended 
to evacuate completely, the Egyptians would surely infer that we meant to stay 
indefinitely. They might in fact simply regard this as a good rallying point to arouse 
national feeling. We should have to reckon therefore with hostility and the whole 
exercise would be in the nature of a gamble on our part on something turning up, 
during the period in which we were actually liquidating the Base, to alter that 
hostility and to obviate the necessity for the liquidation of the Base, or at least the 
necessity for total evacuation. In considering direct consequences in Egypt, we must 
not overlook the possibility of special trouble in the Sudan also, where the Sudanese 
Prime Minister is adding his voice to the public clamour that we should get out of 
both countries. 

9. If, on the other hand, the Egyptians knew that we proposed to evacuate 
completely, e.g. in 1956, that would be the reverse of pressure on them. It might not 
therefore be an inducement to accept an agreement now. The only results that we 
could reasonably hope to gain would be those referred to as possibilities in paragraph 
7, and in the last sentence of paragraph 10, of my letter No. 11923/0l/2G to Ralph 
Stevenson of January 3.2 But there would appear to be no special reason, in this 
contingency, to strive in any first stage of our evacuation plan to reach the closest 
conformity with the pattern of the 1936 Treaty. 

1 Opposite this sentence Eden wrote in the margin: 'What could it be?' 2 See 468. 
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10. The repercussions outside Egypt of the plan and of our previous tactics 
require some reflexion and will be easier, perhaps, to estimate when the proposal 
takes clearer shape. Particular thought would obviously have to be devoted to the 
propaganda preparation of the ground where the Egyptians, at the moment, seem to 
have all the running.3 

11. Questions affecting our wider Middle Eastern policy to which, on the 
political side, it seems to me that we require an answer in relation to the suggested 
plan, or indeed the whole problem, are:-

(a) can we, without the Egyptian Base (until and unless it has been reconstituted 
elsewhere) have any reasonable hope of fulfilling our Treaty obligations to Iraq and 
Jordan in the event of global war, and 
(b) can we, during and after any run-down to 1936 Treaty limits, fulfil effectively 
our obligations to Jordan in the event of Israeli aggression. 

The Brief referred to in paragraph 1 of this letter supplies or suggests partial answers 
to (b) but not to (a). 

12. The plan now under consideration cannot, at best, give us as much as we are 
likely to get under the type of agreement now under negotiation. Admittedly the 
maximum terms to which the Egyptians seem at present disposed to agree are 
unsatisfactory and there is strong doubt whether the Egyptians will in fact carry out 
any agreement with us. But even an agreement which was not as watertight, or as 
far-reaching, on availability as we should like would have certain advantages when 
compared with the political and military difficulties which clearly surround any 
alternative so far conceived.4 It should remove a major cause of tension, for which we 
are now getting most of the blame. It would give us a fair chance of being able to 
meet aggression in this part of the world and to fulfil our obligations to our Allies, 
and it would enable us to get on with the business of building a defence system on 
new foundations and encouraging stability in other ways. If tension continued in 
spite of the agreement, or if, when an emergency arose, Egypt attempted to default, 
at least it would be she who would clearly be in the wrong and we would have 
justification for action against her. 

13. There is thus much to be said for taking a risk, by accepting less than we 
would like, in order to get agreement. 

14. One thing which seems essential is to clear away the difficulty about 
uniform. It is not, I feel, insuperable and we shall get no sympathy if we break on 
that. 5 

15. If we have to break, it will obviously be our endavour to ensure that it is on a 
broad and widely comprehensible issue like availability. Even here, may it not be 
wise, for the reasons I have given, to be content with something less than we should 
like and thus to take some degree of risk? But obviously we must try to get the best 
we can, and the problem comes back therefore to the strength of the effort that we 
can make to secure agreement before we are driven to alternatives. 

16. The choice before Her Majesty's Government is admittedly difficult. Simply 
to stick it out and face the music in the hope of something turning up entails serious 

3 Eden sidelined this sentence and wrote in the margin: 'I have noticed this with concern.' 
4 Eden sidelined this sentence and wrote in the margin: 'This is the crux.' 
5 Eden sidelined this paragraph and wrote in the margin: 'I agree. But he doesn't tell us how to solve it!' 
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political risks, in Egypt and elsewhere, and military and financial commitments. It 
threatens to involve us in a bog, if not in a first-class debacle in the Middle East. The 
alternative discussed in my letter to Ralph Stevenson of January 3 can claim the 
merits set out in that letter. But it would mean the abandonment of our position in 
Egypt and in the Canal, and it would certainly be represented that we had been 
driven out and that Egypt's abrogation of the 1936 Treaty had triumphed. A solution 
by agreement, on the other hand, even if it gives us less than we would like, offers the 
possibilities referred to in paragraph 12 above. It would have the advantage of 
preserving continuity and would, to some extent, vindicate our stand against Egypt's 
repudiation of her treaty obligation. Finally, it would leave us still with our foot in 
the door in Egypt and on the Canal. 

I am sending copies of this letter to Ralph Stevenson and also, on a personal basis, 
to my colleagues on the B.D.C.C. (M.E.). 

494 FO 371/108473, no 11 19 Feb 1954 
[Defending Iraq and Jordan]: minute by G G Arthur on whether 
Britain could fulfil its treaty obligations without a base in Egypt 

I have been asked to comment on paragraph 11 of Sir J S- B's letter.1 

2. Global war. This depends of course on what Sir J S-B means. Our treaties with 
Iraq and Jordan bound us to come immediately to their aid 'in the capacity of an ally' 
(Iraq) or 'as a measure of collective defence' (Jordan). On the widest interpretations of 
these obligations we can fulfil them, base in Egypt or not. If Sir J S- B means 'can we 
defend Iraq and Jordan in global war', the following considerations are relevant:-

(a) Our present plan (Locket) does not defend Iraq. It is designed to hold Israel 
and part of Jordan, with mobile forces pushed ahead. 
(b) The COS have expressed their 'intention' (no plans yet) of deploying as far to 
the north and east as possible to try to delay a Soviet advance. What this is likely to 
mean is an infantry brigade group supporting the Iraqis in Northern Iraq. It is not 
likely to defend Iraq successfully against a serious Soviet attack. This strategy 
depends on pre-stocking in Turkey and Iraq and certain other facilities. It could be 
implemented without the Egyptian base, provided redeployment had been 
completed. 
(c) If we leave Egypt without an agreement there will be a time during the 
evacuation when even the plans at (a) above could not be put into operation (see 
para 27 of JPA 144/44 attached). 

In other words, base in Egypt or not, we cannot on present plans defend Iraq, but 
we plan to defend part of Jordan. During evacuation without an agreement we cannot 
even hope to defend Jordan. After redeployment is completed, and given the 
appropriate pre-stocking facilities, we could support Iraqi forces at the beginning of a 
war without the Egyptian base. 

The importance of the base in Egypt is that without it we could not operate a 

1 See 493. 
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major campaign with large forces . Such large forces would not in any case be 
available at the outbreak of war to support Iraq. 

(Incidentally I wonder why Sir J S- B did not enquire from the Cs-in-C ME about 
these points) . 

3. Defence of Jordan against Israel 
Para 31 of JPA 144/44 states that (if we evacuate Egypt without an agreement) we 
shall not be able after D+6 months to 'meet the existing planned operations' to 
support our obligations to Jordan 

As far as the JPS are aware, this means the plans at JPA 181/1. These, heaven 
knows, were unsatisfactory enough and were dismissed by the COS (JPA 181/13) , 
who told ME to try again on the basis of a full scale war with Israel. 

The answers on this point would therefore seem to be:-

( a) Even when we are in Egypt we cannot, on present plans, defend Jordan very 
satisfactorily without declaring full scale war on Israel. 
(b) During the run-down (without agreement of course) , after the first 6 months 
we should not be able to implement even the present plans. 
(c) After redeployment our capabilities of defending Jordan without full scale war 
would depend on what ground forces were stationed in Jordan in peacetime. The 
most we foresee at present is I think an armoured regiment. No plans have yet 
been made, but I imagine that with such a force in Jordan (and other forces of 
course in Cyprus) we could defend Jordan at least as effectively as we can at 
present with the Canal Zone base. 
(d) If we were prepared to resort to full scale war against Israel, I presume it would 
not much matter whether we had a base in the Canal Zone or not; though even full 
scale war would be awkward whilst the Canal Zone run-down was actually in 
progress. 

495 FO 3711111002, no 724 24 Feb 1954 
[Iraqi- Turkish relations] : letter from R W J Hooper (Baghdad) to 
P S Falla on Iraqi reactions to the proposed Turko- Pakistani pact 

[Extract] 

[The political situation in Iraq had been unstable since Nov 1952 when the huge 
demonstrations in Baghdad known as al-intifada, the tremor, produced a military 
government which banned political parties. In early 1953 when King Faisal came of age 
there were moves to introduce reform led by Mohammed Fadhil al-Jamali, the American
educated prime minister. In early 1954, with elections planned for June, Jamali 's 
proposed land reform was alienating the powerful land owning classes including the 
former prime minister Nuri Said. When the elections revealed the strength of the 
extremist parties, and with the need to negotiate the treaty with Britain, parliament was 
prorogued in August and Nuri returned to rule by decree . Opposition parties and 
newspapers were banned and a parliament loyal to Nuri was assembled. Although Nuri 
Said was staunchly pro-British, the failure of reform in Iraq was ultimately to prove a 
defeat for British policy even though Nuri offered better short term prospects of 
maintaining British military influence. Jamali wanted a declaration ending the treaty and 
returning the bases to Iraq with future arrangements worked out by the military 
authorities.] 
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In the Ambassador's absence in Basra, I am replying to your letter VQ 10344/3 of 
January 29 about Iraqi-Turkish relations, which I discussed with him before he left. 

2. So far as we can tell, Dr. Jamali's idea of sending a mission to Turkey is now in 
cold storage. He has many more pressing things to think about at the moment, such 
as the re-arrangement of his Cabinet and events in Syria, quite apart from his 
perennial consuming interest in the Palestine question. Of course, if his Government 
survives and if, with American encouragement, Iraq hooks up on to the proposed 
Turkish- Pakistan Pact, his interest in Turkey might revive and he might send a 
mission there. In any case, we will encourage him-and for that matter any future 
Iraqi Government-to get on better terms with Turkey along the lines you suggest, 
though we can hardly, as you seem to suggest in paragraph 4 of your letter, lay down 
the exact lines on which they should get together. Inevitably, the more successful we 
are in encouraging the Iraqis to draw nearer to the Turks, the more likely they will be 
to learn of the precise nature of Turkey's military relations with the United States 
and realise how very little the Americans have got for their money. 

3. We may get a clearer picture of the Iraq Government's thinking about Turkey 
when the Turks discuss with them in greater detail their plans for a rapprochement 
with Pakistan. All one can say for the moment is that the initial reception of the Pact 
idea has been on the whole less hostile than could have been expected. A minority of 
extremists has, of course, attacked the idea of Iraq's participation in any such Pact. 
Dr. Jamali, when asked about it in the Chamber of Deputies, was hardly more than 
non-committal , but in conversation with the Ambassador he has shown interest in 
the idea and a certain sympathy with it. 

4. Whether or not anything comes of these proposals, our own Treaty 
relationship with Iraq will have to be regularised in the next few years if we want to 
save anything from the debris of the Treaty before it finally expires in 1957. We have 
no time to spare if, before the present Treaty lapses, we are going to cash in on the 
goodwill that we might reasonably expect to follow our offering to make some new 
arrangement on the more generous lines which we have urged in previous 
correspondence, notably the Ambassador's despatch No. 172 of October 7 and his 
letter G. 1043/16/53 of December 8 to Alien. 

5. The fact that the Americans are making all the running in promoting the 
proposed Turkish-Pakistan axis seems to us not without an element of risk, since if 
they succeed in persuading the Iraqis to join, it may in the long run be against our 
interests. The Iraqis may feel that, supported by Turkey and Pakistan with the United 
States in the background, they can afford either to refuse us any facilities at all 
(except possibly as members of some multi-initialled mutual defence organisation), 
or at least take a less compliant line than they would feel able to do at present when 
they are dependent on us, in the last resort, for their defence. In any case, the effect 
of any Iraqi participation in an American-sponsored defence agreement might well be 
to encourage the Americans to take a hand in Anglo-Iraqi negotiations about the 
bases, or, at least, encourage the Iraqis to encourage the Americans to do so. We 
should then have to expec-as the Ambassador pointed out in paragraph 13 of his 
letter of December 8-the same thankless results that we have seen only too clearly 
in Persia and Egypt. All this leads us to think that, as we have said at greater length 
in previous correspondence, we should have a proposal ready now to put forward, 
more particularly if there is any likelihood of our reaching an agreement with Egypt 
in the near future . 
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6. Interest in the bases has by no means died down. Dr. Jamali told the Ambassador 
the other day that at a meeting of the Foreign Affairs Committee of the Chamber it 
had been said that Taufiq Suwaidi, when Foreign Minister, had approached the 
Ambassador about the transfer of the bases to Iraq, and that the latter had agreed to 
this being done. Dr. Jamali asked the Ambassador if this was in fact the case. The 
Ambassador, speaking from memory, said that no formal approach had ever been 
made to him, though he had a recollection that Taufiq Suwaidi had raised the 
question informally with him on one occasion. The Ambassador added that he had 
certainly given him no assurances of any kind, as he had no authority to do so. We 
looked up the relevant papers and find that Taufiq Suwaidi touched on the subject on 
two occasions, reported in our despatch No. 54 (G. 1195/32/53) of March 22, 1953, 
and subsequently in the Ambassador's letter G. 1043/7/53 of July 14 to Bowker. On 
neither occas ion, of course, was Taufiq Suwaidi told that we agreed to hand over the 
bases. Taufiq Suwaidi, like most of his brother politicians, lies as he breathes, and we 
do not take this at all seriously. Even Dr. Jamali was rather incredulous, but the 
incident does show that the question is always simmering in Iraqi minds. 

7. I know that there are a hundred and one things clamouring for your attention, 
and that your world does not revolve around treaty revision in Iraq in the same way 
that ours does: but we should be a good deal happier if we could feel certain that the 
Ambassador's despatch No. 172 and subsequent letters had been taken into account, 
and that you were qu ite clear in your own minds about the future of the Treaty and 
the action we should take here if the Iraqis raise the question with us. I am therefore 
writing, on the Ambassador's instructions, to ask whether we are likely soon to receive 
your comments on the correspondence ending with the Ambassador's letter of 
December 8, which sets out our views at length. Incidentally, the fact that the present 
Government's position is so precarious that it is probably not worth broaching the 
question with them is hardly a reason for postponing making up our minds on the 
kind of action we should take when we either see fit or are forced to do so . ... 

496 CAB 129/66, C(54)74 25 Feb 1954 
'Egypt': Cabinet memorandum by the COS on a timetable of military 
action to reduce British forces to treaty levels 

Introduction 
At their meeting on lOth February, 1954 the Cabinet considered a memorandum by 
the Lord Chancellor (C. (54) 45) 1 on a possible alternative course of action to be 
pursued in the event of a breakdown in the defence negotiations with Egypt. The 
Cabinet gave instructions that this alternative course, involving the winding up of 
the base and the reduction of British forces broadly to Treaty limits within two years, 
should be further examined and a timetable of military action prepared. (C.C. (54) 
8th Conclusion, Minute 6} 

2. After consultation with representatives of the Commanders-in-Chief, Middle 
East, we have prepared an outline plan, showing the sequence of military movements 
involved. 

1 See 488. 2 See 489. 
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The plan 
3. The first step in the Plan is the withdrawal from the Tel El Kebir salient; this is 

followed by a progressive rolling up from the south until, at the end of two years, the 
final garrison is concentrated in an area about Ismailia and Abu Sueir with its Line of 
Communication north to Port Said. 

The Plan involves the movement or disposal of over half a million tons of stores, 
some 26,000 vehicles, and valuable heavy machine tools, locomotives, craft and 
equipment. 

4. The Plan is divided into four phases:-

Phase /. - During the first six months, the winding-up of Tel El Kebir depot 
and withdrawal from Tel El Kebir. 

Phase //. - During the second six months, evacuation of installations in the 
Suez area. 

Phase !!I. - During the third six months, evacuation of the Fayid-Bitter Lakes 
area. 

Phase N. - During the final six months, the withdrawal of the final garrison 
into the area Abu Sueir/Ismailia, with Line of Communication through 
Port Said. 

5. At Annex I3 is a map indicating the phased withdrawal of fighting troops. At 
Annex II is a table showing the summary of the movement of British personnel from 
the Canal Zone. At Annex Ill is the outline plan. 

Security of final garrison 
6. The final garrison will consist of a Division of two Brigade Groups, making 

some 10,000 armed British soldiers of whom 8,000 would be in combat units and 
2,000 in administrative units, together with some 3,000 Royal Air Force, all disposed 
in the Abu Sueir/Ismailia area. We must, however, be assured that we can maintain 
and supply this force through Port Said; we cannot risk its being placed in a position 
similar to our forces in Berlin. We must, therefore, retain an additional Infantry 
Brigade some 4,000 strong, to secure Port Said and to control the Line of 
Communication between Port Said and Ismailia. Before withdrawing that Brigade 
and reducing the strength of the Army to 10,000, we would have to be certain that 
there was no risk of Egyptian action against our Line of Communication. Unless 
there is a fundamental change in the attitude of the Egyptians, it will be necessary to 
retain this additional brigade for the protection of the Line of Communication until 
final evacuation of the Canal Zone takes place. 

7. The plan and timetable are based on the assumption that the Egyptians will 
co-operate. It is quite uncertain whether we shall get their co-operation; indeed it is 
possible that, as our forces are withdrawn, the Egyptians will deny us even the 
facil it ies which they now provide. Any increase in Egyptian guerilla activity would 
slow down the process of withdrawal. If they engage in full -scale guerilla operations, 
it would be necessary to put into effect some or all of the measures necessary to 
maintain our position in the Canal Zone (D. (53) 25) and to regain control before 
continuing the withdrawal. At any stage of the withdrawal, any overt military attack 
on our forces or attempt to interrupt our withdrawal would be an act of war. The 

3 Annexes not printed. 
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plan, therefore, provides for the retention of adequate fighting troops with air 
support and for reinforcement at all stages. 

8. Amongst the measures which we might have to take to maintain our security 
are the imposition of military government in the area and the taking over of the 
operation of the Egyptian railways. This would probably involve calling up m-embers 
of the Army Emergency Reserve. 

Military implications 
9. From the beginning of Phase III, when we give up our oil storage at Fanara, 

we shall have to be assured of a supply of oil from stocks at Port Said. This control 
may present difficulties because international safety rules prohibit the storage and 
handling of white oils at Port Said. 

10. After Phase I we shall no longer have the resources to carry out a full-scale 
operation in the Delta. On the other hand, as long as any British forces remain in the 
Canal Zone, they must be prepared to carry out an emergency operation to assist 
British subjects in the Delta, if their lives are threatened. An operation of this sort 
will require air support from outside Egypt and reinforcement of the garrison. 

11. After the evacuation of the Suez area in Phase II, we shall no longer be able at 
will to stop the flow through the Suez- Agrud oil pipe line and thus to control the 
supplies of white oil on which the life of the Delta depends. 

12. Once the evacuation of the Suez area has begun in Phase II, we shall no 
longer have the power to ensure the free passage of shipping through the Canal. 

13. As the withdrawal progresses, our ability to carry out our commitments 
under the Anglo- Jordan Treaty will require reconsideration. 

14. The mounting of this operation will entail additional expenditure which is not 
provided for in current plans. The retention of a garrison in the Canal Zone after the 
completion of the operation will also involve extra cost; and will delay the planned run
down of the Army and the building up of the strategic reserve in the United Kingdom. 

Conclusion 
15. We consider this plan to be the best that can be devised to implement the 

instructions of the Cabinet but its successful execution will depend upon the degree 
of co-operation given by the Egyptians. The latter will affect the smoothness with 
which the plan can be carried out, the extent to which we shall succeed in evacuating 
the contents of the base and the cost. Since the retention of a "Treaty Garrison" in 
the Canal Zone will create a complete hostage to fortune and will have an adverse 
effect on the planned run-down of the Army, we most strongly recommend that its 
withdrawal shall follow on the completion of the operations now planned. 

497 FO 3711108473, no 13 25- 27 Feb 1954 
'Egypt: military planning under course (c)': minutes byE B Boothby, 
R Alien, Sir I Kirkpatrick and Mr Eden on the views of the COS 

The Chiefs of Staff have now made their Course (c) (military) plan, (C . (54) 74 
within) .1 I was present when the covering memorandum was discussed with the 

1 See 496. 
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C.I.G.S. There was some debate as to whether the Conclusion (paragraph 15) should 
say that the hypothesis on which the plan has been made (Egyptian co-operation) 
was so slender as to justify the conclusion that the plan was really not practical at all. 
I asked if they would not like to say that the only thing they thought was practical 
was an agreement, but the C.I.G.S. said that everybody knew that was their view and 
they did not want to be accused of interfering with politics. Instead it was decided 
merely to underline the fact that the hypothesis was very slender, and to recommend 
that there should in fact be no pause in the process of redeployment. 

2. When this paper is sent to Ministers, the Secretary of State may think the 
following points important enough to be brought out in the discussion:-

A. There is to be no question of restricting the numbers for the final garrison to 
the 10,000 soldiers allowed by the Treaty, since the line of communication to Port 
Said is to be guarded by an extra 4,000 (paragraph 6 of the Chiefs of Staff's 
memorandum) . 
B. The line of communication must be maintained until final evacuation, so that 
there will be no question at any time, apart altogether from maintaining treaty 
numbers, of confining our forces to the treaty area, which of course does not 
include Port Said (paragraph 6) . 
C. Stocks of oil at Port Said are to be commandeered as soon as the Suez Area is 
relinquished (paragraph 9) , and it is hard to see how the Egyptians are going to be 
induced to take this quietly, particularly if we have to use force as contemplated in 
paragraph 14 of Annex Ill. 
D. If the Chiefs' recommendation that there should be no serious attempt to 
arrest redeployment at the garrison stage is accepted, we shall find that we have in 
fact chosen Course (b) (complete evacuation) but under circumstances which are 
awkward and dangerous in proportion to the extent to which we conceal our 
intentions from the Egyptians. As reported in Cairo telegram No. 248 there has 
already been a serious leak regarding what is afoot. If we accept that it will in fact 
not be possible to conceal our intention to carry right through with our 
redeployment (assuming that we decide to do so) we may expect the operation to 
be easier to carry out, but in that case Course (c) will have ceased to be 
recognizable. If on the other hand we come to no decision on this point and 
encourage the Egyptians to believe that the garrison plan is serious and may last 
until arbitration has been accepted by the Egyptians, and even thereafter if it goes 
against them, we shall have an aggravated and probably militant form of Course 
(a), but of course without a Base to explain it. The Chancellor of the Exechequer 
will presumably have something to say about the financial implications of all these 
choices. 

E.B.B. 
25.2.54 

The Chiefs of Staff thoroughly dislike this plan for the liquidation of the base in the 
Canal Zone and the withdrawal of British forces . This is implicit, if not explicit, in 
their paper. 

2. They consider that the plan can only be successfully carried out if the 
Egyptians are prepared to co-operate and that the extent of the dislocation of the 
plan would depend upon the extent of non-co-operation. The plan itself ensures, 
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by reason of the features to which Mr. Boothby has drawn attention in his minute 
as well as on more general grounds, the likelihood that the Egyptians will not co
operate. In particular the idea that we should retain some 14,000 men in the 
Canal Zone area for an indefinite period, presumably with the object of defending 
the Canal against the Egyptians, seems hard to justify and unlikely to be success
ful. 

3. If this plan is carried out, I think we must expect increasing non-co-operation 
from the Egyptians, against which we shall have to resort to counter-measures. The 
result may be a kind of spiral of hostility, which may sooner or later get out of 
control. 

4. If we cannot get an agreement, we may have to try to put this plan into 
operation, but it is clear enough from this COS paper what the views of the Chiefs of 
Staff are. 

R.A. 
25 .2.54 

All the above has been said and written before. But neither the department nor 
anyone else has been able to suggest what else we should do if the negotiations break 
down. 

l.K. 
25.2.54 

I agree: this is a strong argument for an agreement. The main argument against one, 
and it will be popular even if it is not sound, is that Egyptian governments are too 
unstable to be negotiable. 

498 T 225/325 

A. E. 
27.2.54 

26 Feb 1954 
'Egypt': Treasury memorandum on the difficulties of the COS plan 
C(54)74 

1. The Chiefs of Staff set out a military timetable for reducing the present 
garrison of the Canal Zone to broadly the 1936 Treaty limits and for concentrating it 
in part of the present base. 1 No doubt the Chiefs of Staff Plan is the least bad one that 
can be produced but its drawbacks are enormous. 

2. Egyptian co-operation In paragraph 7 it is stated that "the plan and timetable 
are based on the assumption that the Egyptians will co-operate". But in the Annex it 
is acknowledged that "the present degree of co-operation by the Egyptians is not 
freely given"; and certainly we shall be doing nothing under the Chiefs of Staff plan 
to improve our relations with Egypt. The general background will be that the 
Egyptians, while unaware of our exact intentions, know that we will not conclude an 

1 See 496. 
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agreement and we we [sic] are "standing on our Treaty rights". Moreover, the plan 
itself has many features which are likely to worsen Anglo-Egyptian relations. For 
instance, in paragraph 14 of Annex III, it is stated that "it will be essential to obtain 
the use, by force if necessary, of the civil tankage at Port Said" and in paragraph 17 it 
is said that "control of the El Firdan bridges must be retained as long as there is any 
danger of intervention of the Egyptian Army from Sinai". 

3. The cost of the plan itself Even if the plan worked, we should have to 
maintain a garrison of some 14,000 men in the Canal Base as contrasted with 4,000 
technicians under the proposed agreement. The hasty evacuations of enormous 
quantities of stores would be extremely expensive and the plan itself contains 
numerous features involving expenditure (for instance the extension of Ismailia 
Airfield and the hiring of civil storage in Port Said). 

4. But, as said above, the plan pre-supposes a degree of co-operation with the 
Egyptians which is almost certainly over-optimistic. It must be considered more 
likely than not, therefore, that implementation of the plan would lead to fighting and 
to Military Government. This would involve almost certainly substantial losses on 
food supplied to the local population; assistance schemes might be necessary; there 
would be the cost of operations themselves; there would be the likelihood that 
Reserves would have to be called up, perhaps by proclamation; and there would be 
inevitable delay and frustration of present plans for the more useful deployment of 
defence resources. 

5. The further question inevitably arises of what real advantage we should get 
out of the plan even if it did not lead to Military Government. The Chiefs of Staff 
(paragraph 15) "most strongly recommend that the withdrawal of the remaining 
garrison shall follow on the completion of the operations now planned". If this 
strong recommendation is accepted it means that, in fact, we just withdraw from the 
Base but that we do so in the conditions most unlikely of all to give us Egyptian co
operation. If this recommendation is not accepted, on the other hand, it means that 
we have to keep 14,000 men garrisoned in a small part of a largely dismantled Base 
for an indefinite period. Other forces would have to be kept hovering around the area 
to support them in case of need. 

6. The Suez Canal The extra-ordinary difficulties of the plan are well illustrated 
by two comments on the Suez Canal. In Annex III, paragraph 12, it is stated that the 
success of the plan "depends on the uninterrupted use of the Suez Canal throughout 
its length for the whole period of withdrawal". And in paragraph 31 it is stated "that 
after D+12 months it will not be possible by military means to guarantee passage of 
shipping throughout the length of the Canal". 

7. The Lord Chancellor will, no doubt, comment on the legal implications but it 
must be pointed out that the plan does not bring about the reduction of our force to 
10,000. Nor does it concentrate our remaining garrison in the area made available to 
them under the 1936 Treaty. 

To sum up, the plan is itself expensive and involves grave risks of a deteriora
tion of Anglo- Egyptian relations to the point of fighting. This could involve very 
great expense indeed. The plan neither gives us tenure of a workable base nor 
time to dismantle the contents of the present base in an orderly and economical 
manner. 
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499 FO 371/108415, no 63 1 Mar 1954 
'Egypt: arguments for a defence agreement': memorandum by 
E B Boothby 

A. We cannot afford the expense of keeping 80,000 men on the Canal. 
B. We cannot go on submitting these men to conditions which impose an ever 

increasing strain on their morale and have already resulted in a dangerous decline in 
regular engagements. 

C. The Canal base is at present useless in the face of Egyptian hostility. 
D. We do not know whether we shall ever again require to operate the base at full 

strength. As its strategic value is somewhat doubtful, we should not prolong our 
present quarrel with Egypt for its sake. Our objectives should be:-

1. to achieve friendly relations with Egypt; 
2. to gain time, during which alternatives to the present base can be built up. 

E. An agreement with Egypt would achieve both objectives. The present Treaty 
must go to arbitration after 1956, and it is unlikely that arbitration would confirm 
our present rights . A new agreement on the lines proposed would preserve the base 
for seven years . 

F. If the quarrel with Egypt is prolonged, or involves us in hostilities, our 
relations with the Arab world as a whole will deteriorate, with repercussions on our 
strategic position in the Middle East. 

G. To remove our forces without unnecessary loss of prestige, both at home and 
in the Arab world, we require an agreement. For this reason we should still require 
an agreement, even if we considered that the Canal base was valueless and could be 
abandoned. An agreement is a fortiori necessary if we are to make an effort to 
preserve the base or at least to gain time to make up our minds about it. 

The alternatives are:-

(i) to stand our ground (unacceptable because of A, B, C, D, F, and G); 
(ii) total withdrawal , (unacceptable because of G); 

(iii) course (c) . 

The disadvantages of course (c) are:-

(1) the ultimatum would probably stiffen Egyptian opposition rather than bring 
them to accept our terms; 
(2) if so, the later stages of the course would probably involve all the 
disadvantages of our present position and the other two courses rolled into one, 
namely:-

(a) loss of the base; 
(b) inability to reduce fighting troops owing to Egyptian opposition; 
(c) eventual need, because of A and B, to remove all our forces 
unconditionally. In that case withdrawal would look very much like defeat. 
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500 FO 3711108473, no 17 9 Mar 1954 
'Advantages and disadvantages of course (c)': memorandum by 
J E D Street 

Course (c) is intended to bring the following advantages: -

(a) to enable us to retain the initiative by retaining in Egypt fighting forces strong 
enough to look after themselves; 
(b) to make possible an eventual withdrawal of British troops under conditions 
not detrimental to our prestige; 
(c) to enable us to cover vital machinery in the Base. 

2. The achievement of these aims presupposes Egyptian co-operation. The 
Egyptians will, however, only co-operate if they believe that the first stages of course 
(c) are merely a prelude to the withdrawal of all British troops . For prestige reasons 
we shall in fact have to give a different impression, namely that our fighting forces 
will remain in Egypt at or near treaty strength until such time as our treaty rights 
are altered by arbitration. We should also want to give the impression that this 
arbitration might well go in our favour. Under these conditions the Egyptians may be 
expected to take the maximum harassing action against our forces . To retain the 
initiative, we should then have to reinforce well above treaty strength, and aims (b) 
and (c) would become impossible to fulfil. 

3. We should in fact have all the disadvantages which flow from remaining in 
Egypt by force (i.e . those of course (a)) with none of the advantages of that course. 
We should incure all the expense, international odium, and detriment to regular 
engagements in the Army, while having at the same time to abandon the Base and 
also the stranglehold which we possess over the Egyptian economy by our control of 
their supplies of white and black oils. 

4. If, eventually we withdrew our fighting forces we should also have all the 
disadvantages of course (b) without any of the advantages of that course. Our 
eventual withdrawal would be just as damaging to our prestige as if we were to 
withdraw now. We should be unable to redeploy in an orderly fashion; and we should 
of course have abandoned the base. 

Conclusion 
5. There are four possible courses of action. Two of them, reaching an agree

ment with Egypt and course (b) , assume or are likely to involve friendly co-oper
ation with the Egyptians. The other two courses (a) and (c) , assume or will 
provoke their hostility. Neither of the latter courses offers any strategic advan
tage and they both entail enormous expenditure and dislocation to the army. 
They have however certain advantages of prestige, particularly in the United 
Kingdom. It is an illusion to suppose that we can secure these last advantages 
without the expenditure, dislocation to our armed forces and international odium 
which they entail. Moreover the final stages of course (c) lack even the advantage 
of upholding our prestige. 
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501 FO 371/108415, no 82 9 Mar 1954 
[Disadvantages of course (c)]: draft minute by Mr Eden to Mr 
Churchill on why an agreement with Egypt is desirable 

Course "C" has never been anything but a very unsatisfactory pis-alter. 
It provides that we would break off negotiations with Egypt and would then reduce 

to treaty strength, after demolishing the base. We would hold a small area with these 
reduced forces . 

The disadvantages may be summarised as follows:-

(a) We lose the base immediately. It is no longer there should we need it in an 
emergency. 
(b) Our presence in Egypt could no longer be explained on the grounds that we 
were protecting the base. We would justify our action on the 1936 Treaty, on 
which we would offer to arbitrate. 
(c) The legal basis for our claim that the Treaty entitles us to remain after 1956 is 
very dubious. We have no certainty that arbitration would confirm our right to be 
there at all. 
(d) In any case our dispositions under Course "C" cannot, for military reasons, be 
in conformity with the Treaty. In practice it is unlikely the Egyptians would agree 
to arbitrate. We should then have to maintain ourselves by force indefinitely, 
justifying our action by an interpretation of the Treaty which the Egyptians, and 
probably the rest of the world, would contest. 
(e) Egyptian hostility would be just as strong as at present. As we reduce our 
forces, we should be less able to cope with it. Thus we should either have to 
reinforce once more or evacuate in humiliating circumstances. 

In short, this plan involves an incalculable commitment and no base. It would 
probably result in a graceless scramble before long. 

An agreement with Egypt offers the only prospect (short of keeping our 80,000 
men indefinitely in the Canal Zone) of ensuring that a base is available to us in case 
of emergency. It is the only way of cutting down the military and economic burden of 
our commitment in Egypt. It is the only course which offers the prospect of 
establishing working relations with Egypt. It would enable us to redeploy in 
controlled and orderly fashion. 

I therefore remain convinced that we must get an agreement if we can. 

502 T 225/325 9 Mar 19541 

[Anglo-Egyptian negotiations] :inward telegram no 414 from 
Sir R Makins to FO reporting US information on Colonel Nasser's 
desire for a settlement 

Bedell Smith has today conveyed to me the substance of a message sent by Nasser 
through secure channels to Kermit Roosevelt, 2 who as you know visited Egypt recently. 

1 This telegram was not received until 10 Mar. 
2 Grandson of President Theodore Roosevelt; joined Office of Strategic Services during WWII and then 
later the CIA; orchestrated Iranian coup, 1953. 
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2. The message affirms Nasser's desire for a settlement with Her Majesty's 
Government and states that in his opinion it can be obtained now if Her Majesty's 
Government will make a concession on the question of uniform. The Egyptians for 
their part are prepared to concede the automatic re-activation of the base in the 
event of an attack on Turkey. 

3. The message continues that in Nasser's view this may be the last chance of 
agreement, because Neguib is likely before long to bid for popularity by claiming that 
he is the one member of the C.R.C. who wishes to adopt a firm attitude towards the 
British. If he were to do this, he would start a competition in anti-British 
declarations which would make a settlement impossible. 

4. Bedell Smith is impressed by the analysis in paragraph 3 above. 
5. The State Department add that other sources have indicated that Nasser will 

not at present take any initiative to resume the negotiations, for fear that Neguib 
might take advantage of such a step to rally feeling against him. What Nasser hopes 
for is an official approach from Her Majesty's Government on the basis outlined in 
paragraph 2 above. 

503 CAB 129/66, C(54)99 13 Mar 1954 
'Egypt: defence negotiations': Cabinet memorandum by Mr Eden on a 
new plan to reopen negotiations 

I have been giving earnest consideration to the next moves in our relations with 
Egypt. 

2. As my colleagues know, I have always considered that the only way in which 
we can re-deploy our forces in the Canal Zone and relieve ourselves of the 
burdensome commitment they now represent is by agreement with the Egyptian 
Government. I have examined all the alternative possibilities and there is none which 
does not in my view entail the risk of an even more serious commitment and the 
virtual certainty of continuing conflict, ending perhaps with humiliating withdrawal. 
This applies particularly to proposals which involve trying to hold portions of 
Egyptian territory near the Canal with reduced forces and without Egyptian 
agreement. 

3. I have always recognised, however, that the attempt to reach agreement with 
Egypt requires an element of confidence on both sides. The behaviour of successive 
Egyptian Governments towards Great Britain both in the Canal Zone and in the 
Sudan has made it extremely difficult to negotiate with them. We have now reached a 
point where we must ask ourselves whether we can have sufficient confidence in 
Egypt to justify any agreement at all. 

4. Against this we must set the fact that the re-deployment of our forces is a 
major British interest and that by the same token we must at all costs avoid being 
drawn into an even deeper and more burdensome commitment by any action of our 
own. 

5. An agreement which includes the withdrawal of British troops from the Canal 
Zone is equally an Egyptian interest. The present regime, no doubt partly owing to 
uncertainties about their own internal position, are now showing a strong desire to 
resume negotiations with us. They have made it clear that they want a quick 
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agreement and that they are prepared to make an important advance towards us on 
the main issue which has hitherto held up agreement, namely the availability of the 
base in an emergency. It seems to me that we should be able to take advantage of this 
in order to insist that the Egyptian Government shall create that element of 
confidence which is essential for any effective agreement. 

6. The first step the Egyptian Government should take to restore confidence is to 
observe the terms and the spirit of the Anglo-Egyptian Agreement on the Sudan. In 
particular they must contribute to the orderly transfer of power by using their 
influence to ensure that the balance in the Governor-General's Commission is not 
upset and that the question of Sudanese membership is settled amicably between the 
two main Parties. They must also refrain from unbridled attacks on Britain and on 
British public servants in the Sudan. 

7. If a sufficient degree of confidence could be re-established, then I think we 
should be prepared to re-open negotiations at once with the Egyptian Government 
for an agreement on the Canal Zone. 

8. I have, however, been reconsidering the nature of the agreement upon which 
we have hitherto been working, bearing in mind particularly the need to avoid arrange
ments liable to perpetuate friction and lack of confidence between the two countries. 
I think that many of us feel that to leave 4,000 soldiers in the Canal Zone, scattered on 
technical duties, whether in uniform or not, under arrangements for command and 
control which are bound to be very complicated, is offering hostages to fortune . It 
leaves us open, for the duration of the agreement, to the risk of recurrent incidents. I 
would therefore like my colleagues to consider the following alternative proposal, 
which might safeguard any agreement reached from these dangers. 

9. The idea would be to concentrate on our right to re-enter the base in case of 
emergency, and to try to secure this right over a considerably longer period than the 
seven years contemplated in the present plan. In order to obtain this, we would 
abandon the idea of keeping soldiers in the base, and substitute the concept of 
maintaining essential installations there with civilian contract labour. The main 
outlines of the plan would be as follows:-

A. Our troops would re-deploy elsewhere. (We might require more time than the 
fifteen months of the present offer: see E below). 
B. We should obtain the right to re-enter the base in case of an attack on Egypt, 
an Arab State or Turkey, and to immediate consultations in the case of a 
threatened attack on these or on Persia. We should seek a 20-year life for this 
arrangement, instead of the 7 -year limit now contemplated. 
C. Certain key installations, such as airfields, would be maintained by civil 
contractors, under arrangements with the Egyptian Government, who would be 
responsible for their security. There would be no British soldiers remaining in the 
base as technicians. In an appropriate place in the agreement, Egypt would engage 
herself to maintain these installations and to make contracts with certain civil 
firms accordingly. 
D. The new agreement would contain a preamble covering the question of free 
navigation of the Suez Canal, and making it clear that it replaced the 1936 Treaty. 
E. We should clearly need time to remove equipment which could not be 
maintained by the contractors, and would therefore insist on more time, probably 
two years, to withdraw the troops. 
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10. If my colleagues agree that this would be a satisfactory basis for a defence 
agreement, I would propose that H.M. Ambassador in Cairo should be instructed to 
speak to General Neguib at once on the following broad lines. 

11. He would say that we welcome the evidence that the Egyptian Government 
wish to resume negotiations and are prepared to advance a step towards us on the 
question of availability. He would add, however, that, as the Egyptian Government 
have themselves emphasised, confidence is an essential condition of any agreement. 
Recent events in the Sudan have undermined confidence in the ability and 
willingness of the Egyptian Government to execute an agreement. Consequently Her 
Majesty's Government must ask General Neguib whether he is willing to take the 
necessary steps to restore that confidence. If he is, we should be willing to make the 
Egyptian Government an offer on the terms set out in paragraph 9 above. 

504 CAB 128/27/1, CC 18(54)1 15 Mar 1954 
'Egypt': Cabinet conclusions on re-opening negotiations on a defence 
agreement 

[The State Department agreed that Britain should negotiate with Egypt and capitalise on 
the straits in which the CRC found themselves due to the troubles within the government 
and the country as time might be short before an election campaign in Egypt (CAB 
129/67, C(54)102, 15 Mar 1954). However three days after the Cabinet meeting Eden 
arranged to visit the US ambassador's house at eleven pm to urge him to persuade the 
American government to associate itself with the future operation of the base in the 
manner laid down in C(54)99 (see 503). Eden argued that Churchill and Conservative 
backbenchers were reluctant to withdraw all British forces from Egypt and that US 
association with the plan was needed to satisfy Churchill. Otherwise the 'old man' would 
insist on maintaining large British forces in Egypt indefini tely (FRUS, 1952-1954, vol IX, 
pt II, p 2233) .] 

The Cabinet had before them memoranda by the Foreign Secretary (C. (54) 99 1 and 
102) suggesting a new approach to a defence agreement with Egypt. 

The Foreign Secretary said that in the middle of 1953 the Egyptian Government 
had rejected the proposal that the Base in the Canal Zone should be made available in 
the event of a threat of aggression against Turkey or Persia. In the following October 
we had suggested to them the United Nations formula, which they had also rejected. 
They had now indicated that they would be willing to agree that we should be free to 
re-enter upon the Base in the event of a threat of aggression against Turkey. 2 This 
was an important concession, not only because of the geographical position of 
Turkey, but because Turkey was herse lf a member of the North Atlantic Treaty 
Organisation. There was, therefore, now only one outstanding issue viz., the status of 
the British technicians in the Base and their right to wear uniform and carry 
personal arms. The Egyptian Government might at any moment make it publicly 
known that they were prepared to accept our views on the availability of the Base and 
that the sole remaining issue was the wearing of uniforms. This would put us in an 
embarrassing position; for to many sections of opinion, in this country and abroad, it 
would seem unreasonable that we should decline on that ground alone to conclude 
an agreement. The Foreign Secretary said that in these circumstances he had once 

1 See 503. 2 See 502, para 2, for what Nasser had actually proposed. 
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again reviewed the expediency of leaving in the Base 4,000 British soldiers, 
decreasing in numbers over a period of years. Whatever was agreed about their 
status, these men would in fact be hostages to fortune. He had therefore put forward, 
for the Cabinet's consideration, the alternative that the essential Base installations 
might be maintained by civilian contract labour. If this were found to be a practicable 
alternative, he would first instruct Her Majesty's Ambassador in Cairo to make it 
clear to General Neguib that he must take the necessary steps to restore confidence 
before there could be any defence agreement. The Egyptian Government must, in 
particular, undertake to observe the terms and the spirit of the Anglo-Egyptian 
Agreement on the Sudan and contribute to the orderly transfer of power in the 
Sudan by using their influence to ensure that the balance in the Governor-General's 
Commission was not upset. They must also refrain from unbridled attacks on Britain 
and on British public servants in the Sudan. Her Majesty's Ambassador would explain 
that, if General Neguib took the necessary action to secure this, we might be willing 
to conclude a defence agreement on the terms suggested, i.e., that key installations 
and airfields in the Base should be maintained by civil contractors and that no 
British soldiers would remain there as technicians. In return for this concession, we 
should ask that the agreement should last for twenty years instead of seven, and that 
a rather longer time, probably two years, should be allowed for the withdrawal of all 
British troops. 

In discussion of this proposal the following points were made:-
(a) The Minister of Defence said that, from the military angle, there would be no 

practical objection to the employment of civil contractors for the maintenance of the 
Base installations and airfields. A similar system had been adopted with success in 
Libya. It would, however, be advisable to retain the right to send military inspectors 
to the Base at intervals to ensure that all was in order: these need not necessarily 
wear uniform. 

(b) Care would be needed in drawing up the terms of the proposed contracts so as 
to ensure that the Egyptians accepted due responsibility for the care and 
maintenance of the Base, and did not interfere unreasonably with the work of the 
contractors. 

(c) Under our original proposals the position of the British military technicians in 
the Base would have been anomalous and unsatisfactory. Though it would have been 
convenient, in presenting the plan to some sections of opinion in this country, to 
stress the fact that these would be soldiers, they would in fact have had no military 
value; and, as their numbers declined under the terms of the proposed agreement, 
they would have become hostages to fortune. From this point of view we should 
perhaps be on surer ground if we could abandon the pretence that these technicians 
were a military force. There was more realism in the new proposal that the Base 
should be maintained by civilian contractors. 

(d) The view was expressed that men employed by civil contractors in the Base 
might be treated with less respect than military technicians and that, if no British 
troops remained there, the Egyptians would make less effort to maintain the Base in 
good order. Against this it was argued that it was in the Egyptian interest that the 
Base should remain efficient. In this connection the suggestion was made that, if it 
could be arranged that American as well as British civil contractors should take 
charge of installations, this would be a powerful guarantee that the Base would be 
properly cared for and would also have considerable political value. 



240 THE END OF CHURCHILL'S RESISTANCE [504] 

(e) The new proposal would enable us to remove all our troops from Egypt. This 
would reduce our overseas military expenditure, and would enable us to re-deploy 
our forces in the Middle East to better advantage. Moreover, on the new basis, we 
might hope to secure an agreement valid for twenty years instead of seven. And the 
provision for re-entry into the Base in the event of a threat of aggression against 
Turkey would be of particular value in linking the agreement with the North Atlantic 
Alliance. 

(f) On the other hand, Ministers recognised that it might not be easy to justify to 
their supporters an agreement on the lines now suggested. Involving, as it did, the 
withdrawal of all British troops from Egypt, this could easily be represented as a 
complete surrender to the more extreme demands of the Egyptian Government. If, 
therefore, it were decided to go forward with this plan, its timing and presentation 
would need very careful consideration. 

(g) In particular, it would be necessary to satisfy public opinion in this country 
that adequate safeguards were being provided for the right of international passage 
through the Suez Canal. The suggestion was made that appropriate provisions on 
this point might be included in the body of the new agreement. The Foreign 
Secretary pointed out that it would hardly be practicable to include binding 
provisions on this point in a bilateral agreement between ourselves and Egypt, since 
the subject was of close concern to a great number of maritime Powers, all of whom 
were parties to the original Suez Canal Agreement. It was admitted that the 
declaration about the Canal which the Egyptians had agreed to include in the 
preamble would, as a matter of law, impose on them a binding obligation. 

(h) Whatever agreement was made with Egypt, we needed to re-deploy British 
forces in the Middle East in such a way as to enable us to maintain our prestige in 
that area and to exert effective power if Egypt failed to keep the agreement. Present 
plans contemplated the stationing of an armoured brigade in Libya, a brigade in 
Cyprus and, possibly, a brigade in Jordan. If a situation arose necessitating the re
entry into the Canal Zone by force, reinforcements would have to be sent from 
elsewhere. 

The Prime Minister said that he felt great anxiety about the new proposal now put 
forward, both on its merits and because of the political criticism which it seemed 
likely to arouse. It was an essential part of the Foreign Secretary's proposal that 
confidence should be restored before any new defence agreement was concluded, and 
General Neguib was to be asked to give assurances of his good intentions. He himself 
found it difficult to repose any confidence in any promises which General Neguib 
might be induced to make. The Egyptian Government had in fact already 
undertaken, in the Anglo-Egyptian Agreement on the Sudan, to do the very things 
we should now be asking them to do as the price for a defence agreement. General 
Neguib himself was in no position to give satisfactory guarantees about the Sudan. 
The main sources of his power in Egypt were (i) the fact that his mother was 
Sudanese and that the Egyptians expected him to bring the Sudan under Egyptian 
control, and (ii) the expectation that he would drive the British out of the Canal Zone 
and bring the Sudan under exclusively Egyptian influence. Although it was true that 
the question of uniform was not a good issue on which to break off the negotiations, 
it was a point of practical importance. If British soldiers employed as technicians in 
the Base were accorded the status of soldiers, that was some physical guarantee that 
the Base would not be neglected and an assurance that the Egyptians could not ill-
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use them without affording us an ample justification for intervening to protect them. 
If that physical guarantee were removed, nothing would be left but verbal promises 
on which it would be folly to rely. It would, no doubt, be easier and less costly to 
abandon both Egypt and the Sudan, but that would not be the end of our troubles. If 
Egypt were free to do as she pleased in the Sudan, there would almost certainly be a 
civil war from which we could not stand aside. It would be small consolation to point 
to the longer duration of the new agreement, since it was only too likely that there 
would be continuing causes for friction and finally for the repudiation of the 
agreement by Egypt. He was anxious to start moving some troops away from the 
Canal Zone as soon as possible, but we must first find some more solid and effective 
guarantees for the independence of the Sudan. 

The Prime Minister therefore invited the Cabinet to consider, as an alternative 
policy, the possibility of launching a programme of positive action. Thus, we might 
break off the defence negotiations and embark on a definite plan of re-deployment. 
An armoured brigade could be sent at once from the Canal Zone to Libya. A brigade 
could be sent to Khartoum in order to demonstrate in a practical manner our 
determination to ensure the independence of the Sudanese and to protect them from 
Egyptian interference. The troops remaining in Egypt could be re-deployed in the 
manner best calculated to ensure their safety. Meanwhile we should do our utmost to 
promote effective multi-lateral action by the maritime Powers to assure the right of 
international passage through the Canal. He would like to examine a plan of this kind 
in greater detail with the Foreign Secretary and the Minister of Defence. 

The Foreign Secretary said that, while he would be ready to consider an 
alternative policy on these lines, he was not convinced that the arrival of a British 
brigade in Khartoum would be welcomed by any of the political parties in the Sudan. 
There was at the moment no real justification for such a move, although there might 
be if the Governor-General found it necessary to declare a constitutional emergency. 

The Foreign Secretary added that he had been impressed by the suggestion made 
in the discussion that we might associate American civil contractors in the care of 
the Base installations. He would like to put this to the United States Ambassador in 
London and ascertain his views. He would explain that, so long as the responsibility 
for safeguarding the Base rested on British troops, we should have to insist that their 
military status should be adequately safeguarded. We would, however, be prepared to 
consider the alternative proposition that the maintenance of the Base in peace 
should be entrusted to a civilian organisation if the Americans were prepared to 
share that responsibility with us. In that event, all British military personnel could 
be withdrawn from Egypt, though some arrangement would need to be made for 
British military inspectors to visit the Base in plain clothes from time to time in 
order to verify that the installations and equipment were being maintained in good 
order. 

The Cabinet:-
(1) Agreed to resume their discussion at a further meeting. 
(2) Took note that in the meantime the Foreign Secretary would consult 
informally with the United States Ambassador in London on the suggestion that 
the maintenance of the Base installations in the Canal Zone might be undertaken 
in place by an Anglo-American civilian organisation; and that the PM would 
discuss further with the Foreign Secretary and the Minister of Defence the 
alternative policy of redeployment which he had suggested in the discussion. 
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505 CAB 128/27/1, CC 21(54)2 22 Mar 1954 
'Egypt': Cabinet conclusions on re-opening negotiations on a defence 
agreement [Extract] 

[By the time the Cabinet reconvened Dulles had sent word to Eden that in principle the 
US was prepared to co-operate in working out a base settlement along the lines he was 
proposing subject to an invitation from the Egyptians (FRUS, 1952-1954, vol IX, pt II, p 
2239) . The Cabinet invited Eden to explore in consultation with the US the maintenance 
of base installations in the Canal Zone by means of an Anglo- American civilian 
organisation and report back. It also invited Lord Alexander to report what initial steps 
could be taken to concentrate and contract the base in the Canal Zone and recommend 
the phase of redeployment that could be carried out in parallel with that contraction. 
Progress with the Egyptians was, however, delayed because of the troubles in Egypt, 
including Neguib's rejection of availability in the event of an attack on Turkey.] 

The Foreign Secretary said that the United States Secretary of State had made an 
encouraging response to the suggestion that the maintenance of the Canal Zone Base 
in peace might be entrusted to a civilian organisation in which the Americans would 
take some share of responsibility. Mr. Dulles had said that the United States 
Government were in principle prepared to co-operate in working out a solution 
along these lines, provided that this would not involve them in any new military 
commitment and that they would not be asked to participate in negotiations with the 
Egyptians unless they were asked to do so by the Egyptian Government. Mr. Dulles 
had added that there were many technical and other aspects of the proposition which 
would have to be considered before a final decision was reached. 

The Foreign Secretary said that, as he had made clear in his statement in the 
House of Commons that day, the defence negotiations with Egypt must be suspended 
until there was positive evidence that the Egyptians intended to take active and co
operative measures to improve the situation in the Canal Zone. Meanwhile, he 
proposed that he should explore, in consultation with the Americans, the possibility 
of handing over the maintenance of the Base to an Anglo- American civilian 
organisation. 

The Prime Minister agreed that the details of an Anglo-American civilian 
organisation to maintain the Base might now be worked out further, in consultation 
with the Americans and without any final commitment. He would have preferred a 
definite rupture of the negotiations with the Egyptian Government, which would 
have enabled us to take our stand on the 1936 Treaty and to announce that we 
intended to re-deploy the forces now located in the Canal Zone in accordance with 
our own interests . This re-deployment could continue for about two years, at the end 
of which we should still have 15,000 troops in the Canal Zone in the region between 
Ismailia and Port Said. These troops, who would be able to ensure their own security, 
could remain until we had reason to place complete confidence in the promises of 
the Egyptian Government. 

In discussion the following points were made:-
( a) The Minister of Transport emphasised the importance of including in any 

agreement with the Egyptians an article about the freedom of navigation through the 
Suez Canal. The Foreign Secretary said that he doubted if it was possible at this stage 
to consider the inclusion of an article to this effect. There was already agreement on 
the inclusion of a statement in the preamble and this had sufficient legal validity. 

(b) The re-deployment of British troops in the Canal Zone would entail the gradual 
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abandonment of parts of the Base, and if this were to start before the conclusion of an 
agreement it might invalidate the argument that the proper maintenance of the Base 
was one of the main reasons for seeking agreement with the Egyptian Government. 
It was pointed out, on the other hand, that some initial re-deployment of forces 
might help to create those conditions of confidence without which no agreement was 
possible. This initial re-deployment could be accompanied by a corresponding 
contraction and concentration of the Base. 

(c) As the prospects declined of securing continuing payment of our occupation 
costs in Germany, it became increasingly important to obtain some relief in our 
overseas military expenditure in Egypt. . .. 

506 FO 3711110787, no 29 26 Mar 1954 
[Turko-Pakistani pact ]: letter from Sir J Bowker (Ankara) to R Alien 
on the proposed pact's importance fo r fu ture British defence 
arrangements in the Middle East 

In my despatch No. 41 of March 13 I traced the development of the idea of the 
Turco- Pakistan Pact. It is difficult to say how quickly this move will develop on the 
lines of providing the basis of a new Middle East defence system. It may well be that 
Pakistan is interested only in strengthening herself for the struggle with India over 
Kashmir and that, having now got her assurance of American arms, she will be slow 
to follow up the defence talks with Turkey for which the pact will no doubt make 
provision in the most general terms. On the other hand, there seems reason to 
suppose that Zafrullah Khan1 himself is interested in Middle East defence. I gather 
that the Turks themselves are unlikely to be in a great hurry to push ahead with 
military talks with the Pakistanis under the agreement, since they feel that so long as 
their understanding with Pakistan remains on the present very general basis, it will 
stand more chance of attracting the participation of Iraq, etc. At the same time I do 
not think that they expect any spectacular or immediate results as regards the 
possibility of co-operation from Turkey's and Pakistan's neighbours. But the 
important factor in all this is the support which the new conception has received, 
and will no doubt continue to receive, from the Americans. 

2. It seems evident that the present American Administration have given up as 
hopeless the old idea of a Middle East Defence Organisation based on the Western 
sponsoring powers in which the Arab States would participate. Instead they have 
decided on the conception of the "Northern tier", that is to say a defensive 
association between the states in the Northern region of the Middle East based on the 
two potentially strongest, Turkey and Pakistan. These two states and any others 
which may choose to associate themselves with them will be helped to build up their 
military resources by receiving arms under the Mutual Security arrangements. It is 
hoped by this means to construct a sort of roof over the vulnerable Middle East 
region which will help towards the containment of Russia in the cold war and 
eventually be able to play an effective part if a hot war should break out. It is known 
that adherence to the new pact will bring certain material benefits and such a bait is 

1 Sir Mohammed Zafrullah Khan, Pakistani fo reign minister and minister of Commonwealth relations. 
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bound to attract. Already there are definite signs of interest on the part of Iraq and it 
looks as if we may expect a visit to Ankara by Nuri before long. 

3. This new development, therefore, seems bound to be of considerable impor
tance for the future of the Middle East and for the position of Great Britain in this area. 
I do not know if there has been any indication so far from the Americans of the sort of 
role which they expect that we should play in the new plan. One gets the impression 
here that they are assuming that they will run this show themselves, not necessarily 
because of a specific intent to eliminate us, but rather because it does not occur to 
them to imagine that they need, or could get, any useful help from anyone else. It 
seems therefore important that we should give urgent study to our own position in 
relation to this new move. Hitherto we have regarded Egypt and the Suez Canal as the 
key to Middle East defence, and decisions on any modification of our position else
where, notably Iraq, have had to wait on a settlement of the Anglo-Egyptian issue. 
Viewed from here it looks as if any further waiting on events in Egypt may result in 
our finding ourselves relegated to a very secondary role in influencing the course of 
events, and even entail the risk of our gradual elimination from those areas, particu
larly Iraq, where up to now our influence has been paramount. 

507 T 225/326 5 Apr 1954 
[Situation in Egypt]: inward telegram no 471 from Sir R Stevenson to 
FO on the prospects of the Revolutionary Command Council retaining 
power and concluding an agreement with Britain 

Your telegram No. 1186 to Washington. 
My United States colleague and I have reviewed our joint appreciation of February 

4 in the light of subsequent events, and are agreed on the following general 
conclusions:-

!. The events of March severely shook the C.R.C. 1 Nevertheless the regime's 
immediate prospects appear to be fairly good. Although the situation has not yet 
returned to normal and the University students have still to be brought to heel, the 
chances are that the C.R.C ., with the Army behind them, will be able to bring the 
situation under control, possibly in a matter of days, provided there is not an 
outbreak of assassinations or terrorist activities. 

2. The outlook in the longer term also is not unpromising. The internal unity, 
both of the C.R.C. and of the armed forces as a whole, is likely to be maintained at 
least for some time, and the C.R.C. may be able to reach some modus vivendi with 
the Moslem Brotherhood. The C.R.C.'s continuation in power, however, will depend 
very largely on the prospects of an Anglo-Egyptian settlement. If negotiations are 
reopened, confidence will gradually return and the regime will be strengthened. If, 
on the other hand, negotiations are not resumed within a reasonable time, the 
regime's position will again become precarious. In that case, with every month that 
passes, the risk of further dissension within the C.R.C. and in the Army increases, as 
does the possibility of Neguib refusing to accept the role of figure-head. There is also 
the risk that in an attempt to achieve popularity the regime might embark on 
violently anti-British and anti-Western courses. 

1 See the introduction in part I of this vo lume, pp lxxxii . 
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3. In the long term there is a good chance that, provided an Anglo-Egyptian 
agreement is reached and material and moral support is forthcoming from the West, 
the regime will survive in some form possibly until the end of the "transition period" 
in January 1956, and also that it will be more zealous than any other Egyptian 
Government in prospect, in carrying out its obligations. The regime has, however, 
proved itself to be one beset by recurrent crises, and although an Anglo-Egyptian 
agreement would represent a major contribution to its stability, crises of one sort or 
another will almost certainly arise. Anti-British and anti-Western agitation will 
inevitably continue to some extent, but with the removal of the main irritant-the 
presence of British troops in the Canal Zone-its intensity is likely to be far less. 

4. The philosophy of the C.R.C. has not been altered by events. It is still anti
Communist and relatively pro-Western. The C.R.C. appears to be as anxious as ever 
to reach an agreement with the United Kingdom provided it is compatible with its 
idea of Egyptian sovereignty. 

5. There is no alternative government in sight which would be as satisfactory 
from the point of view of the West. 

6. As long as the C.R.C. (or any successor government created by it) is in power it 
can be expected to carry out any commitments it has freely undertaken, at least as 
faithfully as any government now in sight. 

7. The skilful handling of public opinion during the last stages of the crisis 
suggests that the C.R.C. will be able to deal successfully with the danger period 
immediately following the announcement of an Anglo-Egyptian settlement. The 
strike weapon is double edged, but the C.R.C. appears to be confident that it can 
exercise the requisite control. 

508 FO 3711110787, no 34 10 Apr 1954 
[Turko-Pakistani pact] : memorandum by PS Falla on the 
implications of Iraq acceding to the pact [Extract] 

[The Turko- Pakistani pact was signed on 2 Apr. It contained clauses on cultural, 
economic and technical co-operation including defence matters. It did not involve any 
obligations for mutual assistance in the event of an attack on one of the signatories by a 
third party. The next stage of the American plan for Middle East defence arrangements 
was to bring in the Iraqis. On 21 Apr, before the Iraqis had joined the pact, the two 
governments exchanged notes permitting American military aid to begin.] 

... Considerations 
3. Our position on U.S. military aid is defined in the Memorandum of 

Understanding. Briefly, it is to minimize the detriment it might cause to our own posi
tion and try to make of it a useful contribution to Iraqi military capacity. Offshore pur
chase from the U.K. is the best method, and we are urging this on the Americans. 

4. We have not yet defined our attitude to the possible accession of Iraq to the 
Turkish-Pakistan agreement. The advantages would be that, although the agreement 
provides only for mutual consultation, Iraq's adherence would strengthen her 
alignment with the Western bloc and signify her rejection of Arab League neutralism 
as advocated by Egypt. Iraq's accession would also provide a basis for discussions 
with Turkey and Pakistan on joint defence; these would be unlikely to take place 
otherwise and might eventually, if we became associated with them, lead to some real 
improvement in the security of the area. 
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5. The immediate danger of Iraq's accession would be that a violent reaction of 
Iraqi and Arab opinion might overthrow the Government and lead to a reaction 
towards a pro-Egyptian, neutralist policy. A foretaste of such reactions has already 
been provided by student demonstrations in Beirut and Damascus against Iraqi 
accession to the Pact. It might be possible to avoid trouble, given proper police 
precautions and careful political planning and presentation by Dr. Jamali. If Iraq 
found it possible to accede, however, there would be a danger that, as the pact is 
recognised to be an American initiative and is closely linked with United States 
military aid, Iraq would become less dependent on the Anglo- Iraqi treaty for her 
security and arms supplies; our influence would be correspondingly reduced and our 
chances of retaining the military facilities we need would diminish ... . 

509 T 225/326 30 Apr 1954 
[Defence negotiations with Egypt]: inward telegram no 68 from Mr 
Eden ( Geneva) 1 to FO on the new British proposals 

[By now the Americans had decided that their association with the British proposals 
should be somewhat limited. The British and the Egyptians would first have to reach 
agreement in principle but it would be intimated during the discussions that if the 
Egyptians so desired the US would be prepared to become a party to the final settlement 
(FRUS, 1952-1954, vol IX, pt II , p 2268) .] 

Addressed to Cairo telegram No: 2 of April30. 
Repeated for information to: Foreign Office. Washington. 
Your telegram No: 543 to Foreign Office. 
I agree that it would be important to present these proposals2 in the right way to 

the Egyptians, if and when the time comes. 
2. The proposals, however, represent a new approach to the whole problem. They 

derive from our failure to reach agreement with the Egyptians on the old basis, and 
there can, therefore, be no question of any breach of our undertaking not to raise 
new points of principle in connexion with the previous proposals. Our previous offer 
still stands, but the new conception is a real effort to overcome the deadlock which 
has paralysed negotiations, in particular over the question of uniforms. 

3. The previous basis of agreement was that, after the withdrawal of combatant 
troops, the base should be maintained by a gradually diminishing number of British 
soldier-technicians. Elaborate arrangements laying down the duties and rights of 
these technicians, including their right as soldiers to wear uniform were necessary; 
the Egyptians, by objecting to their right to wear uniforms, raised doubts in our 
minds as to whether they would, in fact, be prepared to regard them as soldiers and 
treat them properly, whatever other arrangements might be made for them. We 
understood that the Egyptian objection was based upon the view that the continued 
presence of these British soldiers in the base would appear to the Egyptian public to 
be a continuance of the British occupation. Our proposal that the base should be 

1 Eden was in Geneva for the conference on the Korean problem which began on 26 Apr and lasted until 8 
May when the conference began to discuss the conflict in Indo-China. After a recess in late June the 
conference on Indo-China resumed in early July. 
2 These were the proposals discussed in March relating to the use of civilian technicians in the base. 
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maintained by civilian contract labour instead of soldier-technicians therefore 
represents a very great improvement from the Egyptian point of view, and should be 
welcome to the Egyptians. 

4. The Egyptians, however, cannot have it all their own way. If we are to forego 
the arrangement whereby the base is maintained by British soldier-technicians, then 
certain logical consequences follow. In the first place, it will be necessary for us to 
remove certain stores and equipment from the base which we would otherwise have 
left there. It will take longer for us to do this than merely to remove the soldiers, and 
I am advised that the minimum period will be two years. I am, however, considering 
whether we could remove the combatant troops in fifteen months and merely leave a 
number of technicians for the remaining nine months to supervise the running 
down of the base as suggested in your paragraph 5. 

5. In the second place, the period of seven years derived from the period during 
which the run-down of British technicians took place. Since this whole conception 
would be abandoned under the new scheme, it follows that the period of seven years 
no longer applies. And since the argument about the appearance of British 
occupation can no longer hold good, there is no reason why the Egyptians should 
object to a longer period for the duration of the agreement. Moreover, we understand 
that the Egyptian point of view has been that they would always be prepared to make 
the base available to us in the event of a threat arising in agreed circumstances, and 
that is really all we are asking for now. Some modification of the contractual scheme 
for the maintenance of the base might, of course, be possible during the twenty-year 
period which we propose, but in our view twenty years is the minimum period for 
which the Egyptians should bind themselves to make the base available to us. 

6. I think that if we decide to put the scheme to the Egyptians, it might be 
presented to them on the above lines. We intend, of course, that the Americans 
should be associated in some way with the plan. If the Egyptians do not like it, then 
they will have to fall back on the old scheme and give way over uniforms or they will 
not get an agreement. Meanwhile I should be grateful for your comments. 

510 T 225/326 4 May 1954 
[Anglo-Egyptian defence negotiations]: inward telegram no 587 from 
Sir R Stevenson to FO on the delegation's reaction to the latest FO views 

Following from Delegation. 
We are most grateful for your explanations, which make the position clearer. We 

agree that by presenting the new proposals to the Egyptians on the lines suggested in 
your telegram No. 21 we should be able to avoid or refute any charge of breach of 
faith. We attach particular importance to the consideration mentioned in the last 
sentence of paragraph 4 of your telegram No. 2. 

2. Despite the arguments contained in paragraph 5 of your telegram No. 2, we 
consider that it would be very difficult to bring the Egyptian Government to agree 
now, i.e. in advance of evacuation, to bind their country for so long a period as 20 
years. There may however be varying degrees of difficulty with regard to (a) 
availability (b) British inspection (c) maintenance of the base by contract labour. 

1 See 509. 
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3. Availability. Neguib's letter of July 10, 1953, to Eisenhower contained a rather 
vague provision that availability might extend beyond the termination of the rest of 
the agreement. It is true that this was linked with the conception of a 3-year 
agreement, but it provides a foundation from which we could argue on the lines of 
paragraph 5 of your telegram No. 2. Whether we could get the Egyptians to specify a 
20-year period of availability is more doubtful. 

4. Inspection. Neguib's letter also contained a provision that British inspection 
might continue after withdrawal of British technicians. On this analogy, provided 
that the ultimate number of inspectors were [sic] small, we could press to retain 
inspection rights for so long as Her Majesty's Government were contributing 
financially to the maintenance of the base, i.e. possibly after it had become entirely 
Egyptianised (see paragraph 5 below). 

5. Contract labour. It is this which we feel convinced that the Egyptians will not 
accept for anything like 20 years. Indeed, we feel that even to suggest a 20-year 
duration for this part of the new scheme would be a psychological error, and would 
prejudice our chance of getting the Egyptians to examine the scheme seriously. We 
note however, that if we can secure a 20-year period of availability you are prepared 
to consider some modification of the contractual scheme for maintenance of the base 
at some time during that period. It seems to us that the most we are likely to secure 
would be a 10 year (or possibly 7-year) period covering withdrawal of our forces and 
contract labour operation of the base. We doubt whether it would be politically 
possible for them to agree to much if any more than the 7-year period to which they 
are more or less publicly committed. We might also obtain a clause providing for the 
further extensions of contract labour by agreement. 

6. Your telegram No. 1. Subject to agreement on the duration of the contract 
labour scheme, and provided that the number of installations to be operated or 
maintained by contract labour is not too large (particularly in proportion to the 
number of installations to be abandoned to the Egyptians) , we consider that the 
Egyptians would probably not object to Her Majesty's Government engaging the 
contractors Uust as under the old scheme we would select the technicians). In this 
connexion, it would be most helpful if we could know in some detail the installations 
which would have to be run, by contract labour, i.e . both those which would be 
required to operate fully or partially in peacetime, and those to be kept on a care and 
maintenance basis. It would also be of great help to us in the formulation of our 
views to know the degree of British day-to-day technical control (if any) envisaged in 
each of these cases. For example, assuming that the base workshop is to be continued 
in operation, would the British military authorities be able to detail repair priorities? 

7. Whether the contractors are engaged by Her Majesty's Government or by the 
Egyptian Government, we suggest that provision should be made for international 
tender allowing for foreign firms (including Egyptian firms) to put in bids. This 
might be the most acceptable way of allowing for participation by American firms. 

8. We think it unlikely that we shall be able to persuade the Egyptians to invite 
the United States Government (repeat Government) to participate in the running of 
the base. Nothing has happened to alter their attitude since last year when they refused 
to consider tripartite negotiations. They might however be persuaded to conclude a 
bilateral agreement with the United States (subsequent to an Anglo- Egyptian agree
ment) on the use of the base, if the United States Government take the initiative. 
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511 FO 371/108417, no 111 12 May 1954 
[Anglo-Egyptian defence negotiations]: inward telegram no 935 from 
British Defence Co-ordination Committee, Middle East to COS on 
what is most likely to produce an agreement 

1. We note from Foreign Office tel. 805 to Cairo that the whole position is about 
to be reviewed and having regard to Cairo tel. 602 to Foreign Office we feel this is an 
opportune time to forward our views in particular from the military angle. 

2. It appears the Egyptians are now willing to come to an agreement on the basis of 
including Turkey in the reactivation clause in return for our giving way on uniform. 

3. If this is so there are three alternatives:-

(a) To continue indefinitely as at present without any agreement and perhaps to 
go for plan INVOKE. 
(b) To reopen negotiation on the basis of paragraph 2 above. 
(c) To reopen them on a new basis e.g. the contract labour scheme instead of 
military technicians . 

4. We believe the overriding factor is that time is not on our side and that an 
agreement should be reached with the Egyptians with the least possible delay. Our 
reasons for this are based on four major considerations:-

(a) Operational. 
(b) Prestige. 
(c) Financial. 
(d) Morale. 

Our views in some detail on these considerations are as follows . 

5. Operational. 

(a) While the present uncertainty exists the chance of serious incidents is always 
with us. British soldiers are likely to be killed in the course of clashes with armed 
Egyptians attempting to break into our installations and camps, saboteurs and 
thugs will be killed by British guards and patrols. All this is liable to set in motion 
a chain reaction leading to a rapid worsening of relations . This was brought to 
your notice in the last sentence of 852/CCL and has been much discussed in 
subsequent correspondence. 
(b) The chance of having to put operation RODEO into action is always possible 
until an agreement is reached. Once an agreement has been reached this must be 
far less likely. 
(c) It is realised how important strategically it is to reduce the size of the present 
garrison in Egypt. We believe this can only be done without unreasonable risk 
once an agreement in principle has been reached. 
(d) The R.A. F. have special problems. 

(1) Their most pressing concern is the deteriorating state of the operational 
airfields in the Canal Zone. The position at each is as follows : Shallufa is already 
in a very poor condition. The main runway at Deversoir is crumbling rapidly and 
will shortly become unusable. Flying will then be possible from the subsidiary 
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runway only. Both runways at Kabrit are badly worn and although not 
unserviceable at present will need extensive maintenance before long. The 
runways at Fayid are also badly worn and extensive repair work is about to be 
started there. This will take some time to complete. 
(2) In present circumstances we see little likelihood of obtaining the labour and 
materials required for airfield repair work. At the best we can undertake to 
repair only one airfield at a time with our own existing resources . 
(3) Thus we have only one airfield Abu Sueir from which we can rely on being 
able to operate fighters intensively and without restriction for some time ahead. 
We plan on continuing to use Fayid as our transport base while repairs are 
going on but even when these are completed it will have no spare capacity. The 
operation of our fighters will therefore eventually be limited to Abu Sueir which 
will take a maximum of three squadrons. This will meet our needs but only if 
redeployment starts soon. 

6. Prestige. While the present situation in Egypt exists there is a continuous flow 
of anti-British propaganda put out from that country throughout the Arab world and 
this is unquestionably doing us increasing harm throughout the Middle East. 

7. Financial. 

(a) Our reluctance to spend money in the Canal Zone during the past three years 
has led to a steady deterioriation in the standards of public utilities, roads and 
railways, living accommodation and base installations, airfield surfaces, hospitals 
and signal communications. The general state of these facilities is now causing us 
serious concern and we estimate that the cost of bringing them up to minimum 
standards would be of the order of £4,000,000. 
(b) A detailed examination is being made of the many administrative problems 
involved in maintaining our present position in the Canal Zone and our 
conclusions on these are being forwarded separately. 

8. Morale . The current situation in the Canal Zone is comparatively quiet but 
there is always the possibility of a renewed outbreak of incidents. We are therefore 
forced to continue to impose on our troops irksome restrictions designed for their 
own protection. These together with the effects of the immense guarding 
commitment necessary here, poor living standards, lack of married quarters (8200 
married men separated from their families) and uncertainty regarding the future are 
resulting in considerable strain and must be doing both the army and the RAF great 
harm as regards recruiting. 

9. We have therefore considered the three alternatives in paragraph 3 above and 
our views on them are briefly as follows:-

(a) In regard to paragraph 3(a). If we do not have an agreement but go for plan INVOKE 
Egypt will remain hostile to us with increasing repercussions on our relations with 
other Arab states and we can see many military disadvantages to this scheme. 
(b) In regard to paragraph 3(b) . The success of this course will depend upon 
Egyptian goodwill but we believe there is a better chance of this alternative 
working than any other. As regards soldiers in plain clothes. Although we realise 
the difficulties involved in soldiers having to wear plain clothes for a limited time 
we believe it would be workable provided their status is safeguarded. From the 
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services point of view this situation is preferable to a breakdown of negotiations on 
this issue. 
(c) In regard to paragraph 3(c). We appreciate the attractions of this course but we 
do not know enough of the details of the scheme as envisaged to comment in 
detail on it. We are not therefore able on our present knowledge to compare the 
military value of the base thus operated with that of the base operated under the 
military technicians scheme. But we believe the chances of getting effective 
contracts on a sound basis will be much greater after an agreement in principle on 
the lines of paragraph 2 above has been reached. We agree with the view of the 
Embassy that any approach to the Egyptians on the lines of a completely new 
conception as far as they are concerned must cause suspicion, delay, lack of 
understanding and possible breakdown particularly if any question of extended 
time limits is involved. 

10. For the reasons in this telegram and because we believe it will promote 
stability and better relations and enable us to get on with redeployment our firm 
conclusion is that British interests in the Middle East will be served best by an early 
agreement. This seems to us most likely to be reached on the basis of paragraph 2 
above (without prejudice to a contract labour scheme at a later stage). 

11. With reference to paragraph 9(b) above we are impressed by the view that the 
wearing of uniform is not in itself a safeguard of the mens' safety. It may well be 
otherwise and when everyone is in plain clothes tension may relax and their safety 
should be greater. We do realise a risk exists but this is so for soldiers in plain 
clothes, civilians under our control or contractors alike. If agreement was possible 
on the basis of paragraph 2 above we would envisage that within this framework 
civilians could progressively replace military personnel in the base. This might ease 
the political problem in this connection. 

12. Finally we would recommend starting negotiations as soon as possible 
because whatever may be the attitude of the Government in Cairo, and we believe it 
to be endeavouring to limit incidents now, there are always those who are against an 
agreement and know that they have only to create an incident to retard the 
reopening of negotiations. When the political advantage to be gained by sabotaging 
the negotiations has been removed there would be a much reduced risk of incidents. 

512 FO 3711108417, no 111, DCC(54)31, annex 19 May 1954 
'The problem involved in maintaining the present strength of forces 
in the Canal Zone': memorandum by the British Defence 
Co-ordination Committee, Middle East on the conditions in the Canal 
Zone [Extract] 

Introduction 

1. Ever since the abrogation of the Anglo/Egyptian Treaty in October 1951 we 
have awaited a decision on the future of the Canal Zone. No agreement with the 
Egyptians has been reached, and therefore no firm decision has ever been taken. 
Meanwhile there has been a steady deterioration in all that is required to maintain 
the forces in the Canal Zone in an acceptable state of efficiency and with reasonable 
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living conditions. Owing to political uncertainty and the possibility of an early 
redeployment, funds for maintenance have been severely curtailed and only in cases 
of desperate need has financial approval been given for improvements or new 
construction. 

Aim 

2. The aim of our paper is to examine the problems involved in maintaining the 
present strength of forces in the Canal Zone. 

Conditions in the Canal Zone 

3. We feel that in order to appreciate fully the problem of maintaining our 
present forces in the Canal Zone for a considerable time, a full understanding of the 
effect of present conditions in the Zone is essential. It must also be realised that, 
under present terms of service, personnel are required to serve under these 
conditions for up to 3 years. A resume of these conditions is given in the following 
paragraphs. 

Accommodation 
4. (a) Troops. The greater proportion of troops in the Canal Zone are 
accommodated in tented camps. Some of these camps contain a proportion of 
semi-permanent buildings or huts. The camps and the essential facilities, such as 
messes, kitchens, Naafi institutes, ablutions and latrines are in a poor state of 
repair . Lighting is provided on a restricted scale. Washing facilities are extremely 
limited and facilities for heating water are often primitive and inadequate. 
(b) Families. In 1951 for a total army strength in the Canal Zone of 24,500 there 
were 2,350 quarters and hirings for families in the Canal Zone. The Army strength 
has now increased to 68,000 of which 49,000 are British Army, 2,000 RM 
Commandos and 17,000 Colonial Troops. For security reasons all families must 
now be accommodated within Garrison perimeters, and, therefore a large number 
of hi rings has had to be given up. The total number of army quarters and hirings 
has decreased to 1,255 which involves 82% of married personnel in the Canal Zone 
being separated. The total number of W.D. quarters short for the Army under 
present entitlement is 3,800. The present strength of the RAF is 16,500. The 
RAF are deficient of some 1,700 married quarters against entitlement. The families 
that are at present living in the Canal Zone are accommodated in small self 
contained quarters, hi rings or Butlin type accommodation. Many quarters are sub
standard and crowded, and the facilities for washing, cooking and sanitation are 
generally primitive and inadequate. At present there are 8,200 British Servicemen 
of all services in the Canal Zone separated from their families. 

Restriction on movement 
5. British persons can only move about freely within garrison or camp 

perimeters. Outside these limits the need for security imposes very severe 
restrictions. Thus no movement on foot is permitted and vehicles must travel at least 
in pairs with armed escorts. By night no movement outside camps or garrisons is 
permitted without specific authority. 
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Recreation 
6. (a) Recreational facilities. The only recreational facilities which exist and are 
available to service personnel are those provided by the Services, welfare 
organisations or the Naafi. These facilities are very limited and opportunities to 
use them are severely curtailed by restrictions on movement. 
(b) Recreational transport . There are Canal Army and RAF welfare bus services, 
which run a limited service in the Moascar and Fayid areas and to certain 
outstations, which cannot possibly cope with requirements. Recreational transport 
is available under the normal rules, which means that personnel living in a "centre 
of amenities" cannot use recreational transport outside these areas. Civilian taxis 
are not allowed to be used outside garrisons, nor within the perimeters of family 
villages. 
(c) Shopping facilities. With the cutting of practically all supplies from Egyptian 
sources and the ban on the use of Egyptian shops during the last twelve months, 
the only facilities for shopping have been the NAAFI and such few shops as exist in 
the shopping centres at Fayid and Moascar. In addition there is serious 
overcrowding, the range of articles sold is severely limited and common and 
essential items are frequently not available. 

Food 
7. This has already been fully represented in 913/CCL as far as troops are 

concerned. There are no restaurants at which meals may be obtained by troops. The 
only sources available to them are NAAFI clubs, canteens run by voluntary 
organisations and unit canteens. These do not provide much in the way of variety and 
there is no change of enviroment [sic]. The average young serviceman is frequently 
hungry. The feeding of families is a constant problem due to the restricted shopping 
facilities and the limited range of stocks available from the NAFFI. 

Leave 
8. Very limited facilities exist for local leave. The essential need however is to get 

as many personnel as possible away from the atmosphere of the Canal Zone and into 
a completely different environment. The principle leave centre for the Canal Zone is 
Cyprus, which provides the only readily available outlet to civilisation from the Canal 
Zone. It is virtually only possible to visit Cyprus during the period of the Cyprus leave 
schemes as it is extremely difficult to obtain indulgence passages at other times. 

Living conditions 
9. As shown above the conditions under which the personnel live in the Canal 

Zone are far from pleasant. In additition, for large numbers there are the long and 
monotonous hours on guards and patrols imposed by the internal security situation, 
and the constant feeling of frustration and boredom. There is also the constant 
feeling of tension, particularly amongst families, as a result of the ever present 
possibility of assault and robbery. 

10. There is no doubt whatsoever that the conditions which at present exist in 
the Canal Zone sicken the young serviceman of service life and deter him from 
making the forces his career. These conditions, coupled with prolonged separations, 
are forcing Officers, Warrant Officers and NCO's out of the Service. The importance 
of this aspect needs no emphasis .. . . 
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513 DEFE 4/70, COS 64(54)1 28 May 1954 
'Meeting with General Sir C Keightley':1 COS Committee minutes on 
negotiations with Egypt [Extract] 

Sir Rhoderick McGrigor on behalf of the Committee, welcomed Sir Charles Keightley 
to their meeting. 

Sir Charles Keightley said that he had a number of points on which he would be 
grateful for the guidance of The Committee. 

Negotiations with Egypt 
In company with the Secretary of State for War he had seen the Prime Minister that 
morning who had said that a decision on this matter would be given by the end of 
June. The Prime Minister had fully accepted the Services requirements for the base 
and, although he appeared to be still concerned on the question of "a scuttle from 
Egypt", it had been put to him that redeployment need not be considered as a 
"scuttle" provided a sound workable agreement with the Egyptians was arrived at. The 
Prime Minister had asked for a statement of the shipping requirements for evacuation 
from the Canal Zone. He (Sir Charles Keightley) would prepare this statement. 

The B.D.C.C. (M.E.) was in a dilemma on what stores etc. should be moved prior to 
an agreement. On the one hand, there was the need to avoid giving an impression 
that we were evacuating; on the other there was the requirement to move out as 
much as possible as early as possible. In fact, stores etc. that could be removed were 
being evacuated now but this process of backloading was not a speedy one. The 
limiting factor up to now had been the evacuation of R.A.F. stores and equipment 
since a longer time was required for them than for the army. 

Sir William Dickson said that although the R.A.F. difficulty was due to the non
completion of the alternative bases in the Middle East, in which the stores were to be 
placed, this difficulty need not hold up the evacuation if it became a cardinal point to 
pull out quickly. The R.A.F. squadrons could for example be brought back to the 
United Kingdom. The real factor, as far as the R.A.F. was concerned, was to avoid loss 
of valuable equipment by too hurried a move. 18 months, however, would appear to' 
be sufficient time to avoid any difficulty in that connection. 

Sir John Harding felt that the B.D.C.C. (M.E.) should now take an arbitrary 
attitude on the backloading of stores on the assumption that the base to be left in 
Egypt would be small and should not contain more than was necessary for the forces 
it was proposed to keep in the M.E. in peacetime. It was preferable to remove the 
valuable stores and equipment now, even though this might mean shortages for a 
year or so, rather than to lose them. It was unlikely that for a few years the M.E. 
forces would require these stores which, if left too long, might well be lost 
altogether. 

Every sort of exercise on the base had now been carried out, except on what was 
the minimum worthwhile shell to be retained in Egypt. Such a shell might consist of 
just the necessary covered accommodation, port facilities, airfields etc. that were 
required and not entail the maintenance of stores etc. It would be useful to have the 
facts and figures of what such a minimum shell would consist. The object of 

1 General Sir Charles Keightley, commander-in-chief, Middle East Land Forces. 
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retaining such a base would be purely to provide justification for re-entry in the 
event of war. 

Sir William Dickson said that the requirement for a minimum base should take 
account of the fact that it was unlikely that reinforcement devisions [sic] would be 
available at any rate in the early stages of a war. Allowance would have to be made 
however for a New Zealand contingent. The destrictive [sic] power of the hydrogen 
bomb must also be taken into account in deciding the size of the base in the M.E .... 

514 CAB 129/68, C(54)81 31 May 1954 
'Future defence arrangements with Iraq': Cabinet memorandum by 
Mr Selwyn Lloyd on the desirability of inviting the government of Iraq 
to discuss revised defence arrangements 

[The JPS recommended on 30 Mar that negotiations should be started with the Iraqis to 
secure Britain's requirements in the form of air bases. It was suggested that Britain's 
atomic potential could be used to convince the Iraqis of the possibility of a successful 
defence against a Soviet attack (DEFE 4/69, COS 40(54)4, 7 Apr 1954, JP(54)31). The COS 
proposed an approach to the Iraqis on joint defence of frontiers , a revision of the 
Anglo-Iraqi treaty on the basis of an agreed defence plan and Iraqi ownership of the bases 
with use of the facilities by a resident British squadron. They believed it unwise to suggest 
to the Iraqis that co-operation would ensure a successful defence of Iraq, preferring 
merely to refer to the possibility of a successful defence. The FO supported this on 
condition there was no attempt to acquire permanent rights to station RAF squadrons in 
Iraq.] 

The Foreign Office have been considering, in consultation with the Chiefs of Staff, 
the desirability of inviting the Iraqi Government to discuss revised arrangements for 
mutual defence in the light of:-

(i) a revised strategic concept of a forward strategy for the defence of the Middle 
East; 
(ii) the fact that the Anglo- Iraqi Treaty of 1930 is due to expire in 1957, and that 
we shall in all probability be subject to pressure from the Iraqis to revise it before 
then. 

United Kingdom strategy 
2. The revised concept of a forward strategy for the defence of the Middle East in 

a major war is based on the power of the United Kingdom and its allies to inflict on 
the enemy at the outset of hostilities such damage by air attack as would, we hope, 
reduce the land threat to Iraq to manageable proportions. Our intention is "to deploy 
north-eastwards with the object of holding the enemy land forces as far forward as 
practicable, if possible in the passes leading from Persia to Iraq". In view of these 
plans, we should be able to convince the Iraqis that effective mutual defence 
arrangements can be worked out provided that there is adequate co-operation 
between our forces and, in particular, that the Iraqi air bases are capable of being 
immediately and dfectively used by the R.A.F. in the event of war. 

Anglo- Iraqi treaty 
3. The Treaty of 1930, under which we occupy the air bases at Habbaniya and 

Shaiba, expires in 1957, and either side has been entitled to ask for its revision since 
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1952. Article II provides that "the high contracting parties will, at the request of 
either of them, conclude a new treaty which will provide for the continued 
maintenance and protection in all circumstances of the essential communications of 
His Britannic Majesty". 

4. The Treaty, being a survival of the Mandatory period, is not popular in Iraq, 
and successive Iraqi Governments have been under strong pressure to secure its 
abrogation and the return of the air bases to Iraqi ownership. In view of the fate of 
the Portsmouth Treaty (a revision of the present Treaty, signed in 1948, but rejected 
by the Regent of Iraq after serious riots in Bagdad), no Iraqi Government is likely to 
be willing to negotiate a new formal treaty granting the United Kingdom military 
facilities in Iraq. Nevertheless, it seems likely that we should have a good chance of 
obtaining in practice the essential facilities we require in order to defend Iraq and 
strengthen the flank of the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation, if we take an early 
opportunity of inviting the Iraqis to examine with us our mutual defence 
requirements in the light of United Kingdom strategic plans and on the basis of 
returning Habbaniya and Shaiba to Iraqi ownership. 

5. Further arguments for taking the initiative with a view to replacing the Treaty 
by other arrangements are:-

(i) The Iraqis are likely to make a formal request to us for the abrogation of the 
Treaty and the return of the bases as soon as there is an outcome to our 
negotiations with Egypt, and perhaps before. If we fail to reach agreement with 
Egypt, it is doubtful whether the Iraqi Government would offer us facilities of a 
kind which the Egyptians had refused in the Canal Zone. 
(ii) In view of United States interest in the "northern tier" of Middle Eastern 
states, as shown in the Turco-Pakistan Pact and the agreement for United States 
military aid to Iraq, the Iraqis and others may get the idea that we are leaving it to 
the Americans to make the running in that part of the world, unless we ourselves 
take steps to put our military relations with Iraq on a footing acceptable to both 
sides. 

Facilities we should attempt to secure in Iraq 
6. H.M. Ambassador at Bagdad regards it as a political sine qua non that the 

bases should be returned to Iraqi ownership and that we should give up the right to 
station operational units permanently in Iraq, though they might be admitted for 
long training periods. Subject to this condition, the facilities which we should hope 
to secure may be listed as follows:-

(i) Regular visits by R.A.F. squadrons to Habbaniya and Shaiba, so contrived that 
there should normally be one R.A.F. squadron in Iraq available for defence or 
training purposes. 
(ii) The provision of British technicians to maintain the bases in such a way 
that they would immediately be available for full operational use in war. It 
remains to be seen whether the Iraqis would agree to the retention of British 
uniformed personnel for this purpose; if not, it might be possible to make 
arrangements for the· maintenance of the bases by civil contractors, as is being 
done in Libya. 
(iii) Pre-stocking of supplies and equipment in Iraq for the land and air forces that 
we intend to deploy there at the outbreak of war. 
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(iv) Transit and staging facilities for R.A.F. aircraft through Iraq in peace-time. 
(v) Standardisation of equipment and co-ordination of British and Iraqi 
operational and logistic planning in peace-time for the defence of Iraq in war. 
(vi) The wide range of facilities that an ally would normally expect in the event of 
war or threat of war. 

Method and timing of approach to Iraqi government 
7. H.M. Ambassador suggests that, after he has cleared the way with the King 

and Crown Prince of Iraq, we should propose to the Iraqi Government (or perhaps 
only to the Prime Minister) that military representatives of the two sides should hold 
secret discussions with a view to working out arrangements for mutual defence. 
When agreement has been reached on the military level , Her Majesty's Government 
should consult with the Iraqi Government (or perhaps with a specially appointed all 
party delegation) as to the form in which the agreement should be embodied. Instead 
of a formal treaty, there might, for example, be a declaration by the two Governments 
announcing the termination of the Treaty and the return of the bases, and indicating 
(without a specific time-limit) the revised arrangements for the maintenance of the 
bases, R.A.F. visits for training purposes, etc. H.M. Ambassador considers it 
important that our military representatives at the proposed talks should be in a 
position to furnish a clear statement of their detailed requirements as outlined in 
paragraph 6 above; and that we should adopt a forthcoming attitude over the 
financial implications of the transfer of the bases. 

8. The timing of our approach is affected by the present political situation in 
Iraq. The present caretaker Government propose [sic] to hold elections on 9th June, 
and the resulting Government would no doubt wish to take stock of their position 
before being ready to start a major negotiation with us. H.M. Ambassador thinks, 
however, that if it is decided definitely to start talks with the Iraqis on the above 
lines, it might be desirable for him to give the Crown Prince a hint of our intention 
before the elections, so that he is aware of the desirability of choosing a Prime 
Minister strong enough to get the resulting arrangements through Parliament. H.M. 
Ambassador does not expect that the military talks could begin before about 
November, since in October the Iraqi military representatives who would be required 
to take part in the talks will be attending the annual manoeuvres. 

Recommendation 
9. I recommend that:-

(i) We should decide in principle to approach the Iraqi Government on the lines of 
paragraphs 6 to 8 above, and that H.M. Ambassador should be authorised to give 
the Crown Prince a hint of our intentions before the June elections. 
(ii) At a suitable moment, for example when the military discussions begin, we 
should inform the United States Government of our intentions and impress on 
them once more the importance of their respecting our predominance in Iraq 
and backing our efforts to secure facilities essential to the general defence of the 
West. 
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515 CAB 129/68, C(54)187 3 June 1954 
'Egypt': Cabinet memorandum by Mr Selwyn Lloyd recommending 
the use of civilian contract labour to maintain a nucleus base 

A decision on the future of the Canal Zone is urgently needed. We must redeploy our 
troops. Commitments elsewhere (and the general need for drastic economies) make 
a rapid and large reduction of expenditure in the Canal Zone essential. 

2. The Egyptian Government appear to have their domestic situation in hand and 
to be anxious to reach agreement with us . They are probably as satisfactory from our 
point of view as any possible alternative. But, if we wait too long before reopening dis
cussions, the Egyptian Government may be unable to prevent such a deterioration in 
the situation in the Canal Zone as would make a resumption of negotiations impossi
ble. The situation had considerably improved until the incidents of 29th and 30th May. 
The Egyptian Government have been told that the future will be governed by the extent 
to which they co-operate in tracing and punishing the criminals. 

3. At our request the United States Government are withholding economic and 
military aid. They will probably be unwilling to go on doing so much longer, 
particularly as the funds earmarked for Egypt will disappear on 30th June, the end of 
the United States financial year, unless Congress renews them. 

4. There appear to be two ways in which negotiations might be resumed with 
some prospect of progress. 

The first would be to continue discussions on the existing scheme for using service 
technicians to maintain the base, but to agree that they shall not wear uniform in 
exchange for the Egyptians agreeing to include Turkey in the availability clause and pro
vided that satisfactory arrangements are made regarding the status of the technicians. 

The second would be to suggest the maintenance of the base by a civilian 
organisation, with American participation in some form, in return for the grant by 
the Egyptians of a longer period for the withdrawal of our troops and a longer period 
of availability . This was the suggestion which the Cabinet invited the Foreign Office 
to explore, in consultation with the Americans, on 22nd March (C.C. (54) 21st 
Conclusions, Minute 2). 1 

5. The advantage of the first course is that some progress has already been made 
with the Egyptians and that we have good reason to believe that they are prepared to 
include Turkey in the availability clause, if we will not insist on uniforms. The 
disadvantages are that, although we might agree Heads of Agreement, we would 
probably have considerable trouble in working out the details and, in particular, in 
securing satisfactory immunities for our technicians. We might be held in this 
country to have given away under Egyptian pressure the right of The Queen's 
soldiers to wear The Queen's uniform. 

6. As regards the second course, proposals were worked out in some detail and 
submitted to the Americans, who replied that they regarded the plan favourably and 
would be willing to participate in working out a solution of this kind if invited by the 
Egyptians. They cannot, however, guarantee the participation of American firms. The 
Secretary of State for War has also had some consultations with British 
industrialists. Their reply showed that they consider the scheme to be on the whole 

1 See 505. 
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practicable, though full of difficulties. They made it clear that they would only 
participate if appealed to at the highest level. The scheme would be very expensive if 
the installations were to be maintained on any considerable scale. But it has 
considerable merits, in that it avoids the deadlock on uniforms and the need to use 
military personnel whose status may be insufficiently protected. 

7. In my view the question of what is actually maintained in the base is no longer 
of the first importance. The essential thing is to ensure that when we leave Egypt we 
do so with an agreement which gives us the right for an adequate period to return in 
war. Our prestige throughout the Middle East would be seriously affected if we failed 
to secure this right. A civilian contract scheme on a large scale would be very 
expensive. In the light of the above considerations I therefore think that our aim 
should be to maintain, for as long as possible, by civilian labour, a minimum form of 
nucleus base and to secure a satisfactory agreement on availability in war. On that 
basis we could secure a very considerable saving in money. 

8. The main points of such an agreement would be as follows:-

(i) Complete removal of our troops from Egypt within about two years. 
(ii) The right to return if an attack is made on the Arab States or Turkey. It would 
be good if Persia could be included in the formula as well, but we should not insist 
on this. We should try to secure this right for as long as possible, and certainly for 
considerably longer than seven years. 
(iii) The removal or sale of the stores in the base within about two years (except 
what may be required under (iv) below) . 
(iv) Maintenance by civilian contractors (of British or any other nationality), 
subject to British inspection of certain minimum facilities such as:-

( a) one or more airfields (to include Abu Sueir), where we must also secure the 
staging rights in peace-time which we need; 
(b) some road and port facilities; 
(c) a few essential installations on a care-and-maintenance basis. 

The contractors would be under contract to the Egyptian or British Governments, 
and maintenance would be paid for wholly, or in part, by Her Majesty's 
Government. 
(v) We should still desire the association of the United States Government in some 
way with the arrangement. For instance, the acceptance of an arrangement on the 
above lines by the Egyptians might be made a condition precedent to the grant of 
United States aid to Egypt. 

9. On his return the Foreign Secretary will want to raise these matters urgently. 
I am therefore submitting this paper now for consideration by members of the Cabinet. 

516 FO 3711108465, no 63 4 June 1954 
[American influence in Egypt]: letter from Lord Hankey to Mr 
Churchill on the US replacing Britain in Egypt 

I do not think I shall be abusing the privilege under which I have written on rare 
occasions before, if I let you know that the very experienced Managing Director of the 
Suez Canal Company had a talk a fortnight ago with Mr. Dulles, a brother of the 
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American Foreign Minister, who, I understand fulfils functions relating to 
Intelligence in the American set up. 

On the subject of the Suez Canal, Mr. Dulles was extremely frank, cynical and 
indiscreet. He told this Representative of the Suez Canal Company quite bluntly, that 
when the Egyptians had got the British garrison out of the Suez Canal Zone, the 
Americans would step in and give all sorts of help to Egypt, but that until our 
departure they would do nothing in that direction. When asked whether America 
would make themselves responsible for keeping the Canal open, and if so, how they 
would do it, he was vague. 

I must add that the American Minister at Cairo (in the absence of the 
Ambassador) gave my informant precisely the same information a few months ago. 
I did not report this to you at the time because I did not think the source quite 
good enough. But this time it comes almost from the horse's mouth, and I feel 
bound to let you know. 

It strikes me that the Egyptians are being asked to exchange King Log for King 
Stork (see Aesop's fables) , and that we are to be jockeyed out to enable God's Own 
Country to take our place. 

No-one else has seen this letter. The source of the information is valuable and able. 
P.S. The French tell me very privately that they have traced the planning of the 

present troubles in Morocco to Cairo. 

51 7 T 225/326 4 June 1954 
'Egypt': minute by G P Humphreys-Davies on Mr Selwyn Lloyd's 
Cabinet memorandum ( C( 54) 187)1 

The Private Office are not ifxpecting this paper to be taken before the week after 
Whitsun. I take note that Sir Edward Bridges2 wishes to see the brief. 

I doubt if there will be a great deal fresh for us to say beyond what has been in the 
previous briefs, such as:-

(i) Whatever else happens the base must be reduced to an empty shell and a very 
small one at that. 
(ii) The Civil Contract Scheme would be horribly complicated and expensive. 
(iii) It is not clear why it is better for British prestige to have civil contractors' 
men shot up than soldiers who are employed for that purpose. 
(iv) The least unattractive solution from our point of view is probably a settlement 
on the lines of the Technicians Scheme and on as small a scale as possible. 
(v) We must have an agreement of some sort if there is to be any hope of saving on 
the vast commitment in the Middle East. 

I see however that the Ministry of Defence have called a Working Party meeting for 
next Tuesday and some more may emerge then in particular about the Service 
Departments attitude towards the Civil Contract Scheme. 

1 See 515. 2 Sir Edward Bridges, permanent secretary to the Treasury. 
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518 FO 3711108418, no 122, MER/M 11(54)1 8 June 1954 
'Anglo-Egyptian negotiations': Middle East Redeployment Committee 
minutes on Mr Selwyn Lloyd's Cabinet memorandum (C(54)187)1 

[The working party on Middle East redeployment originally contained representatives of 
the Ministry of Defence, Treasury, Foreign Office, Colonial Office, War Office and 
Admiralty. An Air Ministry representative was later added and the Colonial Office 
representative was withdrawn. Established on 12 March 1952 the working party met for 
the first time two days later. On 28 May 1954 it was asked by the COS to carry out an 
examination of what would constitute the minimum shell of a base in Egypt.] 

The Chairman suggested that the meeting should consider first the Cabinet paper 
C.54(187) by the Minister of State, as that would provide the background for the 
discussion on the other items on the agenda. 

1. C.54(187) -Memorandum by the Minister of State 
Point [sic] made in discussion were:-

(i) The Foreign Office representative said that the memorandum had been 
circulated by the Minister of State in order that Ministers could give preliminary 
consideration to the problem but it was unlikely that the Cabinet would discuss 
the paper until the Foreign Secretary was available. 
(ii) The War Office representatives said that reduction of the Base to a nucleus 
would not save much money. It cost little more to maintain British soldiers in 
Egypt than in this country. While some savings would result from the 
disbandment of coloured Pioneer units, this would be offset by losses of stores 
which would result if we had to close down within two years. 
(iii) The War Office fear was that the Minister of State's paper gave too much 
away. Although, in the last resort, a nucleus Base, coupled with the right of re
entry, would be better than nothing, the best solution would be the restricted base 
run by 4,000 British technicians; this had already been agreed by the Egyptians, 
apart from the uniform difficulty. Negotiations with Egypt should aim at keeping 
the essentials of the restricted base scheme, if necessary run by civilian contract or 
direct labour on a reduced basis, and the idea of a nucleus base accepted only if no 
better solution could be achieved. 
(iv) Mr. Millard said that the proposals in the paper had been drafted as widely as 
possible so that, if the Cabinet approved them, the Foreign Secretary would have 
considerable room for manoeuvre in negotiations. The suggestion that the Base 
should be reduced to a nucleus had been made in view of the necessity to reduce 
costs to a minimum. It must also be remembered that time was running out as the 
present Treaty would expire in 1956. 
(v) The War Office required the use of the Base Workshops in Egypt in peace-time 
and if this could not be secured by an agreement with the Egyptians we should 
have to incur large expenditure on bringing equipment back to this country for 
repair or on providing workshops elsewhere in the Middle East. The workshops in 
Libya would not be available after 1958. It would also be necessary to keep the war 
reserves in Egypt for the redeployed Middle East forces until it was possible to 
provide alternative accommodation for them elsewhere in the Middle East. 

1 See 515. 
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(vi) Although the civilian contract scheme might prove too costly, this could only 
be found out by experience and it would be for the Service Departments to decide 
in the light of their financial position what sort of Base they could afford to retain. 
(vii) The suggestion in the Minister of State's paper that all stores should be 
removed or sold within two years was impracticable in view of the lack of storage 
elsewhere. 
(viii) The Air Ministry requirement was for the airfield at Abu Sueir with the 
associated flying boat base at Fanara but it was hoped that the Egyptian Air Force 
would themselves maintain other airfields. 

After further discussion, The Meeting agreed that:-

(1) The essential requirements were for the nucleus of a E,ase, coupled with the 
right of re-entry in war, for the retention of war reserves safeguarded if possible by 
British soldiers in the Base until alternative storage accommodation could be 
provided elsewhere in the Middle East, and for the Base Workshops to be retained 
on a civilian manned basis. 
(2) On the understanding that the intention of C. (54) 187 was to obtain Cabinet 
approval for a wide measure of discretion for the negotiations, there seemed no 
reason why we should not try for a form of restricted Base with 4,000 technicians 
and accept the nucleus Base scheme only if nothing better can be obtained. 
(3) It would be useful if the Ministry of Defence could arrange for an early 
meeting of Service Ministers, the Minister of State and, possibly, a Treasury 
Minister to discuss the position with the Chiefs of Staff before the Cabinet took the 
Minister of State's paper. 

519 FO 371/108421, no 154 June 1954 
[Anglo-Egyptian defence negotiations]: note by General Sir 0 
Roberts1 on the value of the Canal Base and the nature of a future 
agreement 

General 
1. Rather than comment in detail on the Cabinet Paper,2 I wish to state some 

points of principle. 

What use is the Canal base to us? 
2. (a) In peace 

(i) Once we have redeployed and reduced our forces in the Middle East to the 
proposed permanent garrison of one Armoured Division, it will not be essential to 
have a functioning Base in Egypt, although the maintenance of any British troops 
in Jordan, and certain responsibilities in this regard that we have towards the Arab 
Legion, would be more cheaply carried out from the Egypt Base. The main 
difficulty, if the Base ceased to operate, lies with the Base Workshops at Tel-el
Kebir. It is only until December, 1958, under the terms of the Libyan Treaty, that 
we shall have use of the two other Workshops in the Middle East (in Tripoli and 
Benghazi), these could not take the full load of Base repair. It would therefore be 

1 Gen Sir 0 L Roberts, quartermaster general. 2 See 515. 
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necessary to ship the balance of vehicles and equipment to the UK, at an estimated 
annual cost of between £.3m and £.5m. From December 58 onwards, the situation 
would be aggravated and the costs would rise. It might become essential, from the 
financial point of view alone, to build a new Base Workshops [sic] elsewhere-for 
example, in Tobruk or preferably Haifa. 
(ii) In addition to the question of availability of the Workshops in Tel-el-Kebir in 
peace, we are vitally concerned with the problem of the storage of the necessary 
war reserves, without which we cannot wage a war in the Middle East. Storage 
accommodation only exists at present for them in Egypt. The right place, 
operationally, in fact, is to store them further forward, i.e. in Jordan (Mafraq) and 
perhaps Turkey (Mardin) and Iraq (Habbaniya). Approximately 72,000 tons of 
stores and 3,000 vehicles are involved. The cost of such storage is difficult to 
estimate but might be in the region of £6m. 

Until alternative storage has been constructed for these war reserves, they 
would either have to be shipped back to the UK at considerable expense and then 
dumped mostly in the open, or retained in existing storage in Egypt. If the first 
course is adopted, it must be clear that we cannot fight until the necessary 
equipment and stores have been shipped out again. 

The ideal solution, militarily, is that any agreement with Egypt should provide 
for continued storage of our war reserves in Egypt until suitable alternative 
accommodation has been built to the North East, e.g. Jordan. 

(b) In war 

(i) Under the new strategical concept, it is no longer likely that any reinforcing 
divisions will be sent to the Middle East from this country in the early stages of a 
war. We should have to wage the war there with the forces that exist in peacetime, 
reinforced perhaps by a NZ Division and a SA Division. It will not be essential, for 
the support of a small scale war, to reactivate the Base in Egypt: an Advanced Base 
in the Haifa area- required in any case- will meet our requirements. A main Base 
in Egypt- and there is no suitable alternative location-will however become 
essential if and when a major campaign develops in the Theatre. 
(ii) Our essential requirements, therefore, of Egypt in the event of a major war in 
the Middle East are:-

(aa) Right of re-entry into Egypt on terms satisfactory to us . 
(bb) Co-operation from them. 
(cc) That we should find the ports, communications, facilities, public utilities, 
and other essential installations in the Base in a reasonable state of repair. 
(dd) That we should be able immediately to reactivate the Base Workshops. 

Any agreement, therefore, should provide, as a minimum, for the care and mainte
nance of those installations we consider will be essential for use by the Allies in war. 

What sort of agreement should we aim to get? 
3. From the foregoing, it will be seen that no militarily satisfactory agreement 

can be achieved with Egypt that does not provide for:-

( a) Retention of a functioning Base Workshops in Tel-el-Kebir. 
(b) Storage- temporarily at least- of our war reserves. 
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4. If (a) proves impossible of attainment, then the capital outlay of some £7.5m 
on reprovision elsewhere must be faced. The only sensible place to build would be in 
Israel (e.g. Haifa), which is probably politically impossible in the foreseeable future. 

5. If (b) proves impossible, we are faced with the expense of moving the stores 
and vehicles back to the UK and out again to the Middle East at some future date 
when alternative storage has been built outside Egypt. It must also be faced that, so 
long as the reserves are not positioned in the Middle East, no war, even with light 
forces, can be fought until the necessary reserves have been built up in the Theatre. 

6. The restricted base 
Far the best solution therefore is Case 'A' under the Restricted Base conception; with 
4,000 British personnel. This solution should not be abandoned except in the last 
resort. It would be both economical and militarily efficient. It is hoped that 
Egyptians would be suitably trained during the period of the Treaty gradually to take 
over from British, until only a hard-core of the latter was left, large enough to 
supervise the running of the Base Workshops and to form an inspectorate for the 
remainder of the Base. 

7. Directly employed labour or civil contract 

(a) If the Restricted Base concept fails because neither side will give way on the 
question of uniform, then the next best solution to be negotiated for is a Base run 
jointly by directly employed labour (or civil contract) and a limited number of 
soldiers and airmen. The latter would gradually waste out as contract labour 
became available to replace them. 
(b) If we are forced to go straight to complete civilianization on redeployment, it 
may prove impossible in the time to let all the necessary contracts, engage and 
move all the personnel, and effect a take-over from the military authorities. In 
such circumstances, we should have no alternative but to abandon parts of the 
Base. 
(c) If forced, in the course of negotiation, into accepting a Base run entirely by 
Directly employed labour or Civil contract, then we should aim to reduce the 
scope of the Base and preserve under British control only the following:-

(i) The Base Workshops at Tel-el-Kebir. 
(ii) Sufficient storage to house the War Reserves of equipment, stores, 
ammunition and vehicles. 
(iii) Such bulky non-pilferable stores (e.g. certain Engineer stores) that it 
suited us, economically, to leave in the Base. 

The remainder of the Base would be emptied of stores, valuable fixed machinery 
would be put into heavy preservation or cocooned, and the whole handed over, under 
the terms of an agreement, to the Egyptian authorities for them to maintain on 
Allied account, and subject to British (or perhaps Anglo-American) inspection by a 
resident team. 

8. Costs 

(a) It must be remembered that there is no difference in the cost of maintaining a 
soldier in Egypt as compared with Cyprus or Libya. It is only a little cheaper to 
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maintain him in the UK. Appreciable reduction in maintenance cosl 
achieved by a major reduction in size of the Army. 
(b) It is roughly estimated that, once we had redeployed in the Middh 
should save some £10m a year. £4m of this is made up of the cost of Eas. 
and Mauritian pioneers who would be returned home and disbanded. 
(c) It is not possible at present to give any estimate of the cost of running the 
wholly or partially by civil contract. 

9. Conclusion 
If, and only if, forced to withdraw still further than 7(c) above, then the last ditch 
should be that described in the Cabinet Paper, para 8, except that we would wish to 
retain considerably more than 'a few' essential installations (para 8(iv)(c)). It seems 
wrong to retreat in one stop from the Restricted Base with its 4,000 British personnel 
to a "minimum form of nucleus Base" (para 7). I consider that at least we should 
stick at the intermediate course outlined in para 7(c) above, as this would save us 
money not only over the Workshops but also over the movement of certain stores. 

10. Recommendation 
If the Restricted Base, as at present planned, is impossible of attainment, then you 
are advised to carry out a fighting withdrawal to, but not beyond, the intermediate 
course outlined in para 7(c) above. 

520 FO 371/108418, no 119 12 June 1954 
[Anglo-Egyptian defence negotiations]: outward telegram no 1052 
from Mr Selwyn Lloyd to Mr Eden (Geneva) seeking approval to 
pursue the contract labour proposal 

Egypt. 
I believe that the situation is now more propitious for reaching a settlement than it 

has been for some time and that we ought not to delay much longer. The Egyptians 
are obviously keen to negotiate and are making practical efforts to restrain terrorism 
in the Canal Zone. Anticipation has been heightened by the recent series of press reports 
about a possible resumption of negotiations. A sudden loss of patience by the Egyptians 
might lead to a crop of incidents which would make resumption very difficult. 

2. I do not suggest that you can take a decision to this effect in Geneva, still less 
that we should try in your absence to get such a decision from Cabinet. But I do 
think we should be clearing our minds as to what sort of settlement we might now 
expect to obtain. The main question at issue is whether:-

(a) to return to the technicians scheme and make the concession on the wearing 
of uniforms in return for the inclusion of Turkey in the availability clause, or 
(b) to pursue the idea of a scheme based on contract labour, on the lines of the 
draft Cabinet paper contained in Foreign Office telegram No. 809. 

3. We here think that (a) should be rejected for the following reasons:-

(i) It would be extremely difficult to justify to public opinion in this country the 
concession on uniforms. 



THE END OF CHURCHILL'S RESISTANCE [520) 

(ii) If we made this concession, we might reach heads of agreement fairly quickly; 
but we foresee great difficulties in working out the actual agreement with the 
Egyptians and in particular in securing satisfactory immunities. 
(iii) Even if agreement were reached, the continued presence of British soldiers in 
the zone after the fighting troops had left would provide endless sources of friction 
with the Egyptians. They would be hostages to fortune, and we would be exposed 
to the same kind of humiliations as we are now suffering in the Sudan. 

4. The contract labour scheme eliminates most of this. It also seems more suited 
to the kind of set up we are now likely to require in the Canal Zone after our troops 
have gone. There have been some fresh thoughts on this, particularly in relation to 
the new strategic conceptions which are emerging as a result of nuclear weapons. 

5. A revised estimate is now being made (a) of the essential working facilities 
(repair shops etc.) which we require in peacetime for the maintenance of our forces 
in the Middle East and (b) of the installations and materials which it is absolutely 
necessary to keep in our hands in Egypt for reactivation in event of war. The result is 
likely to add up to a smaller and less elaborate "base" than we have hitherto 
envisaged. It should not be difficult to maintain this reduced form of base by contract 
labour and the cost should not be too great. I am to discuss this with the Service 
Ministers and Chiefs of Staff as soon as possible. 

6. It is true that this proposal is new to the Egyptians, and we may have difficulty 
with them over our requirement for a longer duration for the agreement. But it has 
the advantage for them that no British soldiers would remain in Egypt. There should 
be fewer causes of friction and subsequent relations should be easier. 

7. The question of American participation is a little difficult. The Americans have 
made it clear that they are not particularly keen on securing availability for 
themselves or participating in the operation of the base unless it will really help us, 
and then only if invited by the Egyptians. Moreover there may be difficulty in 
securing any American contractors. From the Egyptian point of view it will I fear be a 
substantial stumbling block. In fact I doubt very much whether they could agree to 
give the Americans as well as ourselves right of re-entry. It would too easily be 
represented as succumbing to "Anglo-American imperialism". 

8. I have discussed this with the Department, and we all feel that the necessary 
American backing should be secured in other ways, not requiring new "conditions" 
of the Egyptians. It might, for instance, take the form of a strong public declaration 
of support for our agreement and an indication to the Egyptians that the flow of 
United States aid will depend on proper observance of the agreement. As far as 
British opinion is concerned, I should have thought this would have at least as much 
value as an arrangement which introduced American contractors to help look after 
British stores. I believe this is the sort of "moral support" which the Prime Minister 
should seek from the President. 

9. My thought was that I might arrange for our draft Cabinet paper to be 
discussed in general terms by the Cabinet on Tuesday but without asking them to 
take any decision to renew negotiations. Provided you agree I would try to get the 
Cabinet to express a preference for course (b) in paragraph 2 above. This would 
enable me to get ahead with detailed work on that plan, so as to be ready with clear 
proposals for you to put to Cabinet on your return. 

10. Do you agree? 
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521 T 225/326, MISC/P (54)19 . 15 June 1954 
'Egypt': MOD note for consideration by the service ministries and the 
COS on British requirements in Egypt and the nature of a future 
Anglo-Egyptian agreement. 

[The COS and the service ministers planned to discuss the paper reproduced below on 17 
June . The head of the African Department, T E Bromley, noted the main points of the 
paper and commented that there seemed to be no reason to object to a base somewhat 
larger than a shell given that the main point was to secure the best possible marriage 
between the need for economy and essential requirements . Bromley believed there was no 
chance of securing a period longer than two years for evacuation amd suggested that the 
answers to the questions posed in paragraph 11 of the document should be (a) yes, (b) 
perhaps, (c) no, (d) and (e) as stated in the paper. Although in Bromley's view there were 
still possible points of difference between the FO and some of the service authorities, it 
was important, if permission to resume negotiations was to be obtained, that all the 
departments wanting an agreement with Egypt to be reached should speak strongly and 
with one voice (FO 3711109420, no 153, memo byTE Bromley, 16 June 1954).] 

In a recent memorandum (C (54) 187) 1 the Minister of State outlined a basis for 
resuming negotiations with Egypt on the future of the Canal Zone. As a preliminary 
to its consideration by the Cabinet the Minister of Defence would like to discuss this 
memorandum with his Service colleagues and the Chiefs of Staff. 

2. The following notes based on preliminary consideration by the Chiefs of Staff 
and other inter-departmental discussions attempt to set out the main questions 
which arise . 

A. The method of running the base after withdrawal of fighting troops 

3. The main alternatives are first a civilian contract scheme or second the 
scheme which has already been discussed with the Egyptians for running the base 
with a m inimum number of military "technicians". A thi rd possibility is to use 
directly employed civil labour. The main advantage of the first method is that the 
Egyptians will not agree that the "technicians" should wear uniform. It would be 
very difficult politically to employ soldiers not in uniform. The opinion of the 
Defence Departments is, however, that in nearly all other respects, particularly from 
the point of view of economy and efficiency, the employment of military 
"technicians" would be preferable. Must it now be accepted that the difficulty over 
uniform finally rules out the possibility of employing "technicians"? 

B. The scale of the base to be maintained 

4. The Minister of State proposes that all stores should be removed from the base 
within two years, leaving for maintenance by civilian contractors one or more 
airfields, some road and port facilities and "a few essential installations". 

Position of the R.A.F. 
5. So far as the R.A.F. is concerned the basic requirement is, in fact, the 

maintenance of only one airfield (with associated flying boat facilities) at Abu Sueir. 

1 See 515. 
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The remainder would be handed over to the Egyptians; it might be possible, as a 
bonus, to arrange that they would maintain one or two of them for our use in war. 

Position of the army 
6. The proposal raises a number of difficulties for the War Office as follows :-

( a) Reserves. If any sort of campaign is to be fought in the Middle East in war even 
by the peacetime British garrison without reinforcements from the U.K. (but 
possibly with reinforcements from New Zealand and South Africa) war reserves 
must be stored there in advance. Such reserves, though incomplete in certain 
items of equipment and vehicles, are at present stored in the Canal Zone. There is 
no other storage available for them in the Middle East; there is not even storage 
available for them in the United Kingdom. The right place operationally to store 
them is further forward (e.g. in Jordan, Iraq, or Turkey) but it would not be 
possible to provide storage in these places and to move the stores into it in a period 
of two years. The conclusion is that we should aim at securing the retention of 
these stores in Egypt until alternative accommodation in the Middle East has been 
provided; 
(b) Workshops. Apart from those in the Canal Zone the only other workshops in 
the Middle East are in Libya. These are insufficient to meet all peacetime 
requirements in the theatre; moreover, under the terms of the Libyan Treaty they 
will be available only until the end of 1958. It would be very expensive to have to 
return equipment to the U.K. for repair. The conclusion is that we must try for as 
long as possible to maintain in operation the workshops at Tel-El-Kebi r; 
(c) The nucleus base. The War Office have considered what would be a reasonable 
minimum base which it would be worth while to retain simply on a care and 
maintenance basis and their proposals are detailed at Appendix A. 2 Those proposals 
amount to a good deal more than "a few" installations. The War Office consider 
[sic] that no reduction should be made at this stage in the list of installations to be 
retained, (as proposed in Appendix A) but that if it should not prove possible to get 
agreement to the retention of one or more of these installations, negotiations 
should not be allowed to break down on that account. It must also be remembered 
that, from a political point of view, the base which is maintained should be 
sufficiently comprehensive both to be acceptable to public opinion here, to justify 
to the Egyptians our right to return in a future war and to make it appear to the 
Middle East generally that we have got something worthwhile out of the 
agreement. 

7. A base of the scope defined in para. 6(a), (b) and (c) plus the Staging Post 
required by the Air Ministry is within the limits which have so far been discussed 
with the Egyptians; it is smaller than the base envisaged under the '4000 technicians' 
scheme. There is no reason to suppose therefore that the Egyptians would not agree 
to it. The War Office see no reason, in these circumstances, why we should not 
negotiate for a base on these lines rather than in the direction of the very much 
smaller and inoperative base envisaged by the Minister of State. It may, of course, 
prove necessary on financial grounds to reduce the size of the base still further. The 

2 Not printed but cf 519. 



[521] JUNE 1954 269 

War Office consider, however, that we can decide this for ourselves, later on, and that 
the possibility should not influence the negotiations with Egypt at this stage. 

C. The period required for evacuation 

8. The Minister of State proposes that all troops and all stores should be removed 
from Egypt within about two years. The present scheme envisages the running down 
of the base to a size maintainable by 4000 "technicians" in 15 months from S (date of 
signature) day or roughly 18 months from the date of agreement in principle. The 
main reason why the period could be reduced to 15 months is that, under the present 
scheme, a large quantity of stores and equipment would remain in Egypt. Under the 
Minister of State's proposal all stores would be evacuated or disposed of locally. Even 
under the arrangements proposed in para. 7, employing civil contractors, the base 
would be smaller than under the existing "technicians" scheme. Under either 
alternative scheme, therefore, more will need to be removed. In addition it may be 
difficult to complete the necessary arrangements for directly employed labour or 
with contractors and for the latter to recruit the necessary staff within a period of 
two years . The conclusion is that the period of run down should be as long as possible 
and that, if this were at all feasible , some provision should be made, in addition, for 
the retention of a minimum number of technicians in uniform to cover any hiatus 
between final evacuation and the coming into force of the contract scheme. The 
Foreign Office view is, however, that, it will not be possible to induce the Egyptians 
to agree to a longer period of run-down than two years. 

D. US. participation 

9. One of the possible advantages of the contract scheme is that it affords a 
possibility of securing American participation in some form . It is doubtful , however, 
whether American contractors can be induced to take part and the Egyptians have, in 
any case, said unofficially that they would not agree to this. Moreover, the Americans 
have said they would not be prepared to participate except at the invitation of the 
Egyptians and it may well be difficult to induce the Egyptians to invite them. In view 
of this the Foreign Office have been giving further thought to the question. They now 
feel that direct participation in the Anglo-Egyptian negotiations and in the 
arrangements for the maintenance of the base will at best complicate the 
negotiations seriously. At the worst it might be rejected by the Egyptians out of 
hand. They are also likely to stick at the idea of availability for the Americans. It 
seems therefore preferable that American association with the agreement should 
take some other more general form. For instance, they might be persuaded to make a 
public declaration of support, accompanied by an intimation to the Egyptians that 
American aid will be related to their performance in carrying the agreement out. 

E. Availability 

10. It is proposed that, as part of the agreement to introduce a civilian contract 
scheme (and thus in effect to meet the Egyptians on the uniform question) the 
Egyptians should agree to include Turkey in the availability clause. The latest form of 
this clause is as follows; it has not been put to Egypt in this form but the indications 
are that it would be acceptable to them:-
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"(i) In the event of an attack by an outside power on Egypt, on any country which 
is a party to the Arab Mutual Security Pact, or on Turkey, Egypt will afford to the 
United Kingdom all such facilities as may be necessary to place the Base on a war 
footing and operate it efficiently. These facilities will include the use within the 
limits strictly indispensable for the above mentioned purposes of Egyptian ports by 
British forces; 
(ii) In the event of a threat of an attack on any of the members of the Arab Mutual 
Security Pact, Iran or Turkey there shall be immediate consultation between the 
United Kingdom and Egypt." 

11. The questions for consideration are, in short, 

(a) Must it now be accepted that the difficulty over uniforms finally rules out the 
possibility of employing military technicians to run the base (para. 3); 
(b) Should we negotiate for a base of the scope outlined in paras. 5 and 6 rather 
than for the more limited base envisaged in C(54) 187; 
(c) Should we attempt to secure a longer period for evacuation than two years 
(para. 8); 
(d) U.S. participation (para. 9); 
(e) Availability (para. 10) 

12. It is not, of course, in question that the earliest possible agreement with 
Egypt is needed or that, in order to achieve this, our negotiators should have the 
widest possible discretion. The suggestions in paras. 6 and 8 that we should, on 
reopening negotiations, start by asking for more than is suggested by the Minister of 
State are not intended in any way to conflict with these requirements. 

522 T 225/326 16- 17 June 1954 
'Egypt': minutes by G P Humphreys-Davies and Sir J Crombie on Mr 
Selwyn Lloyd's Cabinet memorandum (C(54)187)1 

This paper by the Minister of State summarises the position now reached and 
suggests a basis for renewing negotiations. The suggestions which it contains have 
been examined at official level by the Ministry of Defence and the Service 
Departments but as the paper is now to be taken tomorrow it has not been possible to 
arrange for a discussion by the Service Ministers as had been hoped. 

The Minister of State proposes that the troops and the stores should be removed 
from Egypt within about two years and that thereafter certain minimum facilities 
should be maintained, mainly on a care and maintenance basis, by civil contract. The 
proposals cause no particular difficulty for the Air Ministry but the War Office (and to 
a lesser extent the Treasury) are not too happy about it. All Departments, however, 
are agreed that it is essential to have some sort of agreement with Egypt in 
preference to trying to keep a large armed camp going in the country indefinitely. 

1 See 515. 
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Among the many doubtful points are the following:

(1) Method of running the "base" 
The Service Departments and the Treasury are very apprehensive about the cost 
and even the practicability of running whatever installations remain by means of 
a civil contract or by directly employed civilian labour. It depends in part on the 
size of the establishment to be maintained but if the "base" were reduced to a 
small and empty shell some scheme of civilian administration might be feasible 
and not inordinately expensive. But if it were to be agreed that something more 
substantial in the way of a base should be maintained, it seems certain that civil
ian management would be considerably more expensive as well as probably less 
satisfactory than an arrangement for running the base with military "techni
cians". The objection to the Technicians Scheme is that the Egyptians have so 
far refused to allow these soldiers to wear uniform. This is a political question 
on which the departmental Treasury has no special qualifications for pronounc
ing. I do not see myself that it is much less objectionable to have civilian 
employees shot up by Egyptian thugs than to have soldiers so treated who are, 
after all, paid for that sort of thing. But I think we can say that if the uniform 
objection could be surmounted it would be distinctly cheaper to have military 
technicians. 

(2) Scale of the base to be maintained 
It seems essential that whatever method of administration is adopted, the facilities 
and installations to be maintained in Egypt should be reduced to the barest 
minimum. The Air Ministry are quite content with the Minister of State's 
proposals. The War Office, however, though they have considerably modified their 
original demands insist that it is necessary for them 

(a) to maintain a substantial quantity of war reserve stores and storage for 
them; 
(b) to keep the workshops at Tel el Kebir; and 
(c) to keep on care and maintenance a large number of facilities , depots, 
hospitals, etc., amounting to a good deal more than the "few installations" 
proposed by the Minister of State. 

The Treasury is naturally anxious to avoid expenditure which would be involved 
in back-loading war reserve stores to the United Kingdom and in reproviding 
storage and workshop accommodation at home or elsewhere. But it seems 
doubtful whether under any scheme the scale of facilities envisaged by the War 
Office could be satisfactorily maintained even at very substantial cost. Moreover, 
the War Office themselves admit that the holding of stores in Egypt is not an ideal 
arrangement-they should be further forward. The question further arises, 
whether it is in line with the latest strategic concept to plan on the basis of a major 
land campaign in the Middle East at the outbreak of war. 

In short, we hope that it can be agreed that it would be a serious waste of money 
to keep great quantities of obsolescent and deteriorating stores year after year in 
buildings which must become progressively more delapidated: and that it would be 
better to concentrate on keeping up a very few essential facilities which might 
form the nucleus of a base to be rebuilt if it ever happened that a major campaign 
had again to be staged in these parts. 
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(3) Period for evacuation 
The Services agreed with reluctance in relation to the 4,000 technicians scheme 
that they would run down the base to the agreed limit within 18 months from the 
date of agreement in principle (or 15 months from the date of signature). Under 
the present proposals (whatever form they finally take) the run down will be 
greater than under the 4,000 technicians scheme and the Services accordingly 
require more time. The Foreign Office, however, consider two years to be the 
maximum to which the Egyptians can be induced to agree. Treasury views on this 
are somewhat divided. On the one hand it is to our interest to get the operation 
completed as quickly as possible in order to secure the consequential savings in 
the Middle East garrison. On the other hand an unduly hurried evacuation is likely 
to result in waste of money e.g. on temporary buildings in various places, back
loading stores and reproviding storage which in the longer term may not be 
required. Probably two years is the answer if the Services say they can just about 
manage with that and the Foreign Office say that is the best they can do. 

(4) American participation 
It does not now seem that direct American participation in the running of the base 
can be secured. The American Government are not willing to come in unless 
invited by the Egyptians and American contractors seem unlikely to want to join 
in a scheme for administering the base; the Egyptians in any case have indicated 
that they would not be willing. The Minister of State suggests, however, that it 
might be possible to arrange for some indirect American influence in favour of a 
suitable settlement. This presumably is as far as we are likely to be able to get. 

(5) Suez Canal 
It is a matter of the first importance to the Treasury-which seems apt to be given 
subordinate place in the discussions on Egypt- that any agreement reached with 
the Egyptians should contain adequate assurances about the freedom of navigation 
of the Canal. When this was raised by the Minister of Transport on the 22nd 
March, the Foreign Secretary replied that there was already agreement on the 
inclusion of a reference to the Canal in a preamble to the agreement but that it 
was doubtful whether an article could be included in the agreement itself. The 
Treasury would like to see this point pressed further. 

Recommendations 
1. The Chancellor might ask for further consideration of the question whether 

the wearing of uniform or whether the difficulty over uniforms is a fatal bar to the 
Technicians Scheme (which is likely to be far more economical and effective than 
any scheme of civilian administration). 

2. He should support the proposal in the Minister of State's paper that under any 
scheme the stores, facilities and installations to be maintained should be kept at the 
barest minimum. 

3. He might accept the period of about two years as the time during which the 
evacuation should be carried out. 

4. He has probably no alternative but to acquiesce in the conclusion that no 
direct participation by the American Government or by American firms can be 
expected. 

5. The importance of the Canal should be emphasised: and the Chancellor might 
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feel able to press the Foreign Secretary on the question of getting a suitable clause 
included in the agreement itself. 

G.P.H-D. 
16.6.54 

The issues in this problem are extremely complex and it is difficult to see a clear way 
through. I am in general agreement with Mr. Humphreys-Davies' analysis of the 
issues and the views he expresses. Perhaps I might just summarise the main issues as 
I see them and what I think should be the objectives of our policy. 

(1) We should continue to work for an agreement at all reasonable costs. The 
alternative of continuation on something like the present basis is unthinkable 
financially as well as for other reasons. 
(2) I have always been extremely mistrustful of the idea of a civilian contract 
scheme. I think it would turn out to be impracticable and unsatisfactory to us, and 
I am sure that the cost of persuading contractors to handle it would be very high. 
If a substantial base were maintained, the cost of the contract arrangement would 
be enormous. If, on the other hand, the base were reduced to a very small size, the 
cost of reprovision would also be great. 
(3) For the reasons in (1) and (2) above, we ought to reconsider very seriously 
whether we should insist on our condition about uniforms which is holding up the 
working out of a 'technicians' scheme. 
(4) The size of the base should clearly be kept to an essential minimum consistent 
with it being of some real value in war. Apart from any political value in keeping 
something which looks like a base, it is of course no use having one if it is not 
going to be of any practical value when we need it. 
(5) We should try to make sure that any agreement contains adequate assurances 
about our requirements for the Canal. 

J.I.C.C. 
17.6.54 

523 CAB 129/69, C(54)206 21 June 1954 
'Egypt': Cabinet memorandum by Field Marshal Lord Alexander of 
Tunis on the military requirements in Egypt 

My Service colleagues and I agree with the Minister of State that the need for an 
agreement is urgent and that negotiations with the Egyptians should be re-opened as 
soon as possible. 

Scope of base 
2. We agree that it is unrealistic to think of maintaining a base on anything like 

the present scale, nor is it necessary in the light of the latest strategic appreciation. 
We need to secure:-

(a) the right of re-entry in the event of war; and 
(b) for a period, at least the nucleus of a base in peace. 

We want the workshops at Tei-El-Kebir in order to maintain our peace-time 
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Middle East garrison. The only other workshops are in Libya and we cannot keep 
these after 1958. 

We should like to have somewhere to store some war reserves for our reduced 
Middle East garrison and the Jordan and Iraqi forces which are dependent on us. We 
should like to see the base's roads, railways and essential fixed installations kept in as 
good a condition as possible. 

We need the right to use the airfield at Abu Sueir and associated staging facilities. 
Although the base would be to some extent a functioning organisation, it would be 

greatly restricted. 

Contractors or technicians 
3. It seems clear that the Egyptians will not accept soldiers in uniform. We agree 

that soldiers in civilian clothes are politically unacceptable. We must, therefore, use 
civilian contractors or directly employed civilians or a combination of both. These 
will perhaps be, in their own words, 'reluctant, inefficient and expensive'. Our 
difficulties should diminish, the smaller we keep the organisation. For both technical 
and security reasons we shall not be able to keep anything like the same range of 
stores in reserve in Egypt as if we were able to employ soldiers. We must, however, 
accept these disadvantages if, as we must, we are to get an agreement. 

Period for evacuation 
4. We cannot without a risk of serious losses and, perhaps, financial scandals, 

carry out evacuation in a lesser period than two years. 

Availability 
5. We want not only a right to return in case of attack, but at least agreement on 

consultation in the event of a threat of war. 

Period of the agreement 
6. We favour extending the period of the agreement beyond seven years, if this is 

possible. Politically we see the advantage of this, but from a military point of view we 
would object if the price were a reduction below two years in the period for evacuation. 

United States participation 
7. We agree that there is not much hope of securing either Egyptian or American 

agreement to direct American participation in these arrangements. General support, 
with perhaps some link between American aid for Egypt and the satisfactory 
performance by the Egyptians of their obligation under any agreement reached with 
them, is probably the best we can hope for. 

524 PREM 11/702, 21 June 1954 
[American involvement in an Anglo- Egyptian settlement]: minute by 
Mr Eden to Mr Churchill 

Prime Minister 
I have been thinking over your suggestion that we should ask the Americans to join 
us in negotiating a settlement with Egypt. I see the advantages which it might have 
politically. But I think I should warn you it may raise some serious difficulties. 

First, it would make an agreement much more difficult for the Egyptians. The 
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Americans are not more popular in the Middle East than we are-maybe less so. If 
Nasser were to accept an arrangement of this kind, he would be open to the charge of 
having allowed two Great Powers into the Canal Zone instead of one. Moreover, as I 
mentioned to you, I have some doubts whether admitting the Americans to a share in 
the supervision of our base installations would make the arrangement more popular 
at home. 

Secondly, there is surely value in keeping control (as we should under the 
agreement which I propose) over the important staging facilities in the Canal Zone. 
The Americans will want to make use of these as they did recently in connexion with 
Indo-China. We should of course let them do so, but it would give us something to 
gain credit for. 

Thirdly, I am apprehensive of the effect in other Middle East countries (especially 
Iraq and the Persian Gulf) if we appear unable to settle this business for ourselves 
and have to ask help from the Americans. You will have seen Dulles' recent 
disagreeable remarks (Washington telegram No. 1217). This makes me anxious that 
our approach to the Egyptian should not seem to be dictated by the Americans. 

On the other hand, we do want support from the United States. I suggest that it 
should take three forms:-

(i) Strong public approval of our new basis for agreement, possibly as an outcome 
of the Washington talks.1 

(ii) Some link to be made between American economic and financial aid to Egypt 
and the agreement reached by us. 
(iii) A special public endorsement at the appropriate time of the passage relating 
to freedom of navigation through the Canal. 
I really think that this is simpler than trying to bring the Americans into the 
negotiations. I cannot believe that the Egyptians would accept the other method 
and the result might be a setback to the prospect of reaching agreement. 

Finally, I believe it is most important that we should give the Egyptians, before we 
leave for Washington, some indication that we hope shortly to renew negotiations 
and an outline of the plan we now have in mind. This would also help us to get 
American support agreed while in Washington and publicly expressed at the end of 
your talks there. 

1 The visit of Churchill and Eden to Washington 25-29 June 1954 which was primarily to discuss 
Churchill 's desire for a summit with the Soviets. 

525 CAB 128/27/1, CC 43(54)1 22 June 1954 
'Egypt': Cabinet conclusions on a new approach to a defence 
agreement with Egypt 

[On 21 June Churchill had written to Eisenhower on a number of different subjects. His 
references to the Middle East and Egypt indicated Churchill's belief that the time was now 
right for a 'Middle East front' to be considered together by Britain and the US. Churchill 
also informed Eisenhower that 'the strategic aspect of the Canal Zone base has been 
continually and fundamentally altered by thermonuclear developments and by a Tito
Greek-Turco front coming into being and giving its hand to Iraq and by America carrying 
NATO's fingertips to Pakistan .... These events greatly diminish the importance of the 
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Canal Zone base, and what is left no longer justifies the expense and diversion of our 
troops, discharging since the war, not British but international purposes. As far as Egypt 
is concerned we shall not ask you for a dollar or a marine' (FRUS, 1952- 1954, vol IX, pt 
II, p 2275). What convinced Churchill to agree to complete British evacuation remains 
unclear. It may have been the knowledge of the destructive power of the hydrogen bomb 
and the strategic shift to the northern tier; it may have been the belief that the US would 
be involved in the final settlement; it may have been a realisation that British prestige 
could suffer more damage by attempting to stay than by reaching an agreement to go 
with the assurance of facilities in war.) 

The Cabinet considered memoranda by the Minister of State and the Minister of 
Defence (C. (54) 1871 and 206)2 on the resumption of the defence negotiations with 
Egypt. 

The Foreign Secretary said that the main points of the proposed new approach to 
the Egyptians were summarised in paragraph 8 of C. (54) 187. The essence of the 
plan was that we should reduce substantially the scope of our Base in the Canal Zone 
and should be content to have it maintained in peace by civil technicians. In return 
we could press for an agreement of longer duration: we might begin by asking for 
twenty years, and might accept twelve years or even ten. And, as we would now 
propose to remove much more equipment from the Base, we must stipulate that the 
withdrawal of British troops from the Canal Zone would be spread over two years 
instead of fifteen months. Draft Heads of an Agreement had been prepared in 
accordance with the proposals in C. (54) 187 and 206, and copies of these were 
circulated at the meeting. 

The Minister of Defence said that the minimum military requirements in the 
Canal Zone were summarised in C. (54) 206. The Service authorities were now 
prepared to accept the disadvantages of having the Base maintained by civil 
technicians in peace. This meant, however, that a larger quantity of stores and 
equipment would have to be removed from the Base, and this process could not be 
completed in less than two years . Although there would be military advantage in 
securing an agreement of longer duration than seven years, it was more important 
that the evacuation period should not be reduced below two years. 

In discussion the following particular points were made:-
( a) Was it certain that civil technicians would be available to maintain the Base in 

peace? 
The Cabinet were informed that this problem had been discussed with some 

leading British contractors who were satisfied that they could accept a contract and 
provide the labour required-though they were not anxious to undertake the 
responsibility and considered that this method of maintaining the Base would be 
neither economical nor efficient. 

(b) The Cabinet were reminded of the military advantages of transferring the 
Headquarters organisation of the British forces in the Middle East from the Canal 
Zone to Cyprus. It was important that this move should be carried out as soon as it 
could be done without weakening our bargaining · position in the defence 
negotiations with Egypt. There was some risk of premature disclosure of our 
intentions in the Press and the Foreign Office and Ministry of Defence might with 
advantage prepare an official announcement, to be held in readiness for immediate 
issue if need arose. 

1 See 515. 2 See 523. 
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(c) The Chancellor of the Exchequer said that, as soon as the defence negotiations 
were resumed, he would wish to be free to remove the existing restriction limiting 
the right of the Egyptians to draw on their sterling balances within the limits of the 
Sterling Releases Agreement. He hoped that this restriction could be removed before 
the end of the summer. 

(d) On 28th January the Cabinet had asked the Foreign Office and Ministry of 
Transport to keep under review the timing of further representations to the United 
States Government regarding the proposal that the maritime Powers should jointly 
seek from the Egyptian Government firmer guarantees regarding the freedom of 
navigation through the Suez Canal. The Minister of Transport was proposing to ask 
the Cabinet to consider this question again in relation to the proposed resumption of 
negotiations for a defence agreement with Egypt. 

The Cabinet's main discussion turned on the manner in which the United States 
might be associated with the proposed defence agreement with Egypt and on the 
question whether, before the forthcoming discussions in Washington, any intimation 
should be given to the Egyptians of our readiness to resume the defence 
negotiations. 

The Prime Minister said that, while he accepted the military argument for 
redeploying our forces in the Middle East, he continued to be impressed by the 
political disadvantages of abandoning the position which we had held in Egypt since 
1882. This was bound to be deplored by certain sections of Conservative opinion, 
and the resulting political situation would not be made easier by the developments 
which were taking place in the Sudan. He believed that our withdrawal from Egypt 
could be made more palatable to public opinion in this country if it could be 
presented as a part of a comprehensive Anglo- American plan for building up a 
defensive front against Communist aggression throughout the world. He hoped that 
the forthcoming talks in Washington might result in a declaration foreshadowing 
the creation of a collective defence system in South-East Asia which would displace, 
or at least reduce the importance of, the ANZUS Pact, from which the United 
Kingdom had been excluded. Such a development would be welcomed by those 
sections of public opinion in this country which would be most disturbed by the 
surrender of our position in Egypt. A close Anglo-American association in the Middle 
East, parallel with that created in the Atlantic and proposed for South-East Asia, 
would help to mitigate the political effects of our proposed withdrawal from Egypt. 
Finally, he considered that our willingness to conclude a defence agreement with 
Egypt would be a useful bargaining counter in the forthcoming talks in Washington. 
He did not wish to be committed to resuming the negotiations before he had 
explored in those talks the extent to which the United States could be persuaded to 
support us in the negotiations, or even to be associated with us in them. 

The Foreign Secretary said that he was doubtful whether the Americans would be 
willing to join us in the proposed negotiations with Egypt-or, for that matter, 
whether their direct association with the negotiations would make it easier to reach 
a satisfactory agreement. Their influence with the countries of the Middle East was 
not greater than ours: indeed, our own influence in the Middle East as a whole might 
be damaged if we seemed to be unable to settle our differences with Egypt without 
American help. The air staging facilities which we hoped to secure in the Canal Zone 
would certainly be of value to the Americans as well as to us; but there were political 
advantages in retaining sole rights to these and making them available to the 
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Americans on request. For these reasons he would prefer that American support for 
our new approach to Egypt should take the form of: (i) strong public approval of our 
new proposals; (ii) some link between our new defence agreement and their 
economic and financial aid to Egypt: and (iii) public endorsement at the appropriate 
stage of the clause in the agreement relating to freedom of navigation through the 
Suez Canal. In these circumstances he thought it would be wise if, before he left for 
Washington, he gave the Egyptians some reason to expect that the defence 
negotiations would be resumed after his return. He feared that, if he delayed this 
until after his return, it would be said that we had resumed the negotiations at the 
behest of the United States Government. This would weaken his bargaining position 
with the Egyptians and would also cause some political embarrassment in the House 
of Commons. 

The Prime Minister said that, while he agreed that American support in the 
defence negotiations with Egypt might take the form suggested by the Foreign 
Secretary, he still believed that some tactical advantage would be lost in the 
forthcoming discussions in Washington if it were known at the outset that we were 
now ready to resume those negotiations. He would prefer to keep this issue open 
until the whole field of Anglo-American co-operation had been explored in the 
Washington talks. 

The Foreign Secretary said that he would consider whether his purpose could be 
equally met by intimating to the Egyptian Government, before he left for 
Washington, that he had noted their efforts to maintain order in the Canal Zone and 
that he hoped that conditions there would continue to improve for, as they had 
already been informed, the defence negotiations could not be resumed while 
conditions of disorder prevailed in the Zone. 

In further discussion of the presentation of the proposed defence agreement with 
Egypt, the point was made that our strategic needs in the Middle East had been 
radically changed by the development of thermo-nuclear weapons. This development 
would of itself have led us to review the expediency of maintaining so large a 
concentration of stores, equipment and men within the narrow confines of the Canal 
Zone. Our withdrawal from Egypt could be presented as part of a redeployment of 
our forces in the Middle East based on a reassessment of our essential strategic needs 
in that area. 

The Cabinet:-
(1) Approved the proposals outlined in C. (54) 187 and 206 for a new approach to 
the conclusion of a defence agreement with Egypt. 
(2) Took note that the Prime Minister and the Foreign Secretary would adopt the 
draft Heads of Agreement3 circulated at the meeting as a basis for their 
forthcoming discussions in Washington on the resumption of the defence 
negotiations with Egypt; and that they would seek to enlist American support, on 
the lines which the Foreign Secretary had indicated, for the new approach which 
we proposed to make to the Egyptian Government. 
(3) Took note that the Foreign Secretary would consider in the light of the Cabinet's 
discussion whether, before leaving for Washington, he should make any communi
cation to the Egyptian Government with reference to the defence negotiations, and 
would consult with the Prime Minister on the terms of such a communication. 

3 See 531. 
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526 FO 371/108380, no 8 24 June 1954 
[Anglo-Egyptian defence negotiations]: letter from Mr Eden to 
Captain Waterhouse1 [Extract] 

[Eden was replying to a letter of 17 June which argued that because Britain had not been 
sufficiently firm on the Sudan, there was a need to show strength in Egypt and avoid 
making concessions.] 

. .. I note your remarks on Egypt and I am glad that you agree on the necessity for 
redeployment. I cannot share your view, however, that British interests will be served 
by trying to maintain a limited force of fighting troops in the Canal Zone. Their 
presence there would be a heavy liability, politically and militarily, and would achieve 
nothing. The strategic picture has much changed as a result of the development of 
nuclear weapons. What we need to-day in the Suez area is to have at our disposal 
certain base and transit facilities in peace time and the right of re-entry to the Canal 
Zone in time of war. This we can only do by agreement with Egypt. Redeployment 
without an agreement would be far more damaging to our prestige. There is no 
question of a surrender on the Canal to obtain, as you put it, "Anglo-American 
accord elsewhere." If we make an agreement it will be for reasons relating to our own 
requirements and interests in Egypt and the Middle East. 

Those Conservatives of whom you speak should bear in mind that any alternative 
policy, with its attendant risks and costs, would not give us what we want. 

1 Captain Charles Waterhouse, Conservative MP and leader of the 'Suez' group who were committed to 
retaining an imperial role for Britain in the Middle East. 

527 FO 3711108563, no 11 2 July 1954 
[Egyptian propaganda]: letter from Sir R Stevenson toTE Bromley 
on how to counter Egyptian influence 

You sent me a copy of your letter J.E. 1681/1 of April 6 about Egyptian propaganda in 
the Middle East and invited my comments. I have now seen the replies from Benghazi, 
Beirut, Khartoum, Amman, Damascus, Jedda and Bagdad, and although I have not yet 
seen any reply from Bahrain, I would like to add my comments to their replies. 

2. There emerges from the replies a clear picture of the priorities accorded to 
different parts of the Middle East by Egyptian propaganda. This picture is in line with 
what we have seen here of Egyptian efforts to increase their influence in the Arab 
World. It shows that their main targets have, over the past year, been the 
neighbouring countries of Libya and the Sudan. Their secondary target has been Iraq 
and third on the list Syria, Jordan and Saudi Arabia. They have scarcely so far 
touched the Lebanon, although they apparently have plans to increase their 
propaganda to that country. With the creation of Israel, Egypt no longer has a land 
frontier with the Arab World in Asia and it was therefore to be expected that, partly as 
a reaction to the defeat of the Egyptian army by the Israelis, Egypt should turn her 
attention to her African neighbours in an attempt to make up in Africa what she had 
lost in prestige and influence in Asia. Egypt has, at the same time, tried to maintain 
her leading position in the Arab League and dominate her Asian- Arab neighbours. As 
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seen from here, it is unlikely that she will be able to continue to do this, particularly 
as the Asian-Arab countries, and in particular Iraq, continue to grow in economic 
strength and prosperity as a result of oil revenues. Egypt's divided aspirations are 
therefore one of her primary weaknesses. Is there any reason why we should not do a 
little gentle propaganda in the fertile crescent, pointing out that Egypt is heavily 
committed in Africa and therefore no longer the natural leader of the Arab World? 

3. This kind of propaganda means deliberately assisting the decay of Arab 
solidarity on which so much hope has been placed in the past. I do not myself think 
that this is a valid objection, since Arab solidarity has, in fact, brought us no 
dividends and there are signs that the Asian- Arabs might in futu re be prepared to be 
much more co-operative without Egypt than they are now. 

4. Apart from exploiting the weakness in the Egyptian position which results from 
her divided aims, there is, as seen from here, no advantage to be gained by attacking 
the Egyptian Government in the way suggested by Khartoum, Bagdad and Damascus. 
Apart from the fact that any attack on Egypt by us would increase our difficulties in 
solving the Suez Canal problem (and whether or not we reach an agreement with Egypt 
the problem will remain) I very much doubt if an attack on Egypt would do much more 
than strengthen the obstinate determination of the Arabs to stand, and perhaps to fall , 
together. Our line should be one of regret rather than antagonism to Egypt. It is unfor
tunate that Egypt has become so embroiled in African politics that she no longer has 
the time and energy to devote proper attention to the Arab World. In this connection 
I wonder how many people in Iraq really appreciate the extent of Egyptian interest in 
events in Ethiopia, Somaliland, Uganda and Kenya. 

5. In attempting to undermine Egyptian influence in the Asian-Arab states and 
Egyptian domination of the Arab League, it will be necessary for us to offer a con
structive alternative. Sir A. Kirkbride has made some admirable suggestions about how 
this might be done in Libya. His remarks apply equally well to Iraq and to a limited 
extent in the other Arab countries. We must be able to find qualified non-Egyptians to 
replace the Egyptians who are now playing so large a part in spreading Egyptian influ
ence. Similarly we must be able to offer throughout the Arab World alternatives to 
Egyptian propaganda by providing or helping to provide non-Egyptian newspapers 
which are more attractive than Egyptian newspapers; non-Egyptian broadcasts which 
are better than Egyptian, and so on. The main difficulty in this constructive programme 
is that it will cost money, but it is surely absurd to imagine that we can defeat Egyptian 
propaganda, on which the Egyptians spend a relatively large amount of money, with
out becoming ourselves involved in at least equal expense. 

6. I am sending copies of this letter to the recipients of yours . 

528 DEFE 7/30 July 1954 
'Negotiations with Egypt': note by the WO for the Middle East 
Redeployment Committee on the points needing emphasis in the 
proposed talks. Appendix "A" 

Introduction 
l. The Cabinet have agreed in outline the basis on which negotiations are likely 

very shortly to be re-opened with the Egyptians. A paper on Heads of Agreement is 
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being forwarded by the Foreign Office to HM Ambassador. The arguments on which 
this paper was based are summarised for the personal information of the BDCC(ME) 
at Appendix "A". 

2. It is highly important to obtain an early agreement with the Egyptians. It is 
not proposed to try and produce a detailed brief for the negotiators, covering every 
eventuality, but rather to put the BDCC(ME) and the negotiators "into the mind" of 
Service Ministries and to highlight some of the points which we consider need 
emphasis, leaving the details to be fixed locally. 

Use of the base in peace and war 
3. (a) We no longer consider it necessary to maintain in peace-time a base which 
would in many respects be ready for immediate re-activation in the early days of 
war. The establishment of a main base in EGYPT would NOT be necessary until 
and unless a major campaign developed in the Middle East. The degree to which 
we could re-inforce the Middle East from the UK in the early days of war would be 
very limited, and the operations of the existing forces would initially be supported 
from forward stock-piles and later from an advanced base to be established in the 
Levant. 
(b) As a Restricted Base controlled and supervised by soldiers is no longer 
acceptable, we must ensure that what we are able to keep fulfils our policy 
sufficiently to justify the cost which will have to be met by a reduced Defence Vote. 

4. Our aim should be to obtain Egyptian agreement to the retention under 
British control by use of contractors or directly employed labour of certain facilities 
and installations, on the understanding that it might prove necessary to transfer 
some of those to Egyptian control later. Differentiation would not prove easy in the 
first place between these facilities and installations to be retained under British and 
those under Egyptian control. This can best be investigated by you but will 
ultimately have to be settled in London. 

5. The policy for the retention and maintenance of facilities in the Base should 
therefore be based on the following factors:-

(a) We should aim to keep in peace-time in a functioning or "filled" state, run by 
contractors, only these installations which it suits us economically to retain in this 
state:-

(i) 2 Base Workshops, for the Base repair of "B" vehicles and war equipment. (It 
may not prove economical, on detailed investigation, to do this anyway before 
December, 1958, until which date we have two other Base Workshops in the 
Theatre). 
(ii) The minimum number and type of installations, to hold temporarily our 
War Reserves, until alternative storage has been provided. 
(iii) One ESBD to hold indefinitely the Project Stores that are required in War 
in the Base, and for the L of C to the Advance Base, and which are NOT 
economically worth evacuating. 

(b) A few additional facilities or installations (empty) of the highest priority of 
importance would also be run or looked after by contractors IF, as a result of 
detailed examination, tendering etc., such a course proved acceptable. 
(c) A further number of facilities or installations which, though important to keep 
on a "care and maintenance" basis, could well be handed over by agreement, to be 
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so run by the Egyptians for "our mutual benefit". In this category come power 
stations, sewage plants, hospitals, railway sidings, etc. 
(d) Lastly, the remaining installations which would NOT be essential during a 
period of early re-activation, and which could therefore be handed over to the 
Egyptians to use, or misuse, as they wished. 

6. As regards the general priority of importance of installations described in 
DCC(54)35 dated 20 June, 1954, we are in agreement with the BDCC(ME), except 
that, under the concept of paragraph 5(a) above, the retention of part of 9 BAD. for 
housing war reserves of ammunition will temporarily be required. 

Quantities of war reserves to be held in the base 
7. Signals have recently been exchanged between the War Office and GHQ MELF 

on this subject. A revised War Office policy will be issued very shortly. 

Period of evacuation 

8. (a) The Cabinet Paper mentions two years, and the Foreign Office consider it 
extremely unlikely that the Egyptians will agree to the stay in EGYPT of soldiers in 
uniform for a longer period. 
(b) We are anxious that the negotiators should be aware of the difficulties and 
delays that are likely to occur in transferring the Base from military to civilian 
control, and from the military point of view, would like for this reason to see 
agreement to the retention in EGYPT of some soldiers (in uniform) into the third 
year. Should this not be agreed, then it becomes of supreme importance that a 
period of not less than two years from the date of ratification (or signature) should 
be accepted for evacuation. 

Organisation of the base 

9. (a) The organisation of the Base, the duties of the Base Commander and those 
of the senior British Technical Adviser, should all be subject to detailed 
examination locally, and subsequent reference to London. 
(b) We consider, from the military point of view, that the S.B.T.A. should be a 
serving Army Officer of, say, Major-General's rank, and that he would normally 
wear civilian clothes except when on duty with the Base Commander (e.g. on tour 
of inspection) when he should wear uniform. 
(c) If this is unacceptable, politically, then we would propose the posting of a 
retired officer as the best alternative. 
(d) In either case, we consider this officer should be posted as soon as possible to 
assist in detailed planning, and will take up this question separately. 

Inspection 

10. (a) We propose that temporary visits of British Service personnel (in civilian 
clothes) and civilian experts for the purpose of inspection in the Base should be 
fully permitted. These would normally be officers of the Staff and Services from 
GHQ MELF, but anyone who is vouched for by the S.B.T.A. should be admitted. 
(b) It will be necessary for the S.B.T.A. to have a small staff charged with 
responsibility for ensuring that the terms of the agreement are kept, and that the 
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contractors are performing their duties in a manner satisfactory to the military 
authorities . 

Appendix "A" to 528: Summary of arguments leading to heads of agreement 

Degree of urgency 
1. Both militarily and politically the need to reach agreement with Egypt has 

become urgent because of the general need for economy and the particular need to 
reduce our oversea commitments. 

2. Redeployment of the Middle East Garrison has become inevitable but it is 
more important that it should follow agreement with EGYPT rather than it should 
seem to be the consequence of failure to obtain agreement. 

3. Time is not on our side because:-

(a) The present Egyptian Government may not be able to control the situation in 
the Canal Zone indefinitely, and 
(b) its successor might prove less ready to negotiate 
(c) United States aid to Egypt cannot be withheld indefinitely. 

Requirements 
4. In order to uphold our prestige in the Middle East and to satisfy the reduced 

requirements of the present strategic appreciation, we need to obtain:-

(a) the right of re-entry in the event of war 
(b) agreement to consultation with Egypt upon the threat of war 
(c) the use of a part functioning, but greatly restricted base v;hich would 
include:-

(i) the Base Workshops at Tel-el-Kebir 
(ii) storage for War Reserves 
(iii) Abu Sueir airfield and staging rights there 

(d) the maintenance of the remaining Canal Zone installations, roads, railways 
and ports in a sufficiently sound state of repair to justify paragraph 4(a) above. 

5. The length of time for which right of re-entry holds good should be as long as 
possible and in any case not related to the more temporary requirement in paragraph 
4(c) above. Twenty years for paragraph 4(a) and (b) and ten to twelve years for 
paragraph 4(c) is suggested, but in order to obtain this it is militarily unacceptable to 
reduce the withdrawal period to less than two years. 

Advantages to the Egyptians 
6. Since soldiers in civilian clothes are politically unacceptable, either civilian 

contractors or directly employed civilians will both operate and maintain the 
restricted base. 

7. The fact that a civilian base will be both inefficient and expensive is accepted. 
This is to some extent balanced by the fact that for security and technical reasons it 
will be necessary to remove a greater amount of stores and equipment before 
withdrawal than would have been either desirable or necessary for a base employing 
soldiers. 
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8. United States participation 
Direct participation is unlikely, but Egyptian co-operation and efficiency might be 
made a condition for the grant of United States aid . 

529 FO 371/108420, no 144 2 July 1954 
[Anglo-Egyptian negotiations]: outward despatch no 166 from Mr 
Eden to Sir R Stevenson giving detailed instructions for the 
forthcoming talks 

Her Majesty's Government have now reviewed in all its aspects the present state of 
negotiations with Egypt in regard to the Suez Canal Base. Up to the present, as Your 
Excellency is aware, deadlock has been reached on two questions: first, the 
circumstances in which the Base could be reactivated, and second, the arrangements 
for maintaining the Base installations after the withdrawal of fighting forces, and 
notably the question whether or not the British technicians should wear uniform. 

2. On the first of these issues, it is understood that the Egyptians may now be ready 
to meet our main requirement, namely that Turkey should be included amongst the 
countries an attack upon which would bring into operation our right to return. It had 
been our hope that we might be able to secure the inclusion of Persia too. Unless you 
see objection you should try to obtain this. It is not a point on which we should wish 
to insist, but you may find it valuable to have something to give away in the course of 
discussion. I should be glad to have your views on the suggestion, made in paragraph 
l(b) of my telegram No. 996, that the words "for the benefit of Her Majesty's forces 
and other friendly forces" should be included as part of the availability formula in the 
Heads of Agreement. It would be useful to have it in, but if the Egyptians were to refuse 
it, our hands might be tied in a future emergency by their refusal. 

3. In examining the second point at issue, Her Majesty's Government have 
reconsidered the whole question of the facilities they need to maintain in the Canal 
Zone in time of peace. They have had in mind the general plan for redeployment of 
British forces in the Middle East and have taken into account the consequences of 
developments in thermo-nuclear warfare from the point of view of strategic 
planning. The broad conclusion of this review is that it no longer seems either 
necessary or desirable to maintain a concentration of equipment, supplies and 
facilities in the Canal Zone on the scale previously contemplated. Broadly speaking, 
the requirements fall into the following categories:-

(a) Workshop repair facilities necessary to service the peace-time British forces in 
the Middle East. 
(b) Storage of certain war reserves. 
(c) Transit rights and servicing facilities for aircraft under R.A.F. control at an 
Egyptian airfield, with technical co-operation to be provided by Her Majesty's 
Government. To support these essential requirments, it would also be necessary 
for certain communications, roads, railway facilities, etc. to be kept in order, 
though not necessarily under British control. 

4. This conclusion enables us to approach the Egyptian Government with, in 
effect, an entirely new set of proposals. We no longer require large numbers of 
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British soldier technicians, either in or out of uniform, to look after a vast Base in 
Egyptian territory. After the initial period during which the Base would be reduced to 
the essential elements described above, it would not be necessary for any British 
soldiers to remain in Egypt. After the withdrawal of British troops those portions of 
the existing Base which we still require will be maintained by civilian labour. I take it 
that this could be presented to the Egyptians as a major improvement over the 
previous proposition from the point of view of Egyptian nationalist opinion. 

5. Two consequences flow from that. In the first place, in order to have time to 
reduce our commitments in the Base to the proportions described, we should require 
longer than the 15 months hitherto laid down for the withdrawal of British forces. It 
would be physically impossible to effect the running down of the Base in less than 
two years. This is therefore an essential minimum requirement. For Your 
Excellency's information, the process of withdrawal would begin from the conclusion 
of the Heads of Agreement. 

6. The second important aspect of this new approach is the question of 
presentation to British public opinion. It is evident that the new plan is much more 
favourable to the Egyptians than the old, and that the assets remaining to Her 
Majesty's Government in the form of facilities in the Canal Zone will be greatly 
reduced. It is essential, if an agreement on this basis is to be acceptable in the United 
Kingdom, that the Egyptians should meet us substantially over the question of the 
right to re-enter in time of war. In the negotiations up to now, as Your Excellency is 
aware, the Egyptians have refused an agreement of more than 7 years' duration. This 
was perhaps understandable when we were insisting upon retaining several thousand 
British technicians in uniform throughout the period of the Agreement, and they 
could legitimately argue that every year added to the Agreement would be regarded 
by Egyptians as another year of British occupation. Under the present plan no such 
considerations arise. The Egyptian Government have always declared that they would 
be prepared to make the Base available to us in the case of a threat arising in agreed 
circumstances. There is no reason why they should insist upon limiting this 
assurance to so short a period as 7 years. If, as we hope, the new arrangements can be 
looked upon as serving the interests of both countries equally, it should be possible 
for the period to be substantially increased. Her Majesty's Government would hope to 
secure a 20 year period. I am aware that you are doubtful whether this can be 
secured. But you should do your best to obtain it. For your own information, Her 
Majesty's Government would be prepared for the sake of agreement and if other 
factors were satisfactory, to accept a shorter period. But you should bear in mind that 
the length of the agreement will be a factor of very great importance politically in 
this country, and you should use whatever tactics you think best to secure as long a 
duration for the agreement as you can. 

7. The points on which Your Excellency should therefore seek to reach 
agreement with the Egyptian Government are summarised in the Annex1 to this 
despatch (the Heads of Agreement). These cover, of course, only the broadest points 
of principle. You will observe that Her Majesty's Government still desire the 
inclusion in the preamble to the Agreement of a clause referring to the strategic and 
commercial importance of the Suez Canal and to the provisions of the 1888 

1 Not printed, see 531. 
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Convention. They also wish to see the inclusion of a suitable article on this point in 
the Agreement itself and you should try to secure this. 

8. On other points such as the organisation of the Base, including the relations 
between the Egyptian Base Commander and such British advisers as may be 
necessary, I have no wish to lay down any cut and dried scheme. In speaking to 
Colonel Nasser, therefore, you might usefully invite his suggestions as to how the 
arrangements outlined in this despatch could in practice be met. 

9. The proposals contained in this despatch have been the subject of much 
thought here, and have been approved by the Cabinet as a basis for negotiations. I 
shall of course welcome any comments or requests for elucidation which you may 
wish to make before approaching the Egyptian Government. Your approach should 
in any case not be made until you receive a further message from me, which will be 
sent on my return to London. 

10. It is virtually certain that the news of any approach by you to the Egyptian 
Government will very soon leak out. If this happens, we shall have to confirm that 
talks are being resumed. I consider it however essential that no public statements 
about the details of our proposals or the progress of negotiations should be made 
until the Heads of Agreement are initialled, and you should seek Colonel Nasser's 
agreement to this. 

11. As you know, I gave an undertaking to the House of Commons on December 
17 that when Heads of Agreement had been reached the House would have an 
opportunity of discussing them. 

12. Consideration has been given to the idea of associating the United States 
Government with the Agreement. As you know, it was at one time proposed that the 
Base should be avai lable to the United States Government on the same terms as to 
ourselves; and that they should be invited to participate both in the negotiations 
leading up to the Agreement and in the arrangements for maintaining and operating 
the Base thereafter. The Cabinet have decided that American participation in this 
form would unduly complicate the negotiations, and that it would therefore be 
preferable that American support should be expressed in other ways. You will have 
seen, from Washington telegrams Nos. 1297 and 1318 to the Foreign Office, the 
results of the discussions in Washington on this subject. 

I am sending copies of this despatch to Her Majesty's Ambassador in Washington 
and to the Head of the British Middle East Office. 

530 CAB 128/27/2, CC 47(54)2 7 July 1954 
'Egypt': Cabinet conclusions on the resumption of defence 
negotiations with Egypt 

[This Cabinet meeting to approve the talks took place five days after the detailed 
instructions were sent out to Sir R Stevenson. One day prior to receiving these 
instructions the ambassador had informed the FO that the Egyptians would object to 
extending the withdrawal period to two years and would find it impossible to accept an 
extension of the seven-year duration period for the new agreement (T 225/327, Cairo 
telegram 742, l July 1954) .] 

The Cabinet had before them a note by the Minister of State (C. (54) 220) covering a 
minute recording the agreement reached between the Prime Minister and the 
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President of the United States regarding the resumption of defence negotiations with 
Egypt. 

The Foreign Secretary said that the United States Government had come as far to 
meet our requirements as we could reasonably expect. In particular, it should be 
most helpful to us that the provision of United States economic aid to Egypt would 
be conditional on Egyptian fulfilment of any agreement relating to the Canal Zone 
base and that the United States would support publicly the principle of free transit 
through the Suez Canal. Conditions in the Canal Zone had improved considerably of 
late, and this made it easier to propose a resumption of negotiations. Our negotiators 
would be instructed to aim at an agreement to last for twenty years and to cover the 
case of aggression against Persia as well as Turkey, although it might not prove 
possible to obtain our full requirements on these points. 

The Prime Minister said that the agreement reached with the United States 
Government in Washington was valuable both because it broadened the basis for 
the action which we now proposed to take, and because it would increase the 
chances that the Egyptian Government would abide by the terms of any agreement 
we: might reach with them. In spite of his earlier doubts he was now satisfied that 
the withdrawal of British troops from Egypt could be fully justified on military 
grounds. Our requirements in the Canal Zone had been radically altered by the 
admission of Turkey to the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation and the extension of 
a defensive Middle Eastern front as far east as Pakistan. Furthermore, the advent of 
thermo-nuclear weapons had greatly increased the vulnerability of a concentrated 
base area and it would not be right to continue to retain in Egypt 80,000 troops 
who would be better placed elsewhere. It was also relevant that the conditions in 
the Canal Zone were damaging both to the morale of the Forces and to recruit
ment. 

The Minister of Defence expressed his support for these views, and there was 
general agreement in the Cabinet that the defence negotiations with the Egyptian 
Government ought now to be resumed on the basis of the agreement reached with 
the United States Government in Washington. 

The following further points were raised in discussion:-
(a) The Secretary of State for Air recalled that it was intended to obtain from the 

Egyptian Government transit and servicing facilities for R.A.F. aircraft at an Egyptian 
air force station on the lines of paragraph 10 of the draft Heads of an Agreement 
which had been before the Cabinet at their meeting on 22nd June. In seeking to 
obtain these facilities., it would be his aim that the Air Ministry should commit 
themselves to as little expenditure as possible on this object. 

(b) The Minister of Transport said that British shipping interests would welcome 
the public support of the United States Government for a declaration affirming the 
rights of free transit through the Suez Canal. 

(c) The military arguments in favour of a defence agreement on the lines proposed 
should, at an early stage, be explained in confidence to interested Government 
supporters, many of whom could probably be brought to support the proposed 
agreement if they could be satisfied that it was militarily sound. The most suitable 
forum for such explanations would probably be the Conservative Members' Foreign 
Affairs Committee, and an early meeting of this body might, therefore, be arranged at 
which the Foreign Secretary and the Secretary of State for War might speak. 

The Foreign Secretary said that he would be ready to meet Conservative Members 
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as suggested, but it did not seem necessary that action on the Government's 
proposals should be deferred in the meantime. 

The Cabinet:-
(1) Authorised the Foreign Secretary to arrange for the defence negotiations with 
the Egyptian Government to be resumed on the basis of the agreed minute 
annexed to C. (54) 220. 
(2) Invited the Foreign Secretary, in consultation with the Secretary of State for 
War and the Chief Whip, to arrange for the military grounds for the proposed 
settlement with Egypt to be explained in confidence to interested Government 
supporters at an early date . 

531 FO 3711108420, no 148 10 July 1954 
'Draft heads of agreement': memorandum presented to Colonel Nasser 
by Sir R Stevenson 

It is agreed between the Egyptian and British delegations that with a view to 
establishing Anglo-Egyptian relations on a new basis of mutual understanding and 
firm friendship, and taking into account their obligations under the United Nations 
Charter and their common concern for the security of the Middle East, an agreement 
regarding the future of the Suez Canal Zone Base should now be drafted on the 
following lines. 

2. The agreement will last for years from the date of its entry into force. 
3. Parts of the existing Canal Zone Base will be kept in efficient working order to 

supply and maintain in peace the forces supported by Her Majesty's Government in 
the Middle East, to accommodate certain reserves of material and equipment and to 
be capable of immediate use in accordance with the following paragraph. 

4. (i) In the event of an attack by an outside power on Egypt, on any country 
which at the date of signature of the present agreement is a party to the Treaty of 
Joint Defence between Arab League states, or on Turkey [or Persia], 1 Egypt will 
afford to the United Kingdom such facilities as may be necessary in order to place 
the base on a war footing and to operate it effectively. These facilities will include 
the use of Egyptian ports within the limits of what is strictly indispensable for the 
above-mentioned purposes. 
(ii) In the event of a threat of an attack on any of the above-mentioned countries 
[or on Persia], there shall be immediate consultation between the United Kingdom 
and Egypt. 

5. The organisation of the Base will be in accordance with Annex I2 attached. 
6. The United Kingdom will be accorded full rights to move any British material 

into or out of the base to any point and at any time at its discretion. There will be no 
major increase above the level of supplies existing at the time the agreement is 
signed without the consent of the Egyptian Government. 

7. Subject to the above arrangements, Her Majesty's forces will be withdrawn 
from Egyptian territory within a period of 2 years from the entry of this agreement 

1 Parentheses in original. 2 Not printed. 
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into force . The Egyptian Government will afford all necessary facilities for the 
movement of men and material in this connexion. 

8. The parties will consult together during the last year of the period specified for 
the duration of the agreement to decide what arrangements are necessary upon its 
conclusion. 

9. The agreement will recognise that the Suez Maritime Canal is an integral part 
of Egypt and a waterway economically, commercially and strategically of 
international importance, and will express the determination of both parties to 
uphold the 1888 Convention guaranteeing the freedom of navigation of the Canal. 

10. The Egyptian Government will afford over-flying, transit and servicing 
facilities for aircraft under R.A.F. control; and terminal facilities on flights connected 
with the maintenance of the Canal Zone Base. These facilities will be provided at an 
Egyptian Air Force station in the Canal Zone area with the co-operation of British 
civilian technicians. In the clearance of any flights, whether scheduled or otherwise, 
the Egyptian Government will extend most favoured nation treatment and will 
expedite the necessary formalities in order to avoid delay. 

11. There will be many questions of detail to be covered in the drafting of the 
agreement including the storage of oil, the financial arrangements necessary, and 
other detailed matters of importance to both sides. These will be settled by friendly 
agreement in negotiations which will begin forthwith. 

532 FO 371/108423, no 191, MER/P (54)10 12 July 1954 
[Anglo-Egyptian negotiations]: draft brief by the Middle East 
Redeployment Committee for the British Defence Co-ordination, 
Committee, Middle East on the aim of the negotiations 

1. Reference should be made to Foreign Office despatch No. 1661 of the 2nd July 
to Cairo which outlines the considerations leading up to the new approach to be 
made to the Egyptians and which summarises the main points on which agreement 
should now be sought. 

2. A copy of the draft Heads of Agreement is attached as Appendix 1. 2 It should be 
noted that negotiations will be opened on the basis of a 20 year term for the 
Agreement but that, as stated in paragraph 6 of despatch No. 166, in certain 
circumstances a shorter period will be acceptable. 

3. Although a longer period for withdrawal than 2 years would be highly 
desirable, it is not considered that there is any prospect of getting this. Accordingly, 
the draft Heads of Agreement specifies a period of two years and this is regarded as an 
essential minimum requirement. 

Degree of urgency 
4. Both militarily and politically the need to reach agreement with Egypt has 

become urgent because of the general need for economy and the particular need to 
reduce our oversea commitments, 

5. Redeployment of the Middle East Garrison has become inevitable but it is 

1 See 529. 2 Not printed, see 531. 
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important that it should follow agreement with Egypt rather than it should seem to 
be the consequence of failure to obtain agreement. 

~- Time is not on our side because:-

( a) The present EGYPTIAN Government may not be able to control the situation 
in the Canal Zone indefinitely. 
(b) Its successor might prove less ready to negotiate. 
(c) United States aid to EGYPT cannot be withheld indefinitely. 
(d) The existing treaty with EGYPT will expire in 1956. 

Requirements 
7. In order to uphold our prestige in the Middle East and to satisfy the reduced 

requirements of the present strategic appreciation, we need to obtain:-

(a) The right of re-entry in the event of war. 
(b) Agreement to consultation with EGYPT upon the threat of war. 
(c) The use of a part functioning, but greatly restricted base which would 
include:-

(i) The Base Workshop at Tel-el-Kebir. 
(ii) Storage for certain War Reserves. 
(iii) Abu Sueir airfield and staging rights there. 

(d) The maintenance of the remaining Canal Zone installations, roads, railways 
and ports in a sufficiently sound state of repair to justify paragraph 7(a) above. 

Advantages to the Egyptians 
8. Since soldiers in civilian clothes are politically unacceptable, civilian 

contractors will both operate and maintain the restricted base. 
9. The fact that a civilian base will be both inefficient and expensive is accepted. 

This is to some extent balanced by the fact that for security and technical reasons it 
will be necessary to remove a greater amount of stores and equipment before 
withdrawal than would have been either desirable or necessary for a base employing 
soldiers. 

United States participation 
10. Direct participation is unlikely, but it may be possible for the grant of United 

States aid to be made dependent upon Egyptian co-operation and efficiency in 
carrying out their responsibilities for the Base. 

533 PREM 11/702 12 July 1954 
[Anglo-Egyptian negotiations]: inward telegram no 795 from Sir R 
Stevenson to FO on the position of the Egyptian delegation 

From delegation. 
At meeting last night Egyptian delegation took up the following position on major 

points:-

( a) they earnestly desired agreement and accepted in principle the existence of the 
base and its implications for Egypt in the event of war. 
(b) they had made what was for them a most difficult concession over Turkey, 
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which would rouse strong criticism in the country, more particularly since Turco
Pakistani Pact. The [sic] affected to regard our concession over civilianisation as 
comparatively small. 
(c) We were seeking to change the only two points agreed in earlier negotiations, 
namely the duration and evacuation period. We were also seeking to re-introduce 
Persia in the reactivation clause in spite of having agreed last year to omit it. 
(d) As regards duration in particular it was common knowledge, especially among 
the officers on whom the regime depends, that they had reluctantly been brought 
to agree to seven years and they could not contemplate any advance on that figure . 
(e) As regards evacuation period, the Egyptian Prime Minister had committed 
himself to 15 months in conclave with army officers, and he would foresee the 
gravest political difficulty in conceding any other figure. 
(f) They would not agree to the inclusion of Persia in either sub-paragraphs (i) or 
(ii) of paragraph 4 of draft Heads of Agreement.1 

(g) In addition they could not agree to any form of words in paragraph 8 of Heads 
of Agreement which would render that paragraph liable to be interpreted as 
affording an opportunity for discussion of a prolongation of the agreement. 
(h) They wanted a ceiling for the number of British personnel to be employed by 
the contractors. 
(i) They offered most favoured nation treatment as regards the air clause 
(paragraph 10 of Annex to Heads) and resisted any phraseology remotely 
suggesting a staging post or air base. 

2. We refuted their arguments at length and made a little progress, perhaps, in 
moving them away from basing themselves on position reached last year and towards 
conceding the essential novelty or our present proposal. They tabled counter-drafts of 
Heads of Agreement and of the Annex (for text see my immediately following telegrams) 
and we made some progress in minor respects including a solution of the difficulty 
referred to under (h) above. It appeared to us also that solutions of some other diffi
culties might be found by re-drafting. It is noteworthy that Egyptians did not (repeat 
not) raise any objection to contractors being engaged by Her Majesty's Government, 
nor did they suggest any major amendments in Annex to Heads of Agreement. 

3. Meanwhile United States Ambassador had earlier called on Egyptian Foreign 
Minister to support our proposals and latter had explained Egyptian position. Mr. 
Caffery's impressions were:-

(a) Egyptians could be brought to accept inclusion of Persia in subparagraph (ii), 
bit [?but] not (repeat not) in subparagraph (i) of paragraph 4 of Heads of 
Agreement. 
(b) Egyptians would strongly resist any advance on a duration of 7 years (in regard 
to which Caffery pressed them strongly) and would as a last resort refer in this 
connexion to their obligations under the Arab League Mutual Security Pact. 
(Egyptian delegation did allude briefly to the Pact at the meeting but without 
elucidation so far). 

4. The meeting was long and somewhat repetitive, and Nasser had his team well 
in hand. Although it was stiff going we are not unhopeful of making further progress. 
Our ideas and recommendations for next meeting are contained in following telegrams. 

1 See 531. 
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534 PREM 111702 16 July 1954 
[Anglo-Egyptian negotiations]: inward telegram no 824 from 
Sir R Stevenson to FO on the advantages of accepting a short term 
agreement 

From Delegation. 
Negotiations. 
You will have seen from the telegrams which we have despatched since the 

renewal of negotiations that the Egyptians have, broadly speaking, taken the attitude 
foreseen in paragraph 4 of our telegram No. 543. At the last meeting on July 15 they 
showed themselves helpful over points of considerable importance to us. We are 
impressed with the genuineness of their difficulties. There is no doubt that they feel 
themselves irrevocably committed to a 7 year duration period for the agreement and 
deeply committed to a 15 month withdrawal period. 

2. They fully appreciate the concession that we have made over the 
civilianisation of the base and it is evidently very welcome to them. But they point 
out that the practical effect of it, so far as Egypt is concerned, is that Britain still has 
the use of a base in Egypt. They cannot agree that there is so much difference 
between a civilianised base and one run by service technicians that we are justified in 
going back on otir agreement for a 7 year duration. 

3. They appreciate also the desire of Her Majesty's Government from a political 
point of view to secure an agreement of long duration. They emphasise however, 
that the very fact of their acceptance of a base in Egypt ties them to the West, and 
that this cannot be a merely temporary alignment. They are with us permanently 
but past history and years of anti-British nationalistic propaganda have so condi
tioned the people of Egypt that it would be quite impossible for them to under
stand and accept so complete a reversal of policy, unless it were apparently for a 
limited period. The people must be re-educated, and they are convinced that the 
only way of doing this is to have a comparatively short-term agreement which 
works. 

4. There is no denying that the present regime in Egypt are desperately anxious 
for an agreement. They are prepared to go further than any previous Egyptian regime 
to meet our requirements, but their internal position is weak politically. They 
honestly feel that to make any more concessions would seriously prejudice their 
chance of survival. We believe that this is a definite risk. Since no succeeding 
Government could possibly make greater, or even as great, concessions, it is clearly, 
if only for this reason, to the advantage of Her Majesty's Government that the present 
regime should remain in power. 

5. We believe that there is much force in their contention regarding the re
education of the Egyptian people by means of a comparatively short term agree
ment. We think that this regime are in a position physically to ensure that an 
agreement would work in so far as Egypt is concerned, and that Nasser would 
stand by his commitments. If it did work, the chances of its prolongation should 
be good. 

Foreign Office please pass to Washington (immediate) as my telegram No. 129. 
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535 FO 371/108424, no 215 17 July 1954 
[Anglo-Egyptian negotiations ]: minute by CA E Shuckburgh to Mr 
Selwyn Lloyd on the advantages of accepting a short term agreement 

Minister of State 
I have been thinking very much about Egypt. I am glad you are willing to delay the 
telegrams until Monday because although I agree with the attached minute and 2 
draft telegrams1 I wish to put the following to you. 

2. It is right that Sir R. Stevenson should continue to bargain with the object of 
achieving (a) two years or equivalent for departure and (b) minimum of ten years for 
the agreement. He still has Persia to give away. It looks as if the Egyptians would 
probably meet us in some way over (a). 

3. But all the evidence suggests that a seven year duration may be their breaking 
point. Sir R. Stevenson's letter, his telegram No. 1445 and the advice of Mr. 
Brenchley,2 who has just returned from Cairo, all lead to this conclusion. 

4. We may therefore lose or gain the agreement on the question of its duration. 
5. Can we contemplate losing it? Personally I think not. There is a lot to be said 

for the view that in dealing with unreliable and improvident people like the 
Egyptians you do well to have short term arrangements which, if they work, can be 
extended, and if they do not work do not become a sort of symbol of "mainmorte", as 
the 1936 Treaty has. I hope I may be allowed for the moment to forget the bargaining 
aspects of this and its political effect here, and to look at its real value. Does it really 
matter to us whether this carefully restricted right to come back to Suez lasts seven 
or ten years? Will our ability to come back in say eight years' time (if we want to do 
so, which is improbable) not depend upon circumstances at the time, the state of 
Egypt and our own state etc., much more than on any piece of paper signed in 1954? 
I expect you agree that the thing is not a really vital interest to us, in the sense for 
example that it is of vital interest to release our Army from the Suez quagmire and 
put an end to this running sore in our relations with Egypt. 

6. As for its political importance, I recognize this. It is also annoying to be faced 
with an obstinate Egyptian refusal on a point to which we have decided to pin a 
certain amount of hope. But before this question of duration becomes publicly 
recognized to be the main point in dispute, therefore a matter of prestige on both 
sides, there is still time to reassess its real importance. 

7. For example, would I be right in thinking that the Party, with the exception of 
the 40 rebels, have now pretty well accepted the broad idea of an agreement involving 
withdrawal from Suez, and that the question of the duration of the agreement did 
not figure largely in the explanations recently given to them? Is it going to be a real 
shock for them to find that it is only seven years? Is not this really the psychological 
moment, Party-wise, to clinch the agreement on the best terms we can get? 

8. Mr. Nutting suggested yesterday that we should stand pat on our demands and 
let there be a deadlock if necessary for weeks or a month. I am bound to say I 
profoundly disagree with this . We have waited over two years for a concatination [sic] 
of circumstances here and in Egypt which would make an agreement possible. If we 
let the talks break down now I doubt very much if another opportunity will occur. 

1 Not printed. 2 T F Brenchley, first secretary at Cairo embassy, 1953-1955. 
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There have been very few occasions since 1882 when we could "start afresh" with 
Egypt. 1936 was one. Today is another and we should seize it. There is to my mind 
everything to be lost and nothing to be gained by extending the argument beyond the 
coming week. In particular, of course, if we fail to get heads of agreement before 
Parliament rises we shall have a serious problem about concluding any full 
agreement before the autumn. 

9. I therefore want to suggest that Sir Ralph Stevenson should now receive his 
final instructions and that they should include authority, if every effort to get more 
fails , to accept a seven-year agreement. For this purpose I think you would have to 
have a meeting of your colleagues on Monday. I would suggest that you put to them a 
text of the "Heads" as they stand at present and seek authority to clinch on that. It 
would include a seven-year period. There is still room for argument with the Minister 
of Defence and Chiefs of Staff as to exactly what is the absolute final requirement 
regarding withdrawal. I understand there is not complete unanimity amongst the 
Chiefs on this point. 

10. Sir R. Stevenson could be told not to conclude at his first meeting; but to use 
every bargaining resource at his command to get a longer period and a two-year 
withdrawal. He could then, as a gesture of confidence and friendship, accept the 
seven years, say, on the following day. 

11. This may be described as defeatism. I do not think it is. I think we must 
really look at what is important and what is possible. I am sorry that Sir R. 
Stevenson seems sometimes to be arguing to us as if he sympathized with the 
Egyptians. But that is not the point. It would in my view be a calamity if we were to 
lose this agreement when we are so very near to it; in fact when we have it in our 
pockets except for the dispute about its duration. We can only rely on the judgment 
of our delegation as to when the point has arrived at which they can get no more. 
General Benson and Sir R Stevenson agree with one another that this point is 
approaching. 

536 PREM 11/702 20 July 1954 
[Anglo-Egyptian negotiations]: inward telegram no 837 from 
Sir R Stevenson to FO on the need to meet the Egyptians over the 
duration of the agreement [Extract] 

From Delegation. 
You may wish to have before you at this juncture our assessment of the situation 

now reached. 
2. As regards duration it is our considered view that 

(a) The Egyptians genuinely believe they can not (repeat not) concede a duration 
of more than seven years. 
(b) The inducements which we have available (omission of Persia from the 
availability clause and minor concessions) have no influence on their attitude in 
this regard. 
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(c) Absolute insistence by Her Majesty's Government on a longer period would 
produce a break-down of negotiations. 

3. In stating their position the Egyptian delegation used the arguments outlined 
in my telegram No. 8241 and Her Majesty's Ambassador's letter of July 14 to 
Shuckburgh. Further, they strengthened their contention that civil ianization was 
not an entirely new departure on our part by reference to the proposals put by Her 
Majesty's Ambassador to the Wafdist Government in April1951 (cf. White Paper Cmd 
8419, page 24). They showed themselves again to be unaffected by practical 
arguments such as those in your telegram No. 1097, paragraph 4, which they 
countered by references to our earlier acceptances of a 7 -year duration and by 
emphasizing that we were using civilians to suit ourselves and that for their part they 
were just as ready to accept military technicians in plain clothes with civilian status. 
They countered the political arguments in your telegram No. 1097 paragraph 4 B by 
stating that so far as the Egyptian public were concerned there would still be a 
military base in Egypt run by the British. 

4. As regards withdrawal period, it is our view that the Egyptians might not be 
quite so inflexible provided we could meet them over duration. 

5. There is no doubt that the Egyptians are genuinely and seriously anxious 
about the criticism and pressure to which they feel themselves exposed on the score 
of the inclusion of Turkey in the availability clause. They regard this as a major 
concession of which Her Majesty's Government shows little appreciation and which 
is becoming more embarrassing as time goes on (cf. my telegram No. 825, paragraph 
2). 

6. We are therefore faced with a danger of breakdown of negotiations over the 
duration issue. In this connexion we should not entirely discount American fears 
reported in Washington telegram No. 1519 to Foreign Office, paragraph 1. While 
Nasser would not announce a breakdown while there was still hope of agreement, 
there may be a real danger that he or his henchmen might be tempted during this 
week's festivities to seek to strengthen their position by some injudicious 
pronouncement which would make further negotiation more difficult. 

7. Assuming that it is Her Majesty's Government's policy to avoid a breakdown of 
negotiations with all its consequences, the only recommendation which we can make 
in this situation is that Her Majesty's Government should be prepared to accept a 7-
year duration. 

8. We should add that we do not (repeat not) consider that there is any progress 
to be achieved by putting forward an initial offer of, say, ten or twelve years and 
attempting to bargain. We might, however, try as a first step to get agreement that 
the period of 7 years should run from the end of the withdrawal period: but we would 
not be hopeful of success. 

9. If Her Majesty's Government decided to accept a 7-year duration, we should 
then have strong grounds for pressing for a longer withdrawal period than fifteen 
months. It is difficult to believe that Nasser would be prepared to forfeit agreement 
on this latter point alone ... . 

1 See 534. 
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537 DEFE 7/31 21 July 1954 
[Redeployment from Egypt]: minute by Mr Churchill to Field 
Marshall Lord Alexander of Tunis and COS on speeding up the 
evacuation of Egypt 

Once it is decided to begin the re-deployment of the Canal Zone garrison there is no 
object in spreading it out any longer than is necessary. What are the limiting factors 
upon the removal of 40,000 fighting troops and 40,000 supporters. Extra shipping 
could be provided and we could count upon Egyptian assistance. I should have 
thought that two or three months would be quite enough to remove these small 
forces . When we think that 350,000 troops were removed from Dunkirk in a few days, 
it seems odd that in full peace and with local assistance we cannot get a paltry force 
like 80,000 men out without talking in terms of fifteen or eighteen months. What 
restrictions have been put on the use of shipping other than Government control of 
transport? We ought to have all the zeal of a military operation without the drag of 
hostile force. The same applies in the winding-up, sale or destruction of many parts 
of the Base and the sale or removal of the stores. You no doubt have a complete 
programme and time-table; if so, Jet me see it. The sooner this melancholy business 
is over the better for all concerned. 

538 DEFE 7/31 22 July 1954 
[Redeployment from Egypt] : minute by Mr Birch1 (reply) to Mr 
Churchill on the need for two years to evacuate. Annex 

Prime Minister 
Reference your personal minute M.125/54.2 The Minister of Defence and the Chiefs of 
Staff are equally anxious to begin the redeployment of our garrison and to wind up 
the commitment in the Canal Zone at the earliest possible moment. 

2. It is, however, the view of the Chiefs of Staff that:-

(a) the withdrawal must be undertaken as a planned military operation, and a 
balanced military force capable of defending itself must be kept in the Canal Zone 
throughout the withdrawal. There can be no question of leaving administrative 
troops behind to clear up after the combatant troops have all been withdrawn. 
(b) a period of two years is required to enable the base to be wound up, stores and 
valuable machinery to be back-loaded and redeployed, and satisfactory 
arrangements to be made with contractors for the maintenance of the few 
installations remaining. At worst, a fifteen months period might be accepted; but 
this would involve a substantial loss of valuable stores. 

3. I attach at Annex a paper by the War Office. It shows that, while it would be 
physically possible to withdraw the t roops and their unit equipment in three months, 

1 Nigel Birch, parliamentary under secretary in the Ministry of Defence. 2 See 537. 
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this could only be done at the expense of completely abandoning the base, together 
with stores and equipment estimated at a value of over £lOOm; it would also 
completely disrupt the trooping programme; and would have a serious effect on the 
morale of troops and families. 

4. Would there not also be a danger that a sudden and hurried evacuation, 
involving the abandonment of costly installations and stores, would be regarded in 
the Middle East as the retreat of a beaten army, and have a serious effect on our 
prestige? On the other hand, an orderly withdrawal, carried out without serious loss 
of stores and equipment is the only sound military course to take. 

5. I therefore strongly support the Chiefs of Staff view that we should do our best 
to obtain from the Egyptians an agreement to an adequate period in which to 
complete the evacuation. 

Annex to 538: Withdrawal from Egypt'; note by WO 

1. 40,000 fighting troops and 40,000 supporters could be evacuated in three 
months by the use of the trooper fleet, chartered shipping, and the Royal Navy. In 
addition full air transportation resources and chartered aircraft would be required. 
These moves would affect world wide trooping programmes and the return of 
national servicemen due for discharge. 

2. In this period it would be possible to remove the unit equipment and a very 
limited amount of the more valuable miscellaneous stores. It would, however, 
result in leaving in Egypt some 350,000 tons of war reserves, mobilisation packs 
and general stores. It would be quite impossible in the time to instal civilian con
tractors and staff to take over the installations and stores; nor would it be possible 
to dispose of the stores locally. There is little doubt that the greater part would 
become a total loss. The cost of stores abandoned in this way would amount to over 
£100 m. 

3. Insufficient accommodation exists at present in the Middle East for the 
armoured division which is to remain there after redeployment. Minimum essen
tial facilities could be provided in certain places but some units would have to 
return to the United Kingdom. Such a quick move would also result in some 
troops having to endure living conditions worse than those in Egypt. In particular 
there would be an increase in the already high percentage of men separated from 
their families. The temporary worsening of living conditions would inevitably 
cause disappointment and have an adverse effect upon re-engagements and 
recruiting. 

4. An outline plan was produced last May by Commander-in-Chief, Middle East 
Land Forces, for withdrawal as a military operation and for the evacuation of a 
proportion of the stores and vehicles in a period of eighteen months. All other 
planning has been based on the retention of a limited base. It has been calculated 
that, even with our full complement of military and civil labour, no more than 500 
tons of stores could be sorted, packed, moved to port and shipped every day. This is 
the limiting factor. 

5. Total evacuation in three months would inevitably cause serious 
disorganisation in our Middle East forces and would temporarily prejudice their 
ability to meet our Treaty and other obligations in the area. 
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539 CAB 129/69, C(54)248 23 July 1954 
'Egypt: defence negotiations': Cabinet memorandum by Mr Eden on 
the advantages of an agreement with Egypt 

Advantages of an agreement with Egypt 
We can re-deploy our troops and release our Army from a commitment which is 
becoming intolerable. 

2. We shall secure an immediate financial saving. 
3. Nuclear weapons have changed the whole picture of warfare. Smaller bases, 

re-deployment and dispersal are a more efficient way of employing our strength. 
4. We now need a smaller base, workshop facilities for our Middle East forces in 

peace and storage for war reserves, at least for the next few years. We also need air tran
sit facilities . We have them now, and we can keep them by agreement with the Egyptians. 

5. An agreement will give us a clause on the Suez Canal which will underline 
Egypt's obligations to maintain free navigation. 

6. We hope that an agreement will lead to an improvement in our relations with 
the Arab world. 

Disadvantages of having no agreement 
7. We secure none of the above advantages, except such military facilities as we 

are at present maintaining at great cost and effort. 
8. We relapse into a vicious circle of incidents and counter-measures, leading 

probably to intervention in Egypt by British troops. 
9. The Treaty to all intents and purposes expires in 1956. We could not then, in 

the face of world opinion, refuse arbitration. As that time approaches, we have less 
and less to negotiate with, and our chances of securing our essential needs diminish. 

10. We lose the chance of better relations with Egypt, and other Arab States. 
11. A fighting withdrawal would either cause us a great loss of prestige or else 

involve us in the same commitments as the policy of standing our ground. We should 
of course lose the facilities, and the Suez Canal declaration, which we would get 
under an agreement. 

540 PREM 11/702 25 July 1954 
[Anglo- Egyptian negotiations]: inward telegram no 864 from Mr 
Head to Mr Eden on the handling of the forthcoming talks 

Following are my views on handling case. I did not think before leaving, and do not 
think now, that demand for twenty years has any chance of success or any good 
arguments to support it. Now that it has leaked I think best way of getting rid of 
accusation of abject climb down from 20 years, is to infer that it formed part of a 
different conception to that now proposed, and has been abandoned. 

2. I think I could get 20 months and seven years duration from date of signature, 
and a better Clause 8. 1 This would be an improvement on what we previously 

1 The clause eight referred to is the clause in the British draft heads of agreement on consultation, see 531. 
This clause can be compared with what became clause 4(ii) on consultation in the final agreement, see 541. 
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accepted and would be of practical value in avoiding serious waste and an untidy 
evacuation. It could be presented as a new and final proposal based on very recent 
consideration of minimum required for new strategic concept. 

3. Alternatively, I could bargain for a few more years duration either by starting 
the period at end of evacuation, or otherwise. My views on this course are:-

(1) It would prejudice likelihood of other concessions without gaining anything of 
much practical value, because future will depend largely on subsequent Egyptian 
behaviour. Nor has duration so far counted for much with "rebels"; 
(2) The Egyptians have publicly, and privately, committed themselves very 
strongly to seven years, and are more set on it than anything else; 
(3) A demand for say ten years will almost certainly leak and necessity for 
subsequent reduction would look much more like capitulation than initial 
acceptance of my proposal in paragraph 2 above. 

4. I have given all this and many other considerations a lot of thought and 
struggled hard not to be over influenced by army considerations or any local 
pessimism. I have come to strong conclusion that my proposal in paragraph 2 is best 
approach and I propose to adopt it. Shuckburgh, with whom I have discussed at 
length, agrees. 

5. I meet Egyptians 17.00 G.M.T., Monday, after dining with them. 

541 PREM 11/702 29 July 19541 

'Report on the initialling of the heads of agreement regarding the 
future of the Suez Canal base': inward despatch no 155 from 
Sir R Stevenson to Mr Eden 

As reported in my telegram No. 886 the Heads of Agreement regarding the future of 
the Suez Canal Base were initialled by the British and Egyptian Delegations in the 
evening of the 27th of July at the Presidency of the Council in Cairo. I now have the 
honour to transmit the initialled copy of the agreement in question together with 
the initialled agreed minutes of a plenary meeting of the delegations referred to in 
my telegram No. 875, paragraph 3. These minutes clarify a number of matters of the 
Heads of Agreement and point to two additional ones-the relationship of the 
forthcoming agreement to the Anglo-Egyptian Treaty of 1936, and the withdrawal of 
our forces from Egypt after a war-for which provision should be made in the 
agreement which is now to be negotiated on the basis of these heads. It was agreed 
with the Egyptian Delegation that these minutes should be regarded as confidential. 
I also annex a copy of the joint communique which was issued when the documents 
were initialled. 

2. The conclusion of this negotiation was brought about by the Cabinet decision 
of the 23rd of July, communicated to me by your telegram No. 1133, to send out 
immediately to Cairo the Right Honourable Antony Head, Secretary of State for War, 
armed with broad instructions. It will be recalled that, at the moment when the 
Cabinet reached this decision, the issues between the Egyptian and British 

1 The despatch was not received until 31 July. 
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Delegations here, apart from minor questions of drafting, had been narrowed down 
to those of the duration of the agreement-which the Egyptians wanted to be of 
seven years-and of the period for the withdrawal of British troops from the zone, 
which the Egyptians claimed should be of fifteen months. The British Delegation had 
received authority to agree to the omission of Persia from the reactivation clause of 
the Heads of Agreement and also to agree that the agreement itself should run from 
the date of signature rather than from the date of ratification: but we had not yet 
used these concessions in negotiation. After consultation with myself and my eo
delegate Major-General Benson,2 Mr. Head reached the conclusion that the internal 
difficulties besetting the Egyptian Government were such that agreement could only 
be achieved if we accepted a duration of seven years for the agreement, and that by 
accepting this we might not only gain an adequate withdrawal period of twenty 
months but create an atmosphere in which the main agreement could be drawn up 
to our satisfaction and set in motion with a fair prospect of its being carried out. 
Accordingly, at his first meeting with the Egyptian Delegation- which was held amid 
the saucy over-decoration of a former Royal rest-house at the foot of the great 
Pyramids of Giza- he put these proposals, together with the abandonment of the two 
points referred to above, fairly and squarely to the Egyptians as the maximum 
concessions which Her Majesty's Government were prepared to make towards the 
Egyptian point of view. After a short adjournment to allow the Egyptian Delegation 
to confer, the latter expressed their acceptance of these terms. They tried to make 
special conditions for the withdrawal but did not insist in face of Mr. Head's refusal to 
accept them. The rest was plain sailing. 

3. The Cabinet's decision to despatch Mr. Head on this mission was doubtless 
dictated to some extent at least by considerations of a domestic political order as well 
as by a desire that a Minister of the Crown should assure himself in person of the 
rightness of the policy to be adopted in the conclusive steps of this negotiation. There 
is little doubt, however, that his descent upon this capital and his encounter with the 
Egyptian leaders had a profound effect upon the latter, and, I venture to say, may 
have beneficial repercussions for some time upon the attitude of the Egyptian 
Government towards ourselves. I refer in this not merely to the parliamentary ability 
and eloquence with which, if I may say so, he presented his proposals to the Egyptian 
Delegation but to the vivid sense of contact with Her Majesty's Government which 
his presence and personality communicated to his Egyptian interlocutors. Their 
swift acceptance of his terms was no doubt dictated not only by the agreeability of 
these terms in themselves- they could still have haggled over the withdrawal 
period- but also to their realisation that instead of haggling with deputed emissaries 
of a remote and enigmatic Power, they were in immediate contact with a live 
member of the British Government, as fresh and authoritative in his statement of 
Her Majesty's Government's policy as in his reflection of the domestic political 
factors alluded to above. This sensation, if I interpret it right, went beyond 
persuading the Egyptians to accept the terms of agreement; it did much to convince 
them of the honesty of our purpose and to diminish at least temporarily the 
suspicion which over so many years has characterised their dealings with us. 

4. There is no doubt that the Egyptian Delegation were moved by deep and 
startled delight, when, as a result of Mr. Head's proposal, they realised that the prize 

2 Chi ef of Staff, Middle East Land Forces. 
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of evacuation which had eluded so many of their predecessors was at last in their 
grasp, and that Her Majesty's Government seriously intended to carry out the 
agreement on that point. Once agreement was secure they made no secret of their 
pleasure and heaped upon Mr. Head and the rest of the British Delegation their 
assurances that a new era in Anglo-Egyptian relationships was opening. So deep was 
their emotion, indeed that, as I am reporting in detail separately, the Minister for 
National Guidance and the Egyptian Prime Minister individually and together 
acceded promptly to representations which Mr. Head and I made to him concerning 
Egyptian anti-British propaganda, and Major Salah Salem, in his other capacity of 
Minister for Sudan Affairs, volunteered to Mr. Shuckburgh that the coming year in 
the Sudan would not be characterised by constant bickering. The Heads of 
Agreement have been rapturously received by the well-controlled Egyptian press, in 
the inspiration of which Lieutenant-Colonel Abdel Nasser has been better than his 
word: Mr. Head had adjured him not to celebrate the occasion by a flood of crowing 
abuse of the "imperialists," and he had agreed to do his best while making clear his 
own triumph. 

5. This flood of emotion will of course shortly subside and give place to the 
complex motives which the peculiar problems awaiting Carnal Abdel Nasser's 
Government must inspire. It may then be possible to assess with some confidence 
the degree of Egyptian willingness to co-operate-I use the phrase advisedly in order 
to allow for the chronic disparity in the Egyptian people between impulse and 
fulfilment-which, unforeseen external factors apart, we may expect in carrying out 
the forthcoming agreement. Meanwhile it may be useful that I should briefly review 
the position reached under the Heads of Agreement. 

6. In the first place, the Egyptian Government commits itself to accord us a right 
to maintain a base here- a right which the 1936 Treaty was far from conferring on 
us. Apart from the intrinsic value of this concession, it signalises the defeat of the 
neutralist dangers here, and ranges this Government irrevocably on the side of the 
West. At the same time, our own undertaking to withdraw all British forces takes 
away a principal plank of Communist agitation here and should bid fair to disrupt the 
alliance of communism and nationalism in this respect. 

7. Secondly, the manner in which this right is to be accorded is unequivocal. 
Taken in conjunction with the Annex, article 3 of the Heads of Agreement makes it 
clear that the base may be operated for peace-time requirements as well as 
reactivated in time of war; while article 6 of the Heads of Agreement, together with 
the gloss on it in paragraph 2 of the Agreed Minutes, places an acceptably light 
Egyptian control on the size the base may be. 

8. As regards the operation of the base, it would be frivolous to pretend that the 
stipulations of the Annex ensure a smooth and satisfactory piece of machinery to 
regulate relations between our Service departments, the contractors and this 
embassy on the one hand, and the Egyptian Government, Base Authority and local 
authorities on the other. There will doubtless be misunderstandings, friction, 
frustrations and confusions to be overcome, and it will be of the highest importance 
that the civilian contractors' personnel undertaking various tasks in the base should 
be prepared to face such a prospect with patience and wisdom. The paramount 
consideration, however, is that the scheme offers a prospect of obtaining Egyptian 
co-operation in services and labour. 

9. As regards the reactivation clause-No. 4 of the Heads-no tears need be 
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shed over the omission of Persia from sub-paragraph (i) , since there is little doubt 
what the attitude of the Arab States would be if a Russian attack on Persia took 
place. The Egyptian Government felt itself, perhaps a little exaggeratedly, to be 
already in domestic difficulties over the inclusion in this clause of Turkey and it 
would have been very hard and rather pointless to have insisted on Persia's inclu
sion. In this connexion it is noteworthy that, in the final discussions before ini
tialling, the Egyptian Delegation expressed the desire that it should be somehow 
established in the course of the forthcoming negotiations that an attack by Israel 
on one of the Arab States would not be an occasion for us to invoke the reactivation 
clause. Dr. Fawzi suggested that an exchange of notes in due course might cover 
this point. 

10. A particularly satisfactory aspect of the Heads is the ninth article-which 
should be read in conjunction with paragraph 4 of the Agreed Minutes- whereby the 
Egyptian Government accord what are tantamount to over-flying and transit rights 
for aircraft under the Royal Air Force control. General Benson and I had feared that 
the Egyptians would seek to impose a most-favoured-nation limitation on this 
concession as a whole and that their amour propre would raise obstacles to our 
installing technicians at Abu Sueir for the purposes of air control as well as for 
servicing. That they should have agreed to mere operational clearance of all flights 
under the paragraph concerned is most advantageous. 

11. It is not for me to comment on the adequacy or not of the twenty-month 
period for withdrawal of Her Majesty's forces , but in regard to the related question 
of the duration of seven years I may perhaps usefully restate the basic considera
tions which, as you know, Sir, lead me to believe that it was a wise decision on the 
part of Her Majesty's Government to accept such a duration and to conclude the 
negotiations on that basis. In the first place it had been made abundantly clear to 
us in the course of the negotiations that the Egyptian Government considered 
themselves deeply committed to their own supporters on this point, and that, rep
resenting as it did a considerable advance over their first figure of three years , it 
was the furthest they could go: secondly, they considered the point to have been 
already agreed in an earlier phase of the negotiations last year and that it was an act 
of bad faith on our part to re-open the issue. More important than these tactical 
obstacles to a longer duration, however, was the consideration that if, as the result 
of what must have been a prolonged and painful haggle, we obtained any conces
sion it might well have been won only at the price of the Egyptian co-operation in 
carrying out the agreement, to gain which - all allowance being made for Egyptian 
congenital unreliability- was one of the principal objectives of the whole negotia
tion. As it is, we bid fair as a result of Mr. Head's handling of the matter, to lay the 
best possible basis for obtaining the official and popular co-operation we need. 
Finally and for the same reasons, if there is a chance of prolongation of the agree
ment it will be because a comparatively short-term agreement has worked satisfac
torily. 

12. I am sending copies of this despatch and enclosures to Her Majesty's 
Representatives in Washington, Paris , Ankara, Beirut, Baghdad, Damascus, Amman, 
Jedda, Taiz, Tel Aviv and Tehran, to the Head of the British Middle East Office, the 
United Kingdom Representative to the United Nations, the Permanent United 
Kingdom Representative on the North Atlantic Council and the United Kingdom 
Trade Commissioner, Khartoum. 
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Heads of Agreement 
It is agreed between the Egyptian and British Delegations that with a view to 
establishing Anglo- Egyptian relations on a new basis of mutual understanding and 
firm friendship, and taking into account their obligations under the United Nations 
Charter, an agreement regarding the Suez Canal Base should now be drafted on the 
following lines. 

2. The agreement will last until the expiry of seven years from the date of 
signature. During the last twelve months of this period the two Governments will 
consult together to decide what arrangements are necessary upon the termination of 
the agreement. 

3. Parts of the present Suez Canal Base will be kept in efficient working order in 
accordance with the requirements set forth in Annex I and capable of immediate use 
in accordance with the following paragraph. 

4.-(i) In the event of an armed attack by an outside Power on Egypt, on any 
country which at the date of signature of the present agreement is a party to the 
Treaty of Joint Defence between Arab League States or on Turkey, Egypt will afford to 
the United Kingdom such facilities as may be necessary in order to place the base on 
a war footing and to operate it effectively. These facilities will include the use of 
Egyptian ports within the limits of what is strictly indispensable for the above
mentioned purposes. 

(ii) In the event of a threat of an attack on any of the above-mentioned countries, 
there shall be immediate consultation between the United Kingdom and Egypt. 

5. The organisation of the base will be in accordance with Annex I attached. 
6. The United Kingdom will be accorded the right to move any British material 

into or out of the base at its discretion. There will be no increase above the level of 
supplies to be agreed upon without the consent of the Egyptian Government. 

7. Her Majesty's forces will be completely withdraw11 from Egyptian territory 
according to a schedule to be established in due course within a period oftwenty months 
from the date of signature of this agreement. The Egyptian Government will afford all 
necessary facilities for the movement of men and material in this connexion. 

8. The agreement will recognise that the Suez Maritime Canal which is an 
integral part of Egypt is a waterway economically, commercially and strategically of 
international importance, and will express the determination of both parties to 
uphold the 1888 Convention guaranteeing the freedom of navigation of the canal. 

9. The Egyptian Government will afford over-flying, landing and servicing 
facilities for notified flights of aircraft under R.A.F. control. For the clearance of any 
flights the Egyptian Government will extend most-favoured-nation treatment. 

10. There will be questions of detail to be covered in the drafting of the 
agreement including the storage of oil, the financial arrangements necessary, and 
other detailed matters of importance to both sides . These will be settled by friendly 
agreement in negotiations which will begin forthwith. 

Annex I to Heads of Agreement: Organisation of the base3 

Her Majesty's Government shall have the right to maintain certain agreed 
installations and to operate them for current requirements. Should Her Majesty's 

3 Dated 27 July 1954. 
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Government decide at any time no longer to maintain all these installations they will 
discuss with the Egyptian Government the disposal of any installation which they no 
longer require . The approval of the Egyptian Government must be obtained for any 
new construction. 

2. Following the withdrawal of Her Majesty's forces the Egyptian Government 
will assume responsibility for the security of the base and of all equipment contained 
therein, or in transit on Egyptian territory to and from the base. 

3. Her Majesty's Government will conclude contracts with one or more British 
or Egyptian commercial firms for the upkeep and operation of the installations 
referred to in paragraph 1 and the maintenance of the stores contained in these 
installations. Those commercial firms will have the right to engage British and 
Egyptian civilian technicians and personnel; the number of the British technicians 
employed by these commercial firms shall not exceed a figure which shall be agreed 
upon in the detailed negotiations. These commercial firms will have also the right to 
engage such local labour as they may require. 

4. The Egyptian Government will give full support to the commercial firms 
referred to in paragraph 3 to enable them to carry out these tasks and will designate 
an authority with whom the contractors can co-operate for the discharge of their 
duties. 

5. The Egyptian Government will maintain in good order such installations, 
public utilities, communications, bridges, pipelines and wharves, &c., as will be 
handed over to it according to agreement between the two Governments. The 
commercial firms referred to in paragraph 3 will be afforded such facilities as may be 
required in their operations. 

6. Her Majesty's Government will be afforded facilities for the inspection of the 
installations referred to in paragraph 1 and the work being carried out therein. To 
facilitate this, personnel shall be attached to Her Majesty's Embassy in Cairo. The 
maximum number of such personnel will be agreed between the two Governments. 

Minutes of a plenary meeting of the delegations of the British and Egyptian 
Governments held in the Presidency of the Council of Ministers, Cairo, 27th July, 
1954 

The delegations met for the purpose of initialling the Heads of Agreement 
concerning an agreement to be drafted regarding the Suez Canal Base. 

There were present-

Sir Ralph Skrine Stevenson, Her Majesty's Ambassador. 
The Right Hon. Antony Head. 
Major-General E. R. Benson. 
Lieutenant-Colonel Carnal Abdel Nasser, Prime Minister. 
Major-General Abdel Hakim Amer. 
Wing Commander Abdel Latif el Boghdadi.4 

Major Salah Salem. 
Dr. Mahmoud Fawzi, Minister for Foreign Affairs. 

4 Wing Commander Abdel Latif el Boghdadi later became Egyptian minister of war and then minister of 
state for economic affairs. 
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With reference to paragraph 2 of the Heads of Agreement the delegations agreed 
that it was not the intention of either Government that the agreement should be 
"open-ended." Unless both the Egyptian and United Kingdom Governments agreed 
upon any extension for this agreement in whole or in part, it would terminate finally 
seven years after the date of signature and the United Kingdom Government would 
withdraw or otherwise dispose of the remaining British-owned property. 

2. With reference to paragraph 6 of the Heads of Agreement it was accepted that 
the level of supplies to be agreed upon will be stated in broad terms, i.e., the total 
tonnage of stores and equipment to be held in the depots and an upper limit to the 
equipment and vehicles under repair in the base workshops. 

3. With regard to paragraph 7 of the agreement the British Delegation pointed 
out that it would only be possible to produce a schedule of withdrawal along the 
broadest lines, e.g., stating percentage of troops being moved in each four-monthly 
period. The Egyptian Delegation took note and agreed. 

4. With reference to paragraph 9 of the Heads of Agreement, it was noted that 
the landing and servicing facilities referred to will be granted at Abu Sueir in the case 
of land planes and Fanara in the case of flying boats. This fact will be clarified in the 
agreement by means of a note in an appendix indicating that British civilian 
technicians will be located at Abu Sueir and Fanara for the purpose of assisting in the 
servicing of aircraft under Royal Air Force control and in the technical take-off, 
flying and landing procedures. The clearance of notified flights will be obtained 
through operational channels. 

5. With reference to paragraph 4 of the Annex it is agreed that a Civilian Board of 
Management may be established in the base to co-ordinate the activities of the 
civilian contractors. 

6. With reference to paragraph 6 of the Annex I to the Heads of Agreement, it was 
agreed that officers, who may be military or civilian may be attached temporarily to 
Her Majesty's Embassy in Cairo for the purpose of paying visits of inspection in 
civilian clothes to the installations provided that the maximum number of inspectors 
to be agreed upon is not exceeded. 

7. The delegations agreed that in the agreement there should be a clause dealing 
with the 1936 Treaty. Provision will also be made to safeguard the status of the 
British troops pending their withdrawal. 

8. The delegations also agreed that there should be included in the agreement a 
clause establishing that Her Majesty's forces would be immediately withdrawn from 
Egyptian territory when the circumstances envisaged in paragraph 4 (i) of the Heads 
of Agreement no longer applied. 

542 DEFE 7/31 11 Aug 1954 
[Middle East defence]: inward telegram no 965 from Sir R Stevenson 
to FO on Egyptian reactions to the Iraqi proposals for a regional 
defence pact 

[Nuri Said had formed a new Iraqi government on 4 Aug and elections were to take place 
on 12 Sept. Nuri had made clear to the British his desire to replace the Anglo-Iraqi treaty 
with a regional defence pact. The Egyptians were nervous of any appearance of western 
domination even if the new pact was based on the Arab League treaty of joint defence of 
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Apr 1950. Later in Aug Nuri was to have talks with Saleh Salem and the two reached an 
agreement on such a pact based on the Arab League and the UN charter. Nuri wanted 
Britain to be associated with it and the US, Turkey and Pakistan to be invited to join. (FO 
3711110791, no 1, minute by PS Falla, 25 Aug 1954). The fact that Saleh Salem appeared 
to go along with this infuriated Nasser, because of the political implications, and the 
Egyptians subsequently repudiated the idea (see 548).] 

Egyptian Foreign Minister told me today that Egyptian Government were a little 
nervous of precipitate action by the Iraqi Government in this matter. Major Salah 
Salem would be discussing the subject in Bagdad next week, (see my telegram No. 
961). The Foreign Minister agreed that with the conclusion of an Anglo-Egyptian 
agreement on the Suez Canal Base one of the principal obstacles to organization of 
Middle Eastern Defence had been overcome. The question of timing was, however, 
all-important, and he referred to the unfortunate timing of the Four-Power proposals 
in 1951. He very much hoped that there would be no tendency on the part of the 
Western Powers to rush matters. In this respect he hinted that he was more nervous 
of enthusiastic haste on the part of the United States Government than anything else. 

Foreign Office please pass to Bagdad and Washington as my telegrams Nos. 47 and 
157 and Saving to Paris and Ankara as my telegrams Nos: 191 and 39, respectively. 

543 FO 371/108431, no 407 31 Aug 1954 
'Anglo-Egyptian negotiations: description of the base': minute by 
G E Millard on whether the base should be referred to as Egyptian 

The Egyptian delegation have put forward a draft, dealing with the arrangements for 
the security of the Base, in which (a) the Base is described as Egyptian, and (b) 
Egyptian responsibility for the security of the Base is based on Egypt's sovereign 
rights rather than on the terms of the agreement. 

2. Sir R. Stevenson has told them that (a) is not acceptable and that we have 
hitherto avoided specifying whether the Base is British or Egyptian. On (b) he has 
tried to persuade the Egyptians to accept an acknowledgement of their sovereignty in 
some other part of the agreement. 

3. As regards (a) we must, I think, support the Ambassador in resisting any 
attempt to label the Base Egyptian. Apart from possible political objections here, this 
description would seem to prejudice the question of ownership of the installations. 
We are hoping to extract financial concessions from the Egyptians in exchange for 
the transfer of ownership of our installations to them, and we cannot therefore admit 
in advance that ownership of the Base already belongs to Egypt. Possible alternatives, 
however, to the Egyptian draft would be: 'The Base, being Egyptian territory', or 'in 
Egyptian territory', or 'on Egyptian territory'. 

4. As regards (b), there is no doubt that the Base is Egyptian territory and that 
Egypt is the sovereign government. If we are pressed, there seems no alternative but 
to admit this fact, but it would be preferable to do so elsewhere in the agreement, e.g. 
in the preamble. The responsibility of the Egyptians for the security of our 
installations should be an obligation which they assume under their agreement with 
us, and not merely a consequence of Egyptian sovereignty over the territory on 
which the base stands. 
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544 FO 371/104834, no 512 14 Sept 1954 
'State of the Anglo-Egyptian negotiations': report by G E Millard to Mr 
Selwyn Lloyd 

The Minister of State has asked for a report. 
2. Since the beginning of August, detailed negotiations with the Egyptians have 

been proceeding in the four committees which were set up after the initialling of the 
Heads of Agreement. These Committees are:-

(a) Steering and Drafting Committee, to draft the main Agreement and to 
consider papers submitted by the other Committees. 
(b) Withdrawal Committee, to submit an agreed schedule of withdrawal of the 
British forces and to agree on the immunities for the British troops during the 
period of withdrawal. 
(c) Organisation of the Base Committee, to establish the detailed arrangements 
for the operation of the Base by civilian contractors. 
(d) Finance Committee, to agree on all financial issues arising out of the 
Agreement, including claims. 

3. During the second half of August a Survey Mission of British industrialists 
visited the Canal Zone to investigate the scope of the problem. It has now made its 
recommendations which have been broadly accepted by the War Office and are being 
considered by the Treasury. The annual cost of the scheme is expected to be not more 
than £4 million. 

4. The work of the committees is exceedingly complex. The Egyptians are making 
difficulties on a number of major points and their tactics appear to be to avoid mak
ing any concessions on these until they can see the picture as whole. But as October 
1 approaches, when the Egyptian universities reassemble, we may perhaps expect to 
find them increasingly anxious to conclude the negotiation and therefore in a more 
reasonable frame of mind. Her Majesty's Ambassador is to see the Egyptian Prime 
Minister today, and there is to be a meeting of the full delegations on September 16. 
We can expect the Egyptians to show their hand more clearly at these meetings. 

5. The main difficulties are the following:-

(a) The Main agreement itself. We are at present working on the attached draft, 1 

which was tabled by the Egyptians on August 30. Our main objections to it are that 
the phrase about the Egyptian provision of facilities, which appears in Article 7 of 
the Heads of Agreement,2 has been removed from Article 1, and that in Article 4 
the Egyptians are trying to restrict our use of Egyptian ports on reactivation. 
(b) Inspectors. We have not yet reached agreement on the number of inspectors 
who are to be attached to Her Majesty's Embassy in accordance with paragraph 6 
of Annex 1 to the Heads of Agreement. 
(c) Installations . Agreement has not yet been reached on which installations shall 
be handed over to the Egyptians. They are insisting that the whole of the Moascar 
Head Quarters area should be available for the Egyptian Army; but the contractors 
have made it plain that they regard the retention of this area as vital to the success 
of the whole scheme, since it contains the amenities which their employees will want. 

1 Not printed. 2 See 541. 
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(d) Oil pipeline. We have agreed to transfer to the Egyptians ownership of the 
whole Suez-Cairo pipeline, subject to its operation being entrusted to the Shell 
Company and to satisfactory guarantees for our military requirements. At present 
the Egyptians are not prepared to pay anything for the pipeline. We have decided 
that we should be prepared to let them have it for nothing in exchange for 
satisfactory settlements on Moascar and on 
(e) Claims. Our objective is to achieve a mutual waiver agreement under which no 
money will pass. It looks as if the Egyptians are going to ask us to throw in for 
nothing some of the items in the Base which have a real commercial value. We are 
not prepared to do this. But some gesture may be necessary to save their faces, 
since they have announced that their claims amount to over £50 million. We may 
therefore have to give them, in addition to the pipeline, some installations which 
look very valuable, but which in fact have no market value, e.g. airfields and ports. 

6. Her Majesty's Ambassador seems to consider that signature may be possible 
next week. This is perhaps rather an optimistic estimate. 

545 FO 371/108436, no 556 18 Sept 1954 
'Consultation in the last year of the agreement': minute by J G Ward 
on the drafting of article 11 of the detailed Anglo-Egyptian base 
agreement 

The Egyptian Prime Minister has said that the second sentence of Article 111 of the 
Egyptian draft (Flag A) makes the Agreement look open-ended. He has suggested 
that it might be followed by the second sentence of paragraph 1 of the agreed minute 
accompanying the Heads of Agreement. This reads: 

'Unless both the Egyptian and the U.K. Governments agreed upon any 
extension for this Agreement in whole or in part, it would terminate finally 7 
years after the date of signature and the U.K. Government would withdraw or 
otherwise dispose of the remaining British-owned property' .2 

The Ambassador has suggested that this is acceptable, since it contemplates the 
possibility of renewal of the Agreement. 

2. The difficulty is that the agreed minute was unpublished and we might be 
open to the charge of accepting a gloss on the Heads of Agreement. The difficulty 
might be overcome by having instead a separate published minute or Exchange of 
Letters to "explain" the main Article. We are bound by the agreed minute, which 
moreover only expresses an obvious fact. But the point might look better in a 
separate document rather than in the main Agreement itself. 

3. A draft telegram is submitted. 

1 The consultation clause referred to here is the clause pertaining to the arrangements for extending the 
agreement beyond seven years which was paragraph 2 in the heads of agreement, see 541, and became 
article 12 in the final agreement, see 554. The agreed minute relating to paragraph 2 had been sent to the 
FO but had presumably not been seen by Eden, see 546. 
2 In the margin at the end of this paragraph Mr Eden had written: 'No'. 
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546 FO 3711108436, no 556A 22-24 Sept 1954 
'Egypt: consultation clause': minutes by T E Bromley and Mr Eden 

As directed by the Secretary of State at our meeting on Egypt yesterday, a further 
draft telegram to Cairo is submitted. This suggests the text of a letter from the 
Egyptian Prime Minister to Sir R. Stevenson to make the point, as the Egyptians 
wish, that our Agreement will terminate after seven years and that we will remove 
our property unless other arrangements are made during the last year of the 
Agreement. 

2. The Egyptians will certainly want this document to be published, as it would 
be were it to form part of the main Agreement as they have suggested. They want to 
be able to point to something in answer to their critics who may try to argue that 
Article 11 as it stands is "open-ended". In the draft telegram to Cairo the Department 
have therefore expressed a preference for a letter from the Egyptian Prime Minister 
rather than for an agreed minute, since it may be slightly better for presentation 
purposes here to show that the gloss was of Egyptian origin. 

T.E.B. 
22.9.54 

This is going very bad in parliament and I hope there are no more recent minutes of 
which we have not been told at the time. Sir R Stevenson should not have done this 
and I thought should be made to feel some of the discomfort we shall have to endure. 
This better clause was the one clear gain we were supposed to have got as a result of 
giving way on technicians. It now turns out to be dust and ashes. 

However I cannot improve on text unless Mr Nutting can from parliamentary 
angle. 

I think telegram must be stiffened or Sir R Stevenson will give away yet more and 
something of this kind is the utmost I can get away with. 

A. E. 
24.9.54 

54 7 T 225/333 Sept 1954 
'Notes for use in reply to criticism of Anglo-Egyptian agreement': FO 
memorandum giving answers to particular criticisms 

A. The agreement itself 

1. Criticism 
Termination of the 1936 Treaty (Article 3).1 We have lost our right to station troops 
by the Canal, we have no alliance with Egypt, and our right to return to the base is 
now restricted to closely-defined cases. Why could we not maintain our rights under 
the 1936 Treaty? 

1 See 541, Heads of Agreement. 
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Answer 
The Treaty to all intents and purposes expires in 1956 in that we could not then, in 
the face of world opinion, have refused arbitration. In that event it is inconceivable 
that we should have secured the facilities provided by the present agreement. 
Moreover, this agreement gives us what we never had before, the right to a base in 
Egypt. Under conditions of modern war, you cannot defend the Canal by keeping 
troops by the side of it. We need the right to return to the base in the event of an 
attack by Russia in the Middle East. It is inconceivable that this would not involve an 
attack on Turkey or the Arab League states. 

2. Criticism 
The 'Outside Power' (Article 4). We have no right of re-entry in the case of an Arab
Israel war. Now that we are leaving Egypt, the balance of power will be upset because 
the Egyptians are getting installations, airfields, ports and equipment from us. If they 
want to use them in a war against Israel there is nothing we can do about it. 

Answer 
Under the agreement the most important part of the Base will be run by the British 
contractors. The installations to be handed over to the Egyptians for care and 
maintenance will not be of great military value. All equipment will be removed from 
the installations to be abandoned. 

As to Egyptian intentions in regard to Israel, Her Majesty's Government stand 
firmly by the Tripartite Declaration of 1950 and are as firmly concerned as ever to 
maintain peace. Though our troops are leaving Egypt, they are being redeployed in 
the Middle East, and not withdrawn from it. Because we have eliminated the most 
serious source of friction with the Arab states, our influence for peace in the area 
should increase. 

3. Criticism 
The Suez Canal (Article 8). Nothing has been done to ensure that Egypt complies 
with the Security Council resolution about terminating the restrictions on Israeli 
traffic. The article in the new agreement is just an empty phrase. 

Answer 
The 1936 Treaty, which has been terminated by the present agreement, was designed 
to protect the Canal against external attack, not against Egypt. The 1888 Convention 
is not affected; indeed, its validity has been reaffirmed. The presence of our troops in 
the Canal Zone has not prevented the Egyptians from closing it to certain traffic. Their 
action arises from the state of war between Israel and the Arab States, and Egypt claims 
the right to take this action against Israel under the terms of the 1888 Convention 
itself. We do not agree that Egypt can reasonably assert that she is still a belligerent, 
and is therefore entitled to take these measures. But this is a matter of international 
concern and cannot be dealt with in bilateral Anglo- Egyptian negotiations. 

B. The Annexes, etc. 

1. Criticism 
Installations. We are giving away the greater part of a base which cost us £500 
million to construct, and we are moreover going to pay the Egyptians to run part of 
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it. The new arrangement will cost as much as the old one, but the Base will be a 
fraction of its former size. 

Answer 
The figure of £500 million was an outside estimate, and included equipment. The 
Base grew up during and after the War, and contains much of the equipment which 
was evacuated from India and Palestine. It is on a scale which would no longer be 
required in a future war, in the changed strategic circumstances resulting from the 
development of nuclear weapons. 

It is not true that we are giving the Base away. On the contrary, the most 
important parts of it will continue to be available for the use of H.M.G. We shall also 
have important air facilities, and the right to place the Base on a war footing in the 
event of an attack on the Middle East. 

Moreover, the greater part of the equipment in the Base, such as stores and 
machinery, will be removed for use or disposal elsewhere. Those parts of the Base 
which we do not require to maintain ourselves, or to get the Egyptians to maintain 
on our behalf, will be available for disposal. 

It is not true that there will be no economy. There will be some economy from the 
redeployment of troops, and a greater one if this policy enables us to reduce the size 
of H.M. Forces. Most important of all, there is the release from the contingent 
liability of a large-scale military intervention in Egypt. 

2. Criticism 
Claims . We have not seized the opportunity to make the Egyptians pay compensation 
to private claimants, who have suffered loss or injury as a result of the behaviour of 
the Egyptian Government. 

Answer 
It is a cardinal principle of international law that private claimants against a foreign 
government must in the first instance pursue their claims through the Courts. As a 
result of our approaches, however, the Egyptians have agreed to set up a special 
Joint Claims Commission for the settlement of claims by former British officials of 
the Egyptian Government dismissed in 1951; and it has been agreed by both sides 
that claims on behalf of Service personnel or officials killed or injured since 
October, 1951 shall be waived. This means that H.M.G. have in effect received the 
equivalent of a payment from the Egyptian Government. They are therefore pre
pared to consider payment of compensation in respect of certain cases of death or 
. . ? 
InJUry.-

3. Criticism 
No provision has been made for the future of employees of the British forces in the 
Canal Zone, who will be out of a job when we leave. Some may be victimized by the 
Egyptians. 

2 A marginal note against this para read: 'N.B. The whole question of private claims is under consideration, 
and this paragraph is subject to Ministerial approval to the scheme referred to in last sentence.' 
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Answer 
As many as possible will be engaged by the British contractors; others will be needed 
by the Services when they have been redeployed. We shall do our best to see that 
those who wish to stay in Egypt are enabled to settle their residential status and that 
those who wish to leave are sent back to their countries of origin. H.M. Ambassador 
has been assured by the Egyptian Minister for Foreign Affairs that no-one will be 
victimized for having worked for the British. 

C. General points 

1. Criticism 
A smaller Base could be maintained in Egypt with a much smaller force. 

Answer 
This is not true. Even a smaller Base would need a very large force to guard it in the 
face of Egyptian hostility and to keep it working efficiently would need even more 
troops. We should soon find ourselves back in the same position as before the Heads 
of Agreement. Nor could a small force guard the Canal nor keep it open. 

2. Criticism 
The Egyptians are now free to pursue imperialist policies in Africa. The Sudan will 
fall into their hands and they will cause trouble in Kenya, etc. 

Answer 
The Egyptians assured us, when the Heads of Agreement were initialled, that an 
improvement would take place in their policy and propaganda towards the Sudan 
and East Africa. There has been such an improvement in the case of broadcasts about 
East Africa. There was also a marked improvement in the broadcasts on the Sudan 
after the conclusion of Heads of Agreement. There has been some deterioration in 
these recently, and the attention of the Egyptian Government has been drawn to this. 
In any case, the presence of British troops in the Canal Zone has not in the past 
prevented Egyptian pressure on the Sudan and is not, therefore, in our view a major 
factor in the Sudanese situation. 

548 FO 371/111003, no 39 25 Sept 1954 
'Anglo-Iraqi defence questions': memorandum by P S Falla on the 
advantages and disadvantages of a northern tier defence arrangement 

A Cabinet paper has been prepared proposing that we should hold military talks with 
the Iraqis in order to determine the facilities which we should enjoy in Iraq on 
replacement of the present Treaty, and to which we should then seek the agreement 
of the Iraqi Government. This paper has been suspended pending the Minister of 
State's conversation with Nuri on defence matters. Nuri Said has indicated to H.M. 
Ambassador that he does not like the idea of purely military talks; and it appears from 
his conversation with the Minister of State that he is thinking of scrapping the 
Anglo-Iraqi Treaty and replacing it by a collective defence agreement between 
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Britain, Iraq and other Middle Eastern States, which he would hope to get through 
the Iraqi Parliament in February or March next. 

2. Since it became clear that the Egyptians are not ready for the time being to 
participate in the sort of agreement Nuri has in mind, he has reverted to the idea of 
other possible combinations, e.g. with Pakistan, Turkey and/or Syria. The Chiefs of 
Staff are interested in Nuri's idea of a combination among the "Northern tier" States, 
which is also favoured by the United States. Turkey would be a useful element in any 
Middle East defence system, and the "Northern tier" basis has also the advantage 
over the Arab League basis of being less offensive to Israel. It is also likely that the 
United Kingdom and the United States would secure better facilities from an 
agreement including only the Northern countries than from one of which Egypt and 
Saudi Arabia were members. As against this, we should not wish Nuri to press on so 
fast with his plans as to alienate Egypt and prejudice the hope of improved Arab
Western relations resulting from the Anglo-Egyptian Agreement.1 

3. The association of the United Kingdom with one or another Middle Eastern 
collective security system might make it easier for the Iraqi Parliament to agree to 
the continued grant of defence facilities to Britain. However, the engagements which 
at present exist between the members of the Arab League or of the Turco-Pakistani 
Pact are not backed by any concrete plans for military co-operation, and the 
association of the United Kingdom and Iraq with these Pacts would not in itself 
suffice to provide for our specific military requirements in Iraq. It is therefore 
recommended that:-

(i) We should try to probe further into the nature of the facilities which Nuri Said 
envisages for United Kingdom forces in Iraq, and how he proposes to provide them 
under cover of a multilateral pact. 
(ii) We should suggest to him that, while we welcome Iraq's desire to improve her 
security and recognise the great importance of Turkish co-operation in Middle 
East defence, care should be taken not to alienate Egyptian sympathies and thus 
undo the good effect of the Anglo-Egyptian Agreement on Middle East defence 
prospects as a whole. 

1 Against this sentence CA E Shuckburgh noted in the margin: 'But then we shall get neither plan!' 

549 FO 371/110791, no 45 1 Oct 1954 
'Middle East defence': memorandum by P S Falla on Britain's attitude 
to Nuri's proposed northern tier defence arrangements and the 
retention of military facilities in Iraq [Extract] 

... (There may, of course, be other considerations at the back of his mind, e.g. the 
Communist threat in Syria, or the idea which he once aired of finding a throne for 
the Crown Prince of Iraq). He proposes to approach the Syrians as soon as there is a 
new Syrian Government resulting from the elections which are now going on. 

4. Nuri's pragmatic approach to the problem seems sound. He was told that the 
S/S regarded his scheme for an expansion of the Arab League Defence Treaty with 
favour in principle, since we were impressed with the merits of an arrangement 
based on an Asian initiative. Since then, however, the Egyptian Government have 
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repudiated Saleh Salem's proposals and Nuri has been obliged to revert to thinking 
in terms of an arrangement based on the northern tier of the Middle East States. This 
has certain drawbacks, e.g.:-

(a) The Canal Zone would not come within the scope of the agreement. 
(b) The rift between the northern and southern sections of the Arab League would 
remain open. 
(c) Egypt would be highly critical of any association between the northern tier of 
Middle East States and the United Kingdom, and this would to some extent 
discount the benefit which we had hoped to derive from an Anglo-Egyptian 
Agreement. 

5. On the other hand there are the following arguments in favour of a northern 
group:-

( a) It should be easier to revise our defence arrangements with Iraq and in 
particular to obtain concrete military facilities, such as the stationing of R.A.F. 
squadrons and stock-piling, than it would be if the Egyptians and Saudis were to 
have a say in the matter. 
(b) The participation of Turkey would be useful and would fit in with U.S. ideas. 
(c) A tie-up between the United Kingdom and the Arab League would be 
obnoxious to Israel and would increase that country's sense of frustration and 
encirclement. 

Our attitude 
6. We should, I suggest, first confirm from Nuri Said that his policy is to replace 

the Anglo-lraqi Treaty by a multilateral Middle East arrangement to which the 
United Kingdom (and presumably also the U.S. ?) would be invited to accede; and 
that he does not want bilateral talks with us about military facilities in Iraq until he 
has made more progress with forming a Middle Eastern group. We should point out 
to him that we shall, of course, be very interested in securing under his proposed 
arrangements the facilities which H.M.G. regard as essential (and which have been 
formulated by the Chiefs of Staff and the Foreign Office in the memoranda at Flags G 
and H). 1 

7. As regards the composition of the Middle Eastern group it seems essential to 
let Nuri play the hand. We have not ourselves made up our minds on the relative 
merits of the northern and Arab League groupings (cf. paragraphs 4 and 5 above), 
though from Levant Department's point of view the advantage seems to lie in 
discreetly encouraging the northern grouping, to which Egypt and Saudi Arabia 
could later be invited to accede. (This also seems to be the view of the Chiefs of Staff.) 
We understand that Nuri's next step will be to approach Syria, as soon as the results 
of the elections there become clear. He may also have some conversations in London 
with Mohammed Ali, the Prime Minister of Pakistan; and we should be interested to 
know if he has any plans for meeting the Turks. 

8. Although it is no use pressing for Anglo-Iraqi military talks if Nuri is not 
ready for them, we should not lose sight of our objective, which the Cabinet approved 
in principle last June, of discussing with the Iraqis the facilties [sic] which it is 

1 Not printed. 
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strategically desirable for British forces to enjoy in Iraq. When the proposed talks 
between the United Kingdom, U.S. and Turkish Chiefs of Staff have taken place (we 
cannot, of course, mention these to Nuri) it may be a good moment to re-open with 
him the question of military facilities in Iraq in the light of our (UK-US) strategic 
conclusions. At that stage we should, I think, keep the Americans fully informed of 
our discussions with Iraq. 

9. To sum up, I think we should explore Nuri's ideas and programme as regards a 
multilateral grouping; remind him that we are ready to discuss military 
arrangements to replace those contained in the present Treaty; and try to find out 
how he considers that such arrangements could be safeguarded under cover of 
United Kingdom accession to a multilateral Middle Eastern agreement. 

550 PREM 111702 5 Oct 1954 
[Anglo-Egyptian negotiations]: inward telegram no 1442 from 
Mr Nutting (Cairo )I to Mr Eden detailing the progress in the talks 

We had a much better day yesterday and made a good deal of progress. In particular 
you will see from my immediately following telegram that text of main agreement is 
now settled and the Egyptians have met us on all outstanding points, e.g. articles on 
ratification and consultation, termination of the 1936 Treaty, air facilities , and the 
use of Egyptian ports unrestricted to ports "of access" to the Suez Canal. 

2. In addition, we have got them to drop qualification by the word 'general' of 
their responsibility for security of our installations. Operational clearance for R.A.F. 
flights will be covered in a published exchange of letters. Schedule of withdrawal, 
including percentages, is agreed, together with Egyptian responsibilities for security 
during this period. 

3. The Ambassador and I had earlier done some straight talking to the Foreign 
Minister about Moascar. We made it plain that the agreement would stand or fall on 
whether adequate accommodation was available for the contractors and their 
employees. The minimum they required was Headquarters, M.E.A.F. plus a fair share 
of Moascar. The Egyptian Prime Minister's proposals were hopelessly inadequate. I 
warned the Foreign Minister that if we could not get enough room, the contractors 
would not play and we should be back where we had started from, i.e., before the 
heads of agreement, the basis of which was operation of the base by British civilians. 
In agreeing to this we had made a very great concession. The number of technicians 
and the amount of space they required was in no way unreasonable, but unless the 
latter was forthcoming we should have to re-negotiate the whole settlement. Pending 
the outcome on such re-negotiation all our withdrawal plans would be held up. 
Fawzi said he would talk again with the Prime Minister. 

4. Present position on the claims waiver is that the text has been agreed at 
committee level. The Egyptians have asked that it should take the form of a 
published exchange of letters. I see no objection to this, but have not yet conceded 

1 Mr Nutting arrived in Cairo on 28 Sept 1954 to head the British delegation during the final stages of the 
negotiations. 
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the point since the general Egyptian reserve regarding the waiver is still maintained 
pending settlement of "make-weight" . 

5. Many congratulations on getting Europe so well buttoned up, including even 
Trieste. I hope to match this with agreement here but it is a very slow business. 

551 DEFE 4/72, COS 104(54)14, annex 6 Oct 1954 
'Middle East logistics-the Basra L of C': report by the JPS to the 
COS, 15 Sept 1954 (JP(54)75) [Extract] 

Introduction 
1. The initial examination by the B.O.C.O. (M.E.) of the preredeployment plan to 

meet their new war directive has revealed that the combined rail and road resources 
cannot produce the amount of backing in Iraq required for the forces which they 
would wish to deploy in that area. They consider, that this short-fall can only be met 
by the continued use of the Basra lines of communication. 

2. After consultation with Commander-in-Chief, East Indies, the B.O.C.C.(M.E.) 
consider that supplies can initially be run up the Persian Gulf by sea and that the risk 
involved is acceptable. They have therefore asked the Chiefs of Staff for confirmation 
that it will be practicable on the cutbreak of war to:-

(a) continue to ship from the United Kingdom direct to Basra the maintenance 
requirements for the R.A.F. in Iraq, estimated at some 200 tons per day; 
(b) ship to Basra part of the maintenance requirements of the land forces in Iraq 
to arrive about 0+45 onwards either direct from the United Kingdom or from the 
Canal Zone. The very rough estimate for these requirements would be some 500 
tons per day. · 

3. The use of Basra as a supply port for our forces in Iraq in war has been 
discounted in the past for the following reasons:-

(a) It was anticipated that, with only light opposition, the Soviet land forces could 
reach the port by 0+40. 
(b) The Shatt el Arab and Straits of Hormuz could be mined by Soviet air forces . 
(c) The L of C North from Basra is not on the right axis to meet the Soviet threat. 

Aim 
4. The aim of this paper is to give guidance to the B.O.C.C.(M.E.) on the 

questions posed in paragraph 2 above. 

The threat 
5. Soviet aim. It has been appreciated that the Soviet aim in their invasion of 

Persia and Iraq would be to capture the oilfields and oil resources, and to occupy the 
Tigris-Euphrates Valley as a base for further operations against the Levant and 
against the oilfields in Kuwait, Bahrein and Saudi Arabia. 

6. The land threat. It is estimated that, with light opposition and discounting the 
use of airborne troops, the Soviet land forces could reach Basra by 0+40. 

7. Mining by aircraft. We believe that the only Soviet aircrews trained to lay sea 
mines are in the naval air forces which are more likely to be otherwise employed in 
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the Blac~ Sea area during the early stages. The long range and tactical air forces are 
not trainfd, we believe, in this role. In any event, it is appreciated that the former will 
be empl9yed elsewhere in the early stages of war, and that the latter will be used in 
close support of the land forces . We consider therefore, that although it is possible 
effective!~ to mine the Shatt el Arab from the air, this is unlikely to be done during 
the early lstages. 

8. M{ning by submarine. Soviet long range submarines are capable of mining 
the Strai~s of Hormuz and the approaches to the Shatt el Arab and we consider that 
they might well undertake these operations. They are not, however, likely to be able 
effective!~ to block the former or close all the approaches to the latter. 

The effe~~ of allied counter-action 
9. Land and air forces. Bombing by the American Strategic Air Command, 

demolitibns by British forces assisted by the Iraqis, and local interdiction by the 
Special Air Service Regiment and DF/GA aircraft might well considerably reduce the 
rate of tt e Soviet advance. We feel, however, that as the effect of these operations 
cannot bE assessed Basra must be considered vulnerable to land attack from D + 40. 

10. Jl((ine countermeasures. The Minesweepers required to clear the approaches 
to the sratt el Arab or the Straits of Hormuz could not be provided except at the 
expense lof other commitments in the early stages of war. Shipping losses would 
therefore be inevitable if we continue to use this route after it has been mined, but 
we consi~er that the risk in planning to do so is acceptable. 

11. In view of the above we consider that the B.D.C.C. (M.E.) should only plan to 
use Basr~ as a supply port up to D + 40 and should thereafter regard its use as a bonus. 

Dispatc~[ of supplies from the United Kingdom 
12. !Irrespective of whether or not it is decided to use the Basra line of 

commuqication, there is another major factor which affects Middle East planning. 
We are doubtful of the ability of the United Kingdom under conditions of nuclear 
attack to[ continue to supply overseas theatres. This matter is now under examination 
and although it is currently planned to meet from the United Kingdom the Middle 
East reqf irements requested in their signal, we cannot estimate at this stage the 
extent to which they will be fulfilled. The only alternative will be to stockpi le in the 

I 
theatre. ~he Outline of United Kingdom Intentions in War is under revision in the 
light of current strategic thought. Until this has been completed firm guidance on 
this and related problems will not be possible . . . . 

I 

552 PREM 11/702 9 Oct 1954 
[Anglo

1 

Egyptian negotiations]: inward telegram no 1475 from Mr 
Nutting (Cairo) to Mr Eden on the deadlock over Moascar 

I regret lo report that we have reached deadlock on only outstanding issue, Moascar. 
Ambassddor and I saw Prime Minister and Foreign Minister today and after two and a 
quarter hours' argument failed to get him to give us H.Q., M.E.A.F. All he would offe r 
was to "guarantee the provision in Ismailia of sufficient suitable accommodation (to 
be rente~ by Her Majesty's Government) both for residential and office purposes for 
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technicians whose accommodation cannot be provided in Moascar." (Words in 
quotes were written down by Ambassador and agreed by Nasser). 

2. As for the rest, Egyptian Prime Minister would not budge beyond offer in 
paragraph 4 of my telegram No. 1441. 

3. Ambassador and I used all obvious arguments, and I warned Prime Minister 
that his unreasonable attitude might imperil whole agreement. Contractors' 
demands were reasonable and, if not satisfied, they might refuse to take on the job. 
We should then be back where we had started from and would have to re-negotiate 
heads of agreement. Nasser objected that an agreement of this importance could not 
be put in jeopardy by the whim of a group of contractors. 

4. Nasser kept on insisting that accommodation was not mentioned in heads of 
agreement. Against his better judgment he had conceded us a share of Moascar, but 
to add H.Q., M.E.A.F. would be to invite local hostile reactions on the score that "the 
British were still occupying a military headquarters" . It was in contractors' own-best 
interests to go to Ismailia. 

5. I told Prime Minister that he had made a very serious statement indeed. If 
the feelings of the local populace were such as he had described, then I would 
have difficulty in urging contractors to come out to the base regardless of the 
question of accommodation. At this, he intervened to say that there would be no 
ill feeling towards our technicians if they were mixed up with the local civilian 
population. 

6. I then raised the question of Her Majesty's Government paying rent. I said it 
was surely for the Egyptian Government to see that we were not put to any added 
expense if they would not let us have H.Q., M.E.A.F. where we should have housed 
the contractors and their offices free of charge. Nasser replied that he could not see 
his way to providing accommodation rent-free. It was not a question of money but of 
principle. The Egyptian government could not pay one piastre towards what their 
enemies regarded as perpetuating a form of British occupation. He would, however, 
guarantee that rents would be held down and that there would be no profiteering. In 
any case what we would pay in rent would only be a small fraction of what it would 
cost the Egyptian Government to guard our installations. Nasser added that if 
sufficient suitable accommodation were not available already, Egyptian Government 
would see that it was built in good time. 

7. I pointed out that there was a question of principle involved on our side 
too. The question of rents was not the concern of the contractors, but of Her 
Majesty's Government and therefore Parliament. The money would fall to 
Parliament to raise, and Parliament would take ill paying money to Egyptians for 
alternative accommodation in Ismailia, particularly if we could have got it free at 
H.Q. M.E.A.F. This on top of hand-over of several million pounds' worth of instal
lations and equipment without payment. Egyptian Government were always lec
turing us on the importance of creating confidence, but nothing that Colonel 
Nasser had said or proposed about accommodating our technicians would help to 
create confidence at home. Very much the reverse. However, he had left me with 
no alternative but to refer the matter to you and to the contractors. I had no idea 
what the reply would be, but his attitude would certainly make a most unhappy 
impression. 
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553 T 225/334 19 Oct 1954 
[Accommodation at Moascar]: minutes by D R Serpell and 
Sir J Crombie on the unsatisfatory nature of the agreement 

The Foreign Office have just told me that the agreement with Egypt is to be signed 
tonight, a settlement having been reached on the accommodation question. 

2. In the attached telegram (1540 from Cairo) .1 Mr. Nutting is reporting only 
what he has done and is not asking for approval. It is impossible, however, for the 
Treasury to feel anything but extreme disappointment at what he reports. 

3. In a nutshell, we at present own the whole of the Moascar area and M.E.A.F. 
Headquarters. As a result of the settlement:-

(i) We retire from M.E.A.F. Headquarters but receive the right to return to it in 
the event of "re-activation". We do not receive a penny from the Egyptians for it 
and the Chiefs of Staff, Middle Eastern Land Forces, say they are not really 
interested in having it as headquarters. 
(ii) We retire from half of Moascar altogether. 
(iii) Our contractors will continue to live in the remaining part of Moascar, which 
we already own. 
(iv) Senior contractors' staff will occupy flats in Ismailia for which we shall have 
to pay. 
(v) For other contractors' staff the Egyptians have undertaken to build 
accommodation in lsmailia, for which we shall have to pay rent. 
(vi) As Central Offices we receive the Egyptian Air Commandant's house, for 
which we shall also have to pay rent. 

Financially it is impossible to regard this as a good bargain. The only "value" we 
have got for leaving the installations in Moascar and M.E.A.F. Headquarters, on 
which we have spent hundreds of thousands of pounds, is Egyptian agreement that 
we may re-activate a headquarters which the military say they do not really 
require. 

4. Nor is this all. By making Moascar the principal "sticking point" in the 
negotiation we have in the past been induced by the Ambassador to give way on other 
items. As long ago as September 13th we authorised the Ambassador to hand over 
the oil pipe-line worth about £1 million on conditions, one of which was "the 
satisfaction of our essential requirements at Moascar". Since then we have handed 
over to the Egyptians a dozen other important installations and nearly £1 m. worth 
of equipment- all with the general aim of achieving a satisfactory settlement 
including the accommodation of our contractors. 

5. In view of the action taken in Cairo this is no doubt water under the bridge; 
but I do not think that we should be under any illusions as to what our negotiators 
have secured in return for our gifts. 

1 Not printed. 

D.R.S. 
19.10.54 
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This is certainly pretty unsatisfactory. In return for handing over our property we get 
a right to reactivate it which we are very unlikely to want to exercise. 

But having regard to the circumstances in which the negotiations were conducted 
I can't say I am greatly surprised at the outcome. 

554 DEFE 7/1011 

J.I.C.C. 
19.10.54 

19 Oct 1954 
'Anglo-Egyptian agreement regarding the Suez Canal base': text of 
the final agreement 

The Government of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland and 
the Government of the Republic of Egypt, 

Desiring to establish Anglo-Egyptian relations on a new basis of mutual 
understanding and firm friendship. 

Have agreed as follows :-

Article 1 
Her Majesty's Forces shall be completely withdrawn from Egyptian territory in 
accordance with the Schedule set forth in Part A of Annex I within a period of twenty 
months from the date of signature of the present Agreement. 

Article 2 
The Government of the United Kingdom declare that the Treaty of Alliance signed in 
London on the 26th of August, 1936 with the Agreed Minute, Exchanged Notes, 
Convention concerning the immunities and privileges enjoyed by the British Forces 
in Egypt and all other subsidiary agreements, is terminated. 

Article 3 
Parts of the present Suez Canal Base, which are listed in Appendix A to Annex II,1 

shall be kept in efficient working order and capable of immediate use in accordance 
with the provisions of Article 4 of the present Agreement. To this end they shall be 
organised in accordance with the provisions of Annex II . 

Article 4 
In the event of an armed attack by an outside power on any country which at the date 
of signature of the present Agreement is a party to the Treaty of Joint Defence 
between Arab League States, signed in Cairo on the 13th of April, 1950, or on Turkey, 
Egypt shall afford to the United Kingdom such facilities as may be necessary in order 
to place the Base on a war footing and to operate it effectively. These facilities shall 
include the use of Egyptian ports within the limits of what is strictly indispensable 
for the above-mentioned purposes. 

1 Appendix l is not printed and the annexes attached are summaries of the original annexes. 
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Article 5 
In the event of the return of British Forces to the Suez Canal Base area in accordance 
with the provisions of Article 4, these forces shall withdraw immediately upon the 
cessation of the hostilities referred to in that Article. 

Article 6 
In the event of a threat of an armed attack by an outside power on any country which 
at the date of signature of the present Agreement is a party to the Treaty of Joint 
Defence between Arab League States or on Turkey, there shall be immediate 
consultation between Egypt and the United Kingdom. 

Article 7 
The Government of the Republic of Egypt shall afford overflying, landing and 
servicing facilities for notified flights of aircraft under Royal Air Force control. For 
the clearance of any flights of such aircraft, the Government of the Republic of Egypt 
shall accord treatment no less favourable than that accorded to the aircraft of any 
other foreign country with the exception of states parties to the Treaty of Joint 
Defence between Arab League States. The landing and servicing facilities mentioned 
above shall be afforded at Egyptian Airfields in the Suez Canal Base area. 

Article 8 
The two Contracting Governments recognise that the Suez Maritime Canal, which is 
an integral part of Egypt, is a waterway economically, commercially and strategically 
of international importance, and express the determination to uphold the 
Convention guaranteeing the freedom of navigation of the Canal signed at 
Constantinople on the 29th of October, 1888. 

Article 9 

(a) The United Kingdom is accorded the right to move any British equipment into 
or out of the Base at its discretion. 
(b) There shall be no increase above the level of supplies as agreed upon in Part C 
of Annex 11 without the consent of the Government of the Republic of Egypt. 

Article 10 
The present Agreement does not affect and shall not be interpreted as affecting in 

any way the rights and obligations of the parties under the Charter of the United Nations. 

Article 11 
The Annexes and Appendices to the present Agreement shall be considered as an 
integral part of it. 

Article 12 

(a) The present Agreement shall remain in force for the period of seven years from 
the date of its signature. 
(b) During the last twelve months of that period the two Contracting 
Governments shall consult together to decide on such arrangements as may be 
necessary upon the termination of the Agreement. 
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(c) Unless both the Contracting Governments agree upon any extension of the 
Agreement it shall terminate seven years after the date of signature and the 
Government of the United Kingdom shall take away or dispose of their property 
then remaining in the Base. 

Article 13 
The present Agreement shall have effect as though it had come into force on the date 
of signature. Instruments of ratification shall be exchanged in Cairo as soon as 
possible. 

In witness whereof the undersigned, being duly authorised thereto, have signed 
the present Agreement and have affixed thereto their seals. 

Done at Cairo, this nineteenth day of October, 1954, in duplicate, in the English 
and Arabic languages, both texts being equally authentic. 

Summary of annexes to the main agreement 

Annex I. The withdrawal 

Part A lays down the phases of the withdrawal operation. Thus 54% of H.M. Forces 
will be withdrawn from the Zone after 12 months from the date of signature. 
Part B deals with the procedure for setting up standing machinery for issuing 
instructions to the appropriate Egyptian and British authorities to facilitate 
withdrawal and the handing over of the base to the Egyptians zone by zone. The 
Egyptian Government assume responsibility for the security of an installation when 
it is handed over to them. H.M. Forces will be afforded unhampered use of the 
railways and roads . 
Part C deals with arrangements for the engagement and screening of workers . 

Annex /I. The organisation of the base 

Part A 
1. H.M. Government have the right to maintain and operate certain installations 

which are enumerated in Appendix A to Annex I I. These installations include, among 
others, the Base Workshops, Ordnance Depots, Vehicle Depot and Power Station at 
Tel el Kebir; the Base Ammunition Depot and Power Station at Abu Sultan; the 
Engineer Stores Base Depot, Base Workshops, Spare Parts Depot and Power Station 
at Fayid and Fanara; a number of petrol and oil installations, storage tankers and 
pumping stations at Agrud, Fanara, Nefisha and Suez. 

2. The Government of Egypt will maintain in good order other installations 
enumerated in the same Appendix. These will be available to H.M.G. on reactivation 
and include Filtration Plants, Airfields, Power Stations, an R.A.F. Maintenance unit, 
Hospitals, Railway Workshops, sidings and certain road and rail links, and a Base 
Ordnance Depot. 

3. Certain other installations and equipment listed in Appendix B to this Annex 
will be transferred to Egyptian ownership before completion of withdrawal. Among 
these items are airfields and certain naval installations at Adabiya and Port Said. 

4. The number of British technicians is limited to 1200 of which not more than 
800 may be recruited outside Egypt. Local labour may also be recruited as necessary. 
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5. Eight Inspectors attached to H.M. Embassy will be accorded facilities to 
ensure that maintenance of installations is properly carried out. Provision is made 
for five temporary visits of inspection at any one time. 

Part B 
In general Egyptian law shall apply to the activities of the contracting companies. 
However, subject to certain conditions, the companies shall enjoy certain 
exemptions from Egyptian Commercial and Company laws, and from tax on profits. 
Technicians will also be exempt from certain Labour Laws. 

The Government of Egypt will be prepared to consider exempting the contractors 
from any law which may prove to impede their activities and undertake to accord 
them treatment no less favourable than that accorded to other foreign nationals . 

Part C 
Fixes the level of the stores to be maintained. These include 50,000 tons of 
ammunition, 300,000 tons of ordnance and engineering equipment, 2,000 vehicles, 
30 locomotives, 100 railway wagons etc. 

Part D 
The technicians may on first arrival import all their personal effects and house hold 
goods free of duty . Replacements of the stores under Part C, may also be brought in 
free of duty . 

PartE 
The Government of Egypt shall take all necessary measures to ensure the security of 
the installations. 

Part F 
Sets out the arrangements for the engagement of local labour by the contractors and 
their security screening. 

A series of exchanges of letters between the Egyptian Foreign Minister and H.M. 
Ambassador covers the following points:-

(a) The immunities to be enjoyed by H.M. Forces during the period of withdrawal. 
A detailed annex to this exchange of letters covers the juridical position of 
members of H.M. Forces and the freedom of movement of British troops, taxation, 
the use of transport and other facilities, the import and export of foodstuffs, 
tobacco, spirits etc., and the import of petroleum products for use in the Base. 
(b) The definition of the "Authorised Service Organisations" and their status. 
These organisations include, among others , the Army and R.A.F., Kinema 
Corporations, Forces Broadcasting Service, the Red Cross and other welfare 
organisations. 
(c) Allows the possession by members of H.M. Forces free of duty, provided certain 
formalities are carried out, of sporting guns and private cars. 
(d) Exempts from excise duty locally produced beer. 
(e) Exempts British technicians from certain points of Egyptian law, such as death 
duties, compulsory acquisition of chattels, Egyptian mi litary or National service. 
(f) Agrees that Egyptian laws relating to public health and safety and protection of 
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workers will be applied only in a manner that will not hamper the operation of the 
installations. 
(g) Agrees that the Shell Company shall operate and maintain the oil pipe-line 
system running from Suez to Cairo for a period of seven years. 
(h) Arranges for the clearance of notified flights through operational channels and 
for the reactivation of certain airfields. 
(i) Governs the application of Egyptian exchange control regulations to 
contractors and their British technicians. 
U) Waiver of claims. The two Governments agree to a waiver of all claims arising 
out of the interpretation or application of the 1936 Treaty of Alliance, the presence 
of British troops in Egypt and Customs duties. 
This waiver does not apply to any claims by or on behalf of British or Egyptian 
Nationals, nor to certain agreed debts. 
(k) A special Egyptian Commission will be set up to examine the claims of the 
British officials dismissed at the end of 1951. 
(I) Instruments of ratification shall be exchanged in Cairo not later than 50 days 
from the date of signature. 
(m) Ten permanent Inspectors may be appointed to exercise financial supervision 
and control. 

Finally there is an agreed minute defining 

(1) The word "immediately" in Art. 5 of the Agreement 
(2) The phrase "outside power" in Art. 6. 

555 FO 371/108442, no 703 22 Oct 1954 
[Ratification of the agreement]: inward telegram no 1592 from F RH 
Murray to FO on General Neguib's opposition to the agreement 

[The conflict between Nasser and Neguib was now coming to a head. Neguib was 
attempting to exploit the fact that the heads of agreement had not been enthusiastically 
welcomed in Egypt. Nasser had experienced a Muslim Brotherhood assassination attempt 
in Oct and was later to claim that Neguib had prior knowledge of it. This was one reason 
for Neguib's deposition as president on 14 Nov.] 

The Egyptian Prime Minister yesterday informed Her Majesty's Ambassador privately 
that he was having difficulty with the President over the Anglo-Egyptian Agreement. 
General Neguib, who was complaining that he had not been consulted during the 
negotiations, had indicated to Colonel Nasser that he was not satisfied with the 
agreement and that he was not disposed to sign the decree necessary for its 
promulgation. 

2. Colonel Nasser added that in his view General Neguib would sign the decree in 
the end. If he refused certain 'constitutional' procedures had been decided upon. It 
was open to the President, if he wished, to refer the decree back to the Council of 
Ministers. In this event it would be re-submitted to him and he would then either 
have to sign it or resign. According to Colonel Nasser his Government were well 
placed to take this action if necessary as the general lines of the agreement (with the 
exception of the inclusion of Turkey in the reactivation clause) had been approved a 
year ago by the C.R.C. including General Neguib. 
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3. Major Salah Salem, who was also present, had expressed the view that the 
repercussions in the Sudan of any action against General Neguib would not now be 
so serious as they would have been a few months ago. 

4. It is generally known that the President is sulking in his tent. He was not 
associated in any way with the celebrations following the signature of the agreement. 

556 FO 371/108380, no 15 28 Oct 1954 
[Anglo-Egyptian relations and Middle East issues]: note by 
Mr Nutting reporting on a conversation with Colonel Nasser [Extract] 

Upon the conclusion of our negotiations for the Anglo-Egyptian Agreement, Colonel 
Nasser told me he would very much like me to stay on for a day or so after signature 
in order to have a general talk about our relations and about the Middle East in 
general. I therefore stayed in Cairo until October 21st when I lunched with the 
Egyptian Prime Minister who was accompanied by General Hakim Amer, the 
Commander-in-Chief, Wing Commander Boghdadi, Major Saleh Salem and Dr. 
Fawzi, the Foreign Minister. I was accompanied by the Ambassador, General Benson, 
Mr. Murray and Mr. Garvey of the Embassy. 

Our talks covered a wide range consisting of defence, Israel, Suez Canal, the Sudan 
and economic and military aid. These discussions were quite remarkable for their 
frankness and for the very straight talking which was done on both sides. I am sure 
that they did a lot of good and I hope that in more ways than one they have planted a 
seed in the minds of Colonel Nasser and his colleagues. 

Defence 
I asked Colonel Nasser whether he had any ideas about Middle East Defence. I was 
not asking him to commit himself to joining a new M.E.D.O., but it seemed to me 
that now we had got our own relations on to an agreed basis we should have some 
further aim in view. A great deal had been done to strengthen defence in other parts 
of the non-Communist world but the Middle East still remained vulnerable and 
lacked cohesion. Colonel Nasser fully agreed. As a soldier he could not but deplore 
the nakedness and ricketiness of the Arab League Security Pact. As a defensive bloc 
the Arab States were dangerously weak. However politics and strategy often did not 
agree. As Prime Minister of Egypt he could not yet embark upon a joint defence 
arrangement with us. He had gone as far as he dared for the moment by hitching 
Egypt on to N.A.T.O. through Turkey by means of the reactivation clause in our 
Agreement. The Egyptian public had been fed by previous governments with the line 
that pacts meant strings, and strings meant domination. For the moment therefore 
he must content himself with this new arrangement with us and try to build up the 
unity and strength of the Arab League. Nuri Said had recently tried to get him to join 
with Iraq in the Turco-Pakistan Pact. This was just the sort of step he could not take 
for the time being. 

I said I understood his position but I hoped that none the less he would be able to 
use his very strong position in Egypt to bring his countrymen to accept some 
broader defence arrangement. Colonel Nasser said he hoped so too, though this 
would take a little time. 
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Israel 
As was to be expected, this proved the stickiest part of our discussion. Colonel Nasser 
said he could not negotiate peace with Israel on any basis save the original United 
Nations frontiers. He could not tolerate the wedge of the Negev which separated 
Egypt from Jordan. In answer to a question he said he could not agree to negotiate 
about the territory beyond the United Nations frontiers which Israel had seized from 
the Arab States. This must be returned. He however quite understood that Israel 
would not cede this territory and the position therefore seemed to be firmly 
deadlocked. Meanwhile his attitude to Israel remained 'defensive' and Egypt certainly 
had no intention of staging a 'second round'. 

I told the Prime Minister that I must ask him to look at this situation in a rather 
broader context. There had been a time when even he, let alone his predecessors, had 
thought that Anglo-Egyptian differences were insoluble. Happily we had now solved 
them. But we had only solved them because he and his colleagues had looked a little 
beyond them, had looked even beyond the confines of the Middle East. We had solved 
them because we both realised that differences and division only weakened the free 
world and helped the Communists. Communism fed on every division and tension, 
and the Israel-Arab tension was no exception to this rule. Nothing could serve the 
Communist cause more surely than for Israel and the Arab States to fold their arms 
in despair of ever reaching agreement. I begged Colonel Nasser not to look at these 
problems in a parochial fashion. 

Colonel Nasser said he did not say that the Israel problem could never be solved. In 
time it probably would. But so long as frontier incidents continued the prospect of 
any negotiations taking place was extremely dim. 

There was also the problem of Arab refugees. They must be accorded their rights. 
Though he obviously would not admit it, I think Nasser was just a little shaken 

from his original intransigent attitude by my appeal to consider the Israel question 
in the larger framework. 

Suez Canal 
I told Colonel Nasser that it would be a great help in presenting our new agreement 
to Parliament if he could make some gesture in this respect. The Egyptian 
Government had got themselves into a ridiculous jam over the Bat Galim. 1 True the 
Israelis had staged a try-on. But the Egyptians had played straight into Israeli hands 
by reacting as they had. 

Colonel Nasser held out no hope of any gesture. The Bat Galim incident was now 
sub judice in the Egyptian Courts and there could be no interference with the 

1 The Bat Galim was an Israeli flagged ship seized by the Egyptians at the southern end of the Suez Canal 
on 28 Sept 1954. The Egyptians had argued since 1949 that because technically they were still at war 
with Israel, enemy ships and those carrying war material could not pass through the Canal. The British, 
whose ships had been intercepted, objected to this although the legal experts in the FO feared that the 
rights Egypt claimed under the Constantinople Convention of 1888, which laid down how the 
international waterway should be operated, wou ld be upheld under international law. However a UN 
Security Council resolution of 1 Sept 1951 called upon Egypt to end its restrictions on the passage of ships 
through the Suez Canal. The Security Council took up the case of the Bat Galim at Israel's request in Oct 
1954. On 4 Jan 1955 the Egyptians announced that they had released the crew and suggested the cargo 
should be placed aboard a neutral vessel for shipment to Haifa. After further discussion on 4 and 13 Jan 
1955 the Security Council concluded that its resolution of 1 Sept 1951 was still valid but commended the 
dismissal of charges against the Bat Galim 's crew. 
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normal course of the law. He recognised our Parliamentary problem but at the same 
time he must uphold Egypt's belligerent rights. 

Sudan 
This produced a most revealing discussion. Nasser had earlier admitted to me 
outright that, having abandoned his predecessors' insistence on the union of the Nile 
Valley as a pre-condition of any negotiations with us, he must now try and secure 
union in some form as a result. I of course replied that it was not for Egypt to 'secure' 
anything but for the Sudanese to decide whether they wanted to be united with 
Egypt or independent. Egypt must respect the agreement. The Sudan was a very sore 
point at home, where it was felt that Egypt had not honoured her bond and was 
bringing pressure and influence to bear upon the Sudanese. The Egyptians were 
always lecturing us about confidence. But Egyptian behaviour in the Sudan was to a 
large extent the yardstick by which people in Britain measured the amount of 
confidence they were prepared to place in Egyptian pledges. 

In subsequent discussion with Nasser and Saleh Salem it was quite clear that the 
Egyptian Government were very worried indeed about the future in the Sudan. They 
realised-and indeed practically admitted-that they had badly overplayed their 
hand. They anticipate a good deal of trouble in 6 or 7 months' time. They are worried 
about the South and still more about the hopeless incompatibility of the Ansar and 
Katmia Sects.2 They hoped we would do some straight talking to Azhary3 on his visit 
to London. At times Saleh Salem in particular seemed to be thinking in terms of a 
joint Anglo-Egyptian demonstration of force as the only means of preventing a 
complete break up and large scale disturbances. 

Sal eh Sal em of course tried to put some of the blame for all this mess on to us and 
reiterated his accusations about British plots to restore the Umma to power. I told 
him that all this was absolute nonsense and he knew it. I was not going to accept the 
blame for a situation which resulted largely from the Egyptians' own folly and from 
their failure to allow the Sudanese to decide their own future in their own way and in 
their own time. I also told Nasser that it was about time the Egyptians stopped 
accusing us of doing what they were doing themselves. Surely they realised that our 
interests and those of Egypt were coincidental in that we both wanted peace and 
unity in the Nile Valley. We had said this often enough and it was exasperating that 
the Egyptians still failed to understand it. Peace in the Nile Valley could only result 
from the Sudanese making their own free choice uninfluenced by Britain or Egypt. If 
Egypt brought pressure to bear, there would be trouble in the Sudan and that would 
mean trouble for Egypt and vicariously for us too. It could not for instance be to 
Britain's advantage that the Ansar should, as Saleh Salem seemed to fear, sabotage 
the Nile darris and put a million feddans of Egyptian land out of cultivation. We (and 
the Americans) would then have to come along and rescue Egypt from starvation and 
Communism. 

2 Ansar: sect whose members were followers of ai-Mahdi the patron of the Umma Party which advocated an 
independent Sudan separated from Egypt. Khatmiyya: religious order led by the Mirghani family and 
strong in northern and eastern Sudan; supporters of the Ashigga Party although many members founded 
the National Front in 1949 which advocated a Sudanese dominion within Egypt; joined the National 
Unionist Party in 1952. 
3 Ismai l Azhari, founder and leader of the Ashigga Party which supported union with Egypt and president 
of the National Unionist Party formed in 1952. First prime minister of an independent Sudan. 
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I think all this straight talk made quite a dent on Colonel Nasser if not also on that 
very second-rate Major. 

Economic and military aid 
On economic aid and industrial investment I was at pains to dispel any illusions that 
we could act the fairy godmother. But I took the opportunity to remind Colonel 
Nasser that the contractors who would be working the base represented some 7 of 
the biggest contracting firms in Britain. If Egypt wanted to do herself a bit of good 
she would be well advised to treat these people well and so to encourage them to 
invest in development projects. But it did not help to encourage foreign firms if the 
Egyptian Government persisted in such acts of nationalist folly as the recent 
accountancy laws which were designed to prohibit foreign chartered accountants 
from operating in Egypt. These points were well taken. 

On military aid Colonel Nasser stressed that his regime depended in the first 
instance on the support of the Army. It was of the greatest importance to keep up 
the army's morale. As a result of the Heads of Agreement Egypt was now a normal 
customer for military supplies; and he hoped that this meant that we would now 
discuss with Egypt the supply of some of the more modern types of military equip
ment. General Hakim Amer stressed that they would like some of our latest tanks, 
the Mark VIII in particular. They had had some Mark VIs on order when the ban 
on the supply of war material was imposed. It would be disappointing for the 
Egyptian Army if they were now only to get fulfilment of their old orders. I said I 
could not say anything definite about this at the moment but I would discuss it 
with the Foreign Secretary and the Secretary of State for War. Both General 
Benson and I were, however, discouraging with regard to the supply of the latest 
types. 

Conclusion 
I think that this long discussion served several useful purposes. It enabled us to get a 
little bit inside the Egyptian mind on such questions as defence and the Sudan. It 
enabled us to appeal to them to be more statesmanlike in their treatment of the 
Israel question and the Suez Canal. It brought out into the open our common 
interests in the Sudan and enabled us to rub in some home truths. As a beginning I 
think it was hopeful and encouraging. Dangerous as it always is to prophesy, I got the 
feeling with Nasser that he would certainly like, and would probably try to steer 
Egypt into some international defence arrangement within, say, the next 5 years. His 
anxiety not to rush things seems to be based on a genuine fear of driving public 
opinion too hard and too fast. This fear I am convinced results largely from a natural 
lack of self-confidence. 

As to our recent agreement, I feel pretty certain that Nasser wants to make it work. 
He told me that he would be making a speech every night next month to try to 
hammer home the importance of the new agreement and the new relationship to the 
Egyptian people. As further evidence of these intentions the Egyptian Government 
will, when ratifying the agreement, pass a law revoking all the anti-collaboration 
laws which they originally enacted to bring pressure to bear upon us. 

In the long run, however, Colonel Nasser and his friends will be judged largely, if 
not entirely, on how far they can deliver the goods .... 
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557 PREM 11/702, 1 Nov 19541 

[Final stages of the Anglo- Egyptian base negotiations and Egyptian 
reactions to the agreement]: inward despatch no 206 from 
F RH Murray to FO 

In his telegram No. 1566 Her Majesty's Ambassador reported that the Anglo
Egyptian Agreement for the establishment of a civilian-run base in the Suez Canal 
area had been signed at 10.26 p.m. on October 19. In the present despatch I have 
the honour to report on the final stages of the negotiations and Egyptian reactions to 
the agreement. The text of the agreement and the related documents and exchanges 
of letters are being sent separately. 

2. The formal negotiations began immediately after the signing of the heads of 
agreement on July 27, and from the beginning the Egyptian Delegation showed great 
anxiety to conclude the agreement as rapidly as possible. At one time it seemed 
possible that the negotiations might be concluded by the middle of September, but 
the Egyptians' desire for speed did not lead them to gloss over even the smallest 
point in their interest, and this estimate proved over-optimistic. By the end of the 
month, however, substantial progress had been made but a number of points were 
outstanding in which departments at home were materially interested and in regard 
to which it would have been extremely difficult to obtain decisions by telegraphic 
reference with the speed necessary for a final "package" negotiation. Accordingly the 
Parliamentary Under-Secretary for Foreign Affairs, Mr. Anthony Nutting, arrived in 
Cairo on September 28 to lead the delegation during what it was hoped would be the 
final stages of the negotiations. Further progress was made during the week 
following his arrival. Nevertheless, difficulties over the question of accommodation 
for the British contractors and their staffs prevented final agreement being reached 
without further consultation between Her Majesty's Government and the Federation 
of British Industries. Mr. Nutting therefore flew back to London on October 10 and 
returned to Cairo on October 15, bringing with him Sir John Duncanson, leader of 
the original survey team sent out by the Federation of British Industries to explore 
the possibility of setting up a civilian-run base. 

3. The end was now in sight. A hard-fought compromise was reached on the 
question of accommodation for the contractors at a meeting between Mr. Nutting, 
Her Majesty's Ambassador and the Egyptian Prime Minister, on the morning of 
October 17, and the Egyptian Government no doubt confident that final agreement 
on the remaining points of difference would be reached that night, went ahead with 
the preparation of "spontaneous" demonstrations for the evening of October 19. At 
the evening meeting, however, Mr. Nutting, finding that his willingness to 
compromise earlier in the day over the question of contractors' accommodation had 
evoked little flexibility from the Egyptian side, declined to budge on the outstanding 
points and the meeting broke up without further progress. These tactics paid 
handsome dividends. By the next evening the Egyptian Delegation were considerably 
chastened and obviously determined to reach agreement, even at considerable 
sacrifice to themselves, in time for signature to take place the following night. The 
outcome of the final bout was therefore very much in our favour. 

1 The despatch was not received until 3 Nov 1954. 
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4. At the Egyptian request signature was arranged for nine o'clock on Tuesday 
evening of October 19, but because of the delay of twenty-four hours in reaching final 
agreement it was clear that the technical arrangements could only be completed in 
time as the result of superhuman efforts by the Egyptian Ministry of Foreign Affairs. 
The Ministry, alas, proved all too human. By ten o'clock on Tuesday evening only the 
English text was ready. Demonstrators were, however, already thronging the streets 
and the arrangements were too far advanced to make further delay possible. The 
main documents were therefore rapidly assembled albeit in an incomplete form, and 
were available in time for signature to take place almost an hour and a half late. The 
final formalities were completed the following day. 

5. The ceremony of signature took place in the Pharaonic Hall of the Egyptian 
Parliament to which were invited all the Egyptian and British members of the 
negotiating teams. Two members of the Sudanese Council of Ministers and some 
Sudanese personalities who happened to be in Cairo, were also present. Local 
notables did not attend and were presumably not invited. The Rector of the Azhar 
University, however, presented himself at the hall immediately after the signature to 
congratulate the Egyptian Delegation. The ceremony itself was short, dignified, and 
well-organised but lacked, perhaps inevitably in view of the protracted length of the 
negotiations, the spontaneous enthusiasm which marked the initialing of the heads 
of agreement. . 

6. The 20th and 21st of October were public holidays. More demonstrations , 
shouting slogans in support of Lieutenant-Colonel Nasser and the Council for the 
Revolutionary Command, paraded through the Cairo streets, which were decorated 
with banners and illuminations. Similar celebrations took place in other Egyptian 
towns, but there was little general enthusiasm, and though the people enjoyed the 
holiday, they remained largely apathetic. Nevertheless, the increasing courtesy and 
co-operation shown by the Egyptian authorities towards this embassy since it 
became apparent that the negotiations would be successfully concluded, has been 
matched by the increased friendliness of private citizens towards British residents in 
Egypt. Many well-disposed Egyptians, who during the period of strained relations 
were unable to show their feelings , have lost no time in re-establishing contact with 
British friends and expressing their satisfaction. 

7. In the absence of any form of Parliament to which the agreement could be 
submitted for ratification, the regime were anxious to associate as many sections of 
the people as possible with their actions. The Egyptian Council of Ministers had 
formally approved the agreement on the morning of October 19 and had authorised 
Lieutenant-Colonel Nasser, Major-General Abdel Hakim Amer, Wing Commander 
Boghdadi, Major Salem and Dr. Fawzi to sign it on behalf of the Egyptian 
Government. The approval of the Council of State was secured on October 20, 
though this had no legal force whatsoever, and thereafter a succession of mass 
meetings took place in Cairo at which professional associations, trade unions and 
institutions such as AI Azhar pledged their support for the regime and for the 
Anglo-Egyptian Agreement. One rally of provincial delegations was held in the 
Chamber of Deputies and it was pointed out that while there was no formally 
constituted Parliament, the people of Egypt were a Parliament in themselves. 

8. Of the "old politicians," only Hussein Sirri, among former Prime Ministers, 
immediately congratulated Colonel Nasser. Aly Maher, although known to be 
generally satisfied with the agreement, was less prompt and conspicuous in making 
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this gesture, an indication, no doubt, of his disappointment at not playing an active 
part in the negotiations and more generally of his disapproval of the regime's 
internal policy. Abdel Salam Fahmy Goma'a, alone of Wafdist leaders, publicly 
supported the agreement. In general, the attitude of more responsible old regime 
politicians appears to be one of regret that a reasonable settlement has been reached 
with a Government so inimical to their interests, and to some extent one of self
reproach at their past failure to find a solution to the Anglo-Egyptian problem. In 
public they maintain a non-committal attitude. They do not consider that it is in 
their interests either to support the agreement, or to attack it-which many of them 
would have no scruples in doing, in spite of their belief in its fundamental soundness, 
if they thought that to do so would further their own ends. Criticism of the 
agreement is therefore largely confined to elements who are determined at all costs 
to spare no effort to bring the present regime down, i.e., the extremist wing of the 
Wafd, the Moslem Brotherhood and Communist organisations. As the press is 
Government controlled, their views can only be disseminated by oral propaganda and 
illegal pamphlets. A considerable number of pamphlets (including one entitled 
"General Neguib criticises the agreement") were in circulation during the period 
immediately before the signature of the agreement. Since the agreement was signed, 
none has come to our notice. It is significant, however, that on a few occasions 
articles have appeared in the press replying to criticisms of the agreement. Finally 
these extremists resorted to terrorism. 

9. On October 26 revolver shots were fired at Lieutenant-Colonel Nasser while he 
was addressing a mass meeting in Alexandria. Three persons near him were slightly 
hurt by splinters from shattered glass, but Lieutenant-Colonel Nasser himself 
remained unscathed. Four young men, said to be members of the Moslem 
Brotherhood, were arrested on the spot. It appears that the attempted assassination 
was directly inspired by the conclusion of the agreement, which a considerable 
section of the Moslem Brotherhood has consistently opposed. At all events, this was 
the first incident since the conclusion of the agreement which could be considered 
an act of open hostility to it. 

10. General Neguib faded further into obscurity in the course of the 
negotiations. He was at no stage associated with them, and the only mention which 
he received in the press in their connexion was inclusion in a list of former 
unsuccessful negotiators. In general his name appears in the press only in connexion 
with the most formal official functions, and it is clear that Lieutenant-Colonel Nasser 
has successfully relegated him to the strict confines of his position as 
"Constitutional" head of the State. Even this office is not, however, entirely denuded 
of power, and in particular it would appear that, whatever the precise legal 
requirements for ratification of the agreement in the present confused constitutional 
situation in Egypt, the President is expected in some way to be formally associated 
with its promulgation in this country. Lieutenant-Colonel Nasser admitted to Her 
Majesty's Ambassador that he was having difficulty in persuading the General to sign 
the necessary legislation. The General has not so far publicly endorsed the agreement 
and his attitude, like that of the opposition, is no doubt determined more by an 
appreciation of the potential political value to himself of his rivals ' vulnerability on 
the national issue than by any real objection to the terms of the agreement as such. 
The Prime Minister for his part argued that the agreement represented what the 
Council for the Revolutionary Command had prescribed for itself a year ago in a 
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document which General Neguib had signed: the only difference lay in the inclusion 
of Turkey in the reactivation clause. From his present withdrawn position it will not, 
however, be easy for Neguib to bring leverage to bear, and Colonel Nasser does not 
expect him to try to force the issue over ratification, or successfully to resist for long 
the Council for the Revolutionary Command's pressure on him to sign. 

11. It is notoriously unsafe to forecast events in Egypt, yet I think that the 
prospects for the future of the agreement are as good as we could reasonably expect. 
The present Government are ready to carry out their obligations and are capable of 
doing so. They are in firm control of the country and have apparently decided to take 
advantage of their improved position in the country following the successful 
conclusion of the negotiations to deal a heavy blow to their main opponents, the 
Moslem Brotherhood. Though the danger of assassination is obviously ever-present, 
unsuccessful attempts such as that on October 26 may serve to increase the hold of 
the regime on the country and to give Lieutenant-Colonel Nasser a measure of public 
appeal which he has hitherto lacked. The implementation of the agreement will 
undoubtedly involve many difficulties and great efforts will be necessary if a lasting 
improvement in Anglo-Egyptian relations is to be achieved. Nevertheless the outlook 
is on the whole encouraging. 

12. I am sending copies of this despatch to Her Majesty's Representatives at 
Paris, Washington, Beirut, Bagdad, Damascus, Jedda, Ankara, Amman, Tel Aviv, the 
Head of the Political Division of the British Middle East Office at Fayid, the United 
Kingdom Trade Commissioner at Khartoum and Her Majesty's Consul-General at 
Benghazi. 

558 FO 3711110788, no 68 2 Nov 1954 
[Middle East defence pact]: minute by J E Powell-Jones on the 
likelihood of Nuri securing the covering arrangements for Britain's 
continued enjoyment of defence facilities in Iraq 

This despatch1 and enclosed minutes add little of substance to our previous reports 
from Ankara (163 and /66) on Nuri Said's visit to Turkey. The following provisions in 
the conclusion to the agreed minute are of interest:-

(a) for Turco-Iraqi co-operation in bringing about the collaboration for defence of 
all the Arab States, Persia and Pakistan; 
(b) that particular attention is to be given to securing Egyptian membership of, or 
her participation in drawing up, such an arrangement; 
(c) that Turkey and Iraq will keep in touch about approaches to Syria, Persia and 
Pakistan; 
(d) Iraq's role in war should be to protect her own Eastern frontiers, guard the oil 
installations against air attack and provide transit for aid to Turkey. (This reflects 
Nuri 's old pre-occupation with avoiding any commitment to send troops outside Iraq). 

2. The arrangements here described involve no very definite commitment, and 
are of value chiefly in so far as they provide a basis of mutual confidence between 

1 From Sir J Bowker at Ankara, dated 26 October 1954. 
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Nuri and the Turks for joint progress towards a defence system. Unfortunately 
preliminary reports from Bagdad (167 and /69) show that the impression left by these 
talks on Nuri was unfavourable. He remains suspicious of Turkish aims and even 
professes to fear Turkish designs on Iraq territory. 

3. It therefore seems that, for all the Turkish Government's welcome 
determination to press ahead with a Middle East defence arrangement, the prospects 
of their successful co-operation with Nuri are not bright. One may wonder whether 
he will ever get beyond preliminary discussion and come to the point of taking some 
positive action, and hence whether the covering arrangement required for our 
continued enjoyment of defence facilities in Iraq will in fact materialise. It may be 
that, despite his brave words when he was in London, Nuri is unwilling to go ahead 
without Egypt. If there is not some more hopeful sign soon we may have to 
reconsider our policy of leaving him to make the running with Middle East States 
and not pressing for defence talks with Iraq meanwhile. We must first see whether 
the approaches to Syria, Persia, etc. provided for in the agreed minute in fact take 
place, and with what result. 

559 DEFE 5/55, COS(54)356 20 Nov 1954 
'Middle East war planning assumptions': copy of a letter from P H 
Dean1 to Lt-Gen N Brownjohn2 for COS on the dangers of disclosing 
details of British Middle Eastern defence planning to the Arab states 

We gather from B.D.C.C. (M.E.) telegram No. 967/CCL of September 8 and the Chiefs 
of Staff reply No. COS (ME) 90 of October 27 that the only reinforcements which the 
Middle Eastern theatre is likely to receive in the early stages of war are part of a 
commando brigade from Malta and later (very much later, I imagine) the South 
African Armoured Division; and we read paragraph 4 of 967/CCL, taken together with 
paragraph 6 of COS (ME) 90, as implying that we should be prepared to disclose 
something of these reinforcement plans to the Middle East States and Turkey. 

2. We believe that by disclosing the true position we shall risk losing the 
confidence of the Middle East states and Turkey in our ability to make a serious 
contribution to their defence; and it is evident from 967/CCL that the same thought 
has occurred to the B.D.C.C. (M.E.). It is true that we can argue that the nuclear 
bombardment of the Soviet Union by Allied strategic air forces will delay and greatly 
reduce the weight of the enemy attack. But we do not think that this argument alone 
will suffice to sustain the belief of the Middle Eastern peoples in British military 
power. They will regard our proposed peacetime garrison in the Middle East as too 
small to give them effective help for long against a Soviet attack; and if we allow 
them to know that it will not be substantially reinforced in the early phase of a global 
war they will suspect that it is our intention to hope for the best from the general 

1 PH Dean, assistant under-secretary of state, FO, supervising Permanent Under-Secretary's Dept and 
Security Dept. 
2 Lt-Gen N Brownjohn, chief staff officer, MOD. 
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effect of the strategic air bombardment and leave them to face the specific local 
threat, however much reduced, virtually alone. Co-operation with us on defence 
matters might thus appear to the Arabs to attract more dangers than it wards off, and 
even the Turks, though they would retain their fortitude, might well lose their 
respect for our contribution to their defence. 

3. Respect for British power is not only a main source of confidence in the 
Middle East during the cold war, it is also a guarantor of our important peacetime 
interests there. It may be maintained by the "effective semblance" of a small peace
time garrison, provided that the whole potential of Britain (the strategic reserve 
and our general strength) is seen to be behind that garrison; but we shall risk for
feiting it if the Middle East realises that the potential, though operative in peace
time, would not be brought to bear in the Middle East in global war. Even if the 
Middle East states were satisfied with our argument on strategic bombing-and as I 
have explained above, we do not think they would be-they could hardly fail to 
reflect that the greater weight of that bombing could be delivered by the 
Americans, not by us, and that the bombardment would be carried out whether 
they co-operated with us or not. They might well wonder whether our pretensions 
in the Middle East were matched by our intentions and our strength, or at any rate 
by that part of our strength which we proposed to devote specifically to their 
assistance. 

4. All this has led us to the conclusion that we should not at present risk 
anything which might shake the belief of the Middle Eastern peoples in our strength 
and our power to help them. We clearly cannot exaggerate the size of our peacetime 
forces (though we might be able to give an exaggerated impression of their 
effectiveness); nor do we think that there is any need to do so. But this makes it all 
the more important that we should conceal the nakedness of our reinforcement 
plans. We do not suggest that we should necessarily mount special deceptive 
operations to this end; but merely that it should be possible to discuss planning for 
the opening phase of a war without entering into details about reinforcements, but 
leaving the Middle Eastern states under the impression that reinforcements will be 
available, as they were in the last war. Our own planning would of course not assume 
these reinforcements, and we might admit to the Turks (but not to the Arabs) that 
the despatch of reinforcements would be precarious and that our plans were being 
kept flexible in case they were disrupted or delayed. 

5. We do not underate the difficulties of this concealment. It is neither desirable 
nor possible to practise it on the Americans, and it will not be easy, particularly since 
we have accepted an American proposal to discuss Middle East defence with them 
and the Turks, to withhold from the Turks what we have told the Americans. Again, I 
understand that our present evacuation plans for the Mediterranean and Middle East 
depend on returning troopships. If these plans have to be changed because there will 
be no troopships, the security of our reinforcement plans will be weakened. But in 
spite of these difficulties, and many others that will no doubt occur to you, we believe 
that the stakes are so high that the case for concealment should not be abandoned 
without the more careful consideration. 

6. I should be grateful if you would put this problem to the Chiefs of Staff and let 
me know what they think. 
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560 FO 3711113686, no 3 29 Nov 1954 
[Defence co-operation with Egypt]: minute by Sir I Kirkpatrick on the 
difficulties of satisfying Egyptian requirements 

[The arms to Egypt issue had been a running sore in Anglo-American-Egyptian relations 
since the start of the decade. The Egyptian need for arms for defence and to ensure the 
army's loyalty to the regime was to become increasingly evident, yet the British and the 
Americans had somehow to keep the Egyptians happy without upsetting the mil itary sta
tus quo in the Middle East which the British believed embodied Israeli military superior
ity over all the Arab states combined. There was room for some leeway, but it was feared 
that any significant supplies of arms to Egypt would lead to an Israeli attack in order to 
prevent their superiority from being undermined. The loss of military superiority would of 
course make Israel vulnerable to an Arab attack. The only solution, which in the autumn 
of 1954 was becoming increasingly urgent, was to bring the Arab-Israeli conflict to a peace
ful resolution. In early Oct Eden suggested to Du lies that a joint Anglo-American approach 
to the Arabs and the Israelis should be made and this was accepted by the Americans on 17 
Nov. The nature of the approach was to be worked out by the supervising under-secretary 
of the Middle East departments, Evelyn Shuckburgh, and Francis Russell of the State 
Department who had spent time in the US embassy in Tel Aviv.] 

But there is a basic difficulty about all this. Our help and advice in planning will be 
nugatory if there are no effective Egyptian forces. And there can be no effective 
forces , nor any good relations with Egypt, if we do not give them arms. But we have 
to refuse arms in order to maintain an Arab/Israeli balance and prevent an arms race. 

Until this dilemma is solved we can make no progress in improving 
Anglo-Egyptian relations or even in planning. 

561 FO 3711110788, no 84 9 Dec 1954 
[Northern tier defence arrangements]: minutes by J F Brewis, 
G E Millard and T E Bromley on Egyptian objections to Iraqi ideas on 
a defence pact 

The Egyptian decision to oppose any written agreement between Iraq and Turkey or 
Pakistan, creates a rather new situation. Hitherto Nuri Said understood that the 
Egyptians would have no objection to his going ahead with a defence arrangement 
between the Northern tier States, although they would be unable to participate until 
the British evacuation of the Canal Zone had been completed. Nuri has always taken 
the line that if Egypt was not prepared to discuss Middle East defence measures, Iraq 
would have to go ahead without her so as to ensure her security by means of 
arrangements with Turkey, Persia and possibly Pakistan (Cairo telegram No. 1296 of 
September 16). The Turkish Prime Minister is thinking of paying a visit to Bagdad in 
the near future, and in our telegram No. 829 of December 8 to Ankara, we authorised 
H.M. Ambassador to say to him that we hope it would be possible for Nuri to make 
progress towards setting up the political umbrella under which we should be able to 
secure revision of the Anglo-Iraqi Treaty. 

2. Despite what we now know to be the Egyptian attitude, I do not think we can 
deter Nuri from any disposition he may show to come to an agreement with Turkey. 
Subject to African Department's views, I do not see why this should put a strain on 
Anglo- Egyptian relations. 

J.F.B. 
9.12.54 
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I agree. 
2. The trouble is that by encouraging Iraq to pursue a policy independent of the 

rest of the Arab League we risk delaying the date when the Arab countries as a whole 
will participate in a Middle East defence organisation. But if we wait for Egypt, we 
may wait indefinitely. I do not therefore think that we should be deflected from our 
plans for the revision of the Anglo-lraqi Treaty by the Egyptian attitude. 

G.E.M. 
9.12.54 

Not I hope indefinitely. Nasser's thesis really is, I think, that Egypt's pace must be 
dictated by internal considerations. It is no good trying to hurry him. But I agree 
that it is not reasonable to hold everything up until the Egyptians are ready and able, 
as they no doubt desire to take the lead. 

T.E.B. 
9.12.54 

562 FO 3711108349, no 30 11 Dec 1954 
[Defence co-operation in the Middle East]: enclosure to inward 
despatch no 228 from F R H Murray to Mr Eden recording a 
conversation between CA E Shuckburgh and Egyptian leaders on 
defence links between Arab states and the western world 

Mr. Shuckburgh had two long discussions with Egyptian Ministers on December 11; 
the first for an hour with the Minister for Foreign Affairs, and the second for three 
hours over dinner in the Oriental Counsellor's house with the Prime Minister and 
Major Salah Salem. 

2. Israel 
The Egyptian Ministers differed considerably in their attitude to the problem of 
Israel. They were all sceptical, however, whether the moment for a settlement had 
yet come. For his part, Dr. Fawzi discussed in an apparently objective if not 
constructive spirit the possibility of a basis for negotiation being put forward by the 
Israeli Government, which should include the cession to Jordan of the Gaza strip and 
the Negev South of Beersheba as well as other frontier adjustments and he 
expounded in this connexion the Egyptian thesis of the necessity for a physical land 
contact between Egypt and the rest of the Arab world. He added that compensation 
for refugees was an essential part of any scheme, but that Egypt, recognising that full 
compensation to every refugee would ruin Israel and therefore offer no basis for 
agreement, would be prepared to agree to any compensation scheme from whatever 
source the necessary finance was forthcoming. 

3. Major Salah Salem was in a thoroughly disingenuous mood and asserted that 
no peace with Israel was possible, even if Israel accepted the United Nations 
resolutions of 194 7; that it would be tolerated neither by Egypt's Arab associates nor 
by her domestic public opinion; that the resumption of external trade by Israel would 
damage Egypt's commerce; and that in any case the Jews would never agree to 
surrender a square centimeter [sic] of land to Arab frontier property owners and that 
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therefore no basis of agreement meeting the pathetic needs of the refugees could 
ever be found. 

4. Colonel Carnal Abdel Nasser corrected his Minister of National Guidance and 
took a much calmer line. He denied that Egyptian public opinion could not stomach 
a settlement and asserted that if the moment ever came for one he would have the 
courage to take an initiative. He was entirely sceptical, however, of the Israelis 
putting forward a basis for negotiation which could provide a starting point for 
progress. He too insisted on the necessity for a land connexion-and not a mere 
corridor-between Egypt and the Arab world. 

5. Jordan 
A separate and somewhat startling point brought forward by Dr. Fawzi was an 
Egyptian objection-apparently in the name of Arab public opinion-to the 
continued employment of British officers and particularly General Glubb in the Arab 
Legion. His attitude appeared to indicate a disposition on the part of Egypt to 
organise a campaign against these officers and against the degree of control exercised 
by Her Majesty's Government over the expenditure of their subsidy to the Jordanian 
forces. His attitude was not echoed by his Prime Minister, although several 
opportunities occurred for him to take a similar line, and on the contrary he stated 
that it was not Egypt's intention to attempt to hound the United Kingdom out of the 
Middle East. 

6. Turco-Pakistan-Iraqi pact 
All three Ministers displayed unswerving hostility to Iraq entering into any formal 
Agreement with Turkey or Pakistan. They professed to regard such an Agreement as 
militarily unnecessary and useless-in that none of the states concerned would bring 
any material aid to the other in time of war-and in any case, largely because of the 
Israel problem and of Turkey's relations with Israel on the one hand and the West on 
the other, as unacceptable to public opinion in Iraq and in other Arab States as well; 
they pointed out that the Turco- Pakistani Pact had no practical results whatever and 
that it had antagonised opinion in Pakistan and played the Communist game there; 
they threw out broad hints that Saudi Arabian money would be used to intrigue 
against Nuri Said if he did proceed with the notion; they did not add, but possibly 
meant, that Egyptian money and propaganda would also be applied if necessary to 
the task. 

7. Defence relations with the west 
All three Ministers made it plain that Egyptian policy at present would be based on a 
conception of a build-up of the political and military strength of the Arab League and 
that links with the West should be limited to the indirect ones already existing in the 
form of our treaties with Egypt, Iraq and Jordan. They admitted and deplored the 
weakness of the Governments in power in Syria and the Lebanon and Jordan, but 
stated their wish and determination-in terms which suggested an intention to try 
to plot to some effect-to see strong Governments installed in those countries. They 
clearly had no conception of the implications of atomic warfare methods applied to a 
Russian threat against the Middle East, and were inclined to pooh-pooh the necessity 
for any British troops or air forces in the area at all, maintaining that British Forces 
could not be present in all theatres at once and that the defence of this one should 
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therefore rest on the forces of the Arab States built up to appropriate strength and 
efficiency. They looked forward to a revision of the Anglo-Iraqi Treaty on the lines of 
the Anglo-Egyptian Agreement of the 19th of October, but admitted under pressure 
from Mr. Shuckburgh that such a solution might be adapted to the peculiar needs of 
our military dispositions further north than the Suez Canal. As regards revision of 
our Treaty with Jordan, after an initial statement that no Arab State could ever invite 
British troops to enter its territory in peace time, which was duly countered by Mr. 
Shuckburgh, they became completely vague and confused. 

8. The two Ministers developed a complicated thesis to demonstrate that no 
move towards a formal relationship between the Arab States and the West could be 
contemplated. Major Salem argued that the West was identified in Arab minds with 
Israel which was a creation of the Balfour Declaration and United States support. 
Until the Israeli problem was solved, the peoples of the Arab States could not be 
brought to believe that any relationship with the West was in their-the Arabs-own 
interest. The Prime Minister continued this line of thought by urging that, until the 
"psychological battle" was won of persuading the Arab peoples that the fight against 
Communism in their midst, and precautions against Russian aggression from 
outside, were undertaken by their own Governments in their own interest, there 
could be no question of the Arab League calling the West into partnership, and any 
attempt so to do would be merely playing Communism's game. The most that could 
be countenanced was a continuation, with suitable undefined modifications, of our 
existing defence arrangements with Iraq and Jordan, together with informal 
consultations, plans and contacts such as those to which he had agreed with Lord 
Mountbatten. 

9. The Prime Minister then discussed his own "psychological battles" in Egypt. 
He said that he had now won the battle of the Agreement, and far quicker than he 
expected. He now faced a battle of confidence, and particularly confidence in Great 
Britain, which would extend over the whole of the twenty months period of the 
withdrawal of British troops from the Suez Canal Base Area. (This statement is 
consistent with his earlier assertions to Her Majesty's Ambassador and to the 
Minister of State that no formal steps in defence relationships between Egypt and the 
West would be possible until the withdrawal was complete). He also spoke of 
improving relations with Turkey, referred to his recent article on that subject, which, 
he remarked, could not have been published a year ago, and appeared to look forward 
to a slow rapprochement with some confidence and even pleasure. 

10. It was noteworthy that during the whole of this discussion Carnal Abdel 
Nasser spoke frequently of himself. "My policy ... ", "my battle ... ", "I shall have the 
courage when the time comes ... " etc. A considerable development seems to have 
taken place in him since his escape from assassination and his triumph over both 
General Naguib and the Moslem Brotherhood: he is more sure of himself, and 
perhaps over-confident and even a little inflated. The prospects of the re-introduction 
of Parliamentary institutions and party political life in Egypt seemed to recede as the 
evening wore on. 

11. The policy which the Egyptian Ministers advocated- and which reflects 
some of the basic ideas in Carnal Abdel Nasser's profession of faith in his book "The 
Philosophy of the Revolution"- showed contradictions which were the more glaring 
in that Major Salem had at the outset, in a private grumble to Mr. Murray, referred in 
the most disparaging terms to the Arab League Council meeting which was still 
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taking place. He spoke of the "antiquated gramophone records" put on by the 
representatives of various States, to the "bad relations" in the League, and the 
"hopeless politicians" of the "democratic" Arab regimes. Reading between the lines, 
the Egyptian Ministers' attitude appeared to be inspired at least in part by Egyptian 
ambition to continue to dominate the League, and in particular to use it, at least at 
this juncture, to prevent Iraq adopting a separate policy. 

563 DEFE 4/74, COS 133(54)3, annex 22 Dec 1954 
'Defence questions in the Middle East area': report by the JPS to the 
COS, 18 Dec 1954 (JP(54)101) 

[The JPS paper was subsequently modified and became COS(55)10, 7 Jan 1955 which is 
reproduced as 566.] 

Introduction 

1. The purpose of this brief is to examine Middle East defence questions in the 
light of developments since the Commonwealth Prime Ministers' meeting in 1951 
and the recent review of United Kingdom global strategy, and to present our strategic 
concept for the defence of the theatre. 

Likelihood and form of future war 
2. We consider that global war is unlikely in the next three or four years but we 

cannot discount the possibility of it breaking out through miscalculation. Should 
war come we appreciate that Russia's immediate aim must be the subjugation of 
Europe and we are in no doubt that nuclear weapons would be used by both sides. In 
view of the destructive power of these weapons we must be prepared for the main 
production areas in Europe to be put out of action in the opening days . We must, 
therefore, make every effort to prevent war and to this end must provide an obvious 
deterrent. The likelihood of war breaking out will be in proportion to the 
effectiveness of our preparations. If however war should occur, we must have 
sufficient forces in each theatre on the outbreak to hold the initial enemy onslaught 
until the internal destruction wrought in Russia and China by the Allied strategic air 
offensive undermines their will to continue the war. 

Strategic importance of the Middle East 
3. The strategic importance of the Middle East is well known and unchanged. We 

would however stress that to Africa in particular its importance lies in the fact that it 
is the land bridge by which a communist invasion of the continent would come, and 
is the only area in which an effective defence against this invasion could be mounted. 
Should communism gain a grip on the Middle East States and a foothold in North 
Africa in peace, the spread of Russian control, possibly as far south as the Union, 
would continue without the need for military operations. 

New factors affecting the Middle East since 1951 
4. The following new factors affect our strategic thought on the Middle East:-

(a) The hydrogen bomb . The problem of Middle East defence must henceforward 
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be viewed against the background of nuclear interdiction and strategic bombing 
which will, on the one hand greatly reduce the speed of advance and weight of the 
Russian attack but, on the other may seriously interfere with our mobilisation and 
reinforcement programmes. 
(b) The Anglo/Egyptian agreement. The signing of the Anglo/Egyptian Agreement 
has resulted in an increase of goodwill towards the United Kingdom and has 
improved the prospects of the eventual formation of a regional defence 
organisation. Militarily, it has enabled us to build up a strategic reserve in peace in 
the United Kingdom but the consequent dispersal of the remainder of the Middle 
East garrison throughout the theatre will make more difficult their concentration 
in war. 
(c) The Turco-Pakistan pact. The Turco-Pakistan Pact and Iraqi interest in 
preserving her own security are encouraging signs of the Middle East States' 
growing awareness of the communist threat and are an indication of the improved 
prospects for the formation of a regional defence organisation. 
(d) The admission of Turkey to NATO. The admission of Turkey to NATO and 
American aid to that country have resulted in improved security to our left flank 
and closer co-ordination of defence planning. 
(e) The emergence of China as a military power. The emergence of China as a 
military power and her aggressive policy in South East Asia almost certainly 
means that Australia and New Zealand must focus their attention on the Far East. 

Cold War problems in the Middle East 

The threat of communism 
5. Whilst there is no immediate threat to the Middle East, the danger lies in the 

possibility that internal dissension may pave the way for communism, which would 
spread and undermine the stability of the States one by one by infiltration and 
subversion. The capacity of the Middle East countries to resist this threat will depend 
on the degree to which this stability can be maintained. 

Arab/Israel conflict 
6. The greatest potential danger in the area comes from the bitter and deep

rooted conflict between the Arab states and Israel and in particular from the constant 
tension on the Jordan-Israel frontier. This conflict colours the whole outlook of the 
Arab States, prevents them fully appreciating the threat of communism and 
embarasses [sic] our policy in the theatre. Israeli aggression leading to expansion of 
their territory, would cause political upheaval throughout the area from which the 
communists would be quick to draw advantage. There is no easy solution to the 
frontier problem, but it is essential that we should take all practical political and 
military steps to prevent hostilities ever breaking out, particularly in view of the 
difficulties of meeting our Treaty obligation to Jordan after redeployment. 

Arab nationalism 
7. Our influence in the Middle East in peacetime and our preparations for a future 
war are prejudiced by the nationalist and parochial outlook of the Middle East States. 
The rising tide of nationalism makes them suspicious of the intentions of the West, 
and though the Governments of certain States would welcome our making military 
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preparations in their countries, they are largely prevented from doing so by having to 
pander to this nationalism. There are, however, grounds for hope that Anglophobia 
will decrease as a result of the Anglo/Egyptian Agreement. 

United Kingdom aims and policy 
8. Our aim in the theatre is to encourage the Middle East States themselves 

to take the initiative in drawing together, and our policy is therefore to maintain 
the stability of the countries concerned and convince them that we intend to 
honour our treaty obligations and defend the area in war. It has been appreciated 
that after redeployment our forces in the theatre, consisting of one armoured 
division and eight squadrons, will be the minimum necessary to achieve these 
ends. 

Global war strategy in the Middle East 

The threat 
9. We consider that although the Russians would be unwilling to open a major 

campaign in the Middle East until they had seen the result of the initial nuclear 
phase of the general war and of their land campaign in Western Europe, they will 
undertake advances with fast-moving light forces to exploit our weakness and seize 
the head of the Persian Gulf. 

10. Once they decide to commit themselves to a major campaign in the Middle 
East we appreciate that it will consist of a land attack with one thrust aimed at 
Turkey and the other at Persia and Iraq. This latter thrust will we think take the form 
of an advance through the Caucasus, the Caspian ports and Turkmenistan and 
develop along three main axes, directed initially against Mosul, Baghdad and Basra. 
The Russian objects in this campaign would be to deny the use of bases for the Allied 
strategic air offensive, to turn the right flank of NATO and to deny the use of Middle 
East oil to the Free World. 

United Kingdom strategy 
11. The natural defensive position, the holding of which would best fulfil our aims 
in the theatre, is the line of the Zagros mountain passes. The only practical 
alternative is a line in the Levant with a subsidiary position at the head of the Persian 
Gulf covering the oilfields. This position would fail, however, to meet the majority of 
our strategic aims and any suspicion on the part of the Middle East States that we 
proposed to hold so far to the rear would be fatal to our influence in the area. We aim 
therefore to hold the line of the Zagros mountain passes and believe that the effects 
of Allied nuclear interdiction will allow us to adopt this forward defensive policy 
provided:-

(a) A firm stand is made by Turkish forces operating on the left of this position. 
(b) Adequate forces are found for the defence of the head of the Persian Gulf. 
(c) The Arab countries assist in filling the gap between the Turkish border and the 
Persian Gulf by contributing forces to the defence of this area and by providing 
facilities in their territories to support the Allied L. of C. 
(d) The timely arrival of Commonwealth reinforcements can be assured. 
(e) Logistic support for all these forces is planned and built up in peacetime. 
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Availability of forces 
12. In global war the only forces which will be effective during the critical early 

stages will be those which are in the theatre and ready to fight. On the outbreak of 
war our forces in the Middle East will be small and must therefore be capable of rapid 
deployment to the vital area. We plan to reinforce the theatre from the United 
Kingdom but our ability to do so will depend on the degree of disruption at home 
though, should a period of tension be afforded us, we might be able to despatch 
reinforcements before the outbreak of war. We aim to increase the military 
effectiveness and readiness for war of the Arab armed forces and to integrate them in 
our defence plans. We also hope that those of Israel would co-operate with us in war. 

13. It is vital to the success of the campaign however, that Commonwealth 
reinforcements should arrive with the greatest possible speed, even if they are small 
initially, rather than that larger reinforcements should arrive too late. The only way 
of ensuring their availability at the outbreak of war would be for them to be stationed 
there in peace. We realize that this may not be politically possible. Their early arrival 
after D day will however demand that forces are maintained at a high degree of 
readiness in peace, and the necessary plans for their rapid deployment in a period of 
tension or in war had been previously concerted and exercised. It would greatly help 
if forces could periodically be attached to United Kingdom forces in the theatre for 
exercises. 

Logistics 
14. Our agreement with Egypt allows for reactivation of the Canal Zone Base in 

the event of an attack on Turkey or one of the Arab States, but it will take time. In 
view of the difficulty of the initial supply of our forward troops in war, the 
vulnerability of the Levant ports and the possibility that supply from the United 
Kingdom will be disrupted, stockpiles of stores and equipment for all forces likely to 
be employed in the theatre must be set up in peace. These stockpiles which will be 
expensive, must cater for our needs, those of the Arab States and initial 
Commonwealth reinforcements. We hope for Commonwealth assistance in this task. 
Alternative sources of supply must also be investigated for the subsequent 
maintenance of the forces and in this also we hope to count on Commonwealth 
assistance. It is realised that it will take some time for Commonwealth industry to 
convert from peace production to a war footing, and it is all the more important 
therefore that arrangements should be worked out in advance. 

Co-ordination with the United States 
15. Defence of the Middle East cannot be viewed in isolation from the Allied 

global war plan and overall understanding with the United States in matters of policy 
particularly regarding supply of equipment is of great importance. This we are 
hoping to achieve but our position would be greatly strengthened with the promise 
of Commonwealth co-operation. 

Summary 

16. In conformity with our primary aim of preventing global war our policy in 
the Middle East is to stabilise that area against communist infiltration, work towards 
the solution of the Arab/Israel conflict and increase the military effectiveness of the 
Arab countries. The planned use of nuclear weapons has completely altered the 
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picture of Middle East defence and has enhanced our chances of holding the enemy 
in this theatre. Success will however depend on our ability to deploy immediately in 
the forward areas which will require extensive logistic preparations in peace. 

So far as the Commonwealth is concerned we want their forces in the theatre in 
peace or at least available for immediate dep loyment on the outbreak of war. In 
addition we want their assistance in stockpiling and the development of alternative 
sources of supply for the subsequent maintenance of the theatre. 

564 DEFE 4/74, COS 133(54)3 22 Dec 1954 
[Middle East defence pact]: COS Committee minutes on the 
commitment of South African forces to a regional defence 
organisation [Extract] 

[The issue of the Commonwealth countries supplying forces for the defence of the Middle 
East had been discussed since the first emergency plan to defend the region in 1948 had 
revealed the inadequacies of Britain's provisions. The New Zealanders had agreed to 
provide forces in 1949 but the Australians were more cautious as there was a dispute 
within their government between those who loyally wanted to support British plans for 
Commonwealth defence and those who wanted to give priority to the defence needs of the 
Pacific and South-East Asian theatres. However in Dec 1951 the Australians agreed to 
provide two squadrons after June 1952 and South Africa 'earmarked' two squadrons for 
the Middle East. In Apr 1953 New Zealand confirmed that one squadron would be sent to 
the Middle East in Sept. By the end of 1953, doubts had grown in both of the antipodean 
dominions about Britain's ability to defend the Middle East, and these were combined 
with increasing concerns about the cold war in Asia and the defence of Malaya. The result 
was that the Australian squadrons based in Malta were withdrawn in Oct 1954, followed 
shortly after by the New Zealand squadron based in Cyprus . As a result the proposed 
South African contribution assumed greater importance. Talks were first held in the late 
summer of 1954 and resumed in Jan 1955, but the South Africans, who were much more 
concerned with African defence, were in no position to provide the squadrons or ground 
forces that were deemed necessary if the passes of north-eastern Iraq and the outer ring of 
the Zagros mountains were to be held (D Devereux, The formulation of British defence 
policy towards the Middle East 1948-56, (London 1990), pp 77 -97) .] 

. . . She might be more willing however to commit forces to the Middle East if we 
could assure her that it was agreed Anglo/American policy that the Middle East 
should be defended and that both countries were determined to work to that end. It 
was important that the defence of the Middle East should be viewed in the context of 
a general Allied air strategy. It was unlikely that large scale operations could be 
mounted against the Levant in the face of the Allied air offensive. 

Sir William Dickson said that there seemed to be a growing feeling in the 
Middle East States that a stigma attached to allowing British forces to be stationed 
in their territories. We should find increasing difficulty in arranging this. He sug
gested that this stigma might be removed if agreements were made collectively 
with some type of Defence Organisation covering the whole area. The more we 
could show that such an Organisation was likely, the greater chance there would 
be of South Africa committing forces to the area. The possibility of lessening ten
sion in the Middle East and of reaching an agreed policy for the area with the 
United States was now under urgent consideration and there should in due course 
be a chance of forming some type of Defence Organisation. The paper should 
therefore strike a more optimistic note. Some mention might also be made of the 
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fact that the fighting efficiency of the Arab forces would be greatly enhanced under 
Commonwealth leadership. 

Sir Rhoderick McGrigor said that some mention should be made in the paper, even 
if it was only a negative one, to the serious situation which would arise if Russia 
forced the Black Sea exits. 

Mr Shuckburgh (Foreign Office) said that as a result of his recent tour of the 
Middle East he believed that a settlement between Israel and the Arab States was the 
key to stability in the Middle East. So long as tension with Israel remained and so 
long as Arab public opinion was averse to increased co-operation with the West there 
was little chance of making any progress. It was generally considered in the Middle 
East that the Prime Minister of Iraq was out of touch with public opinion and too 
optimistic about the early formation of any Regional Organisation. It was particularly 
important that an agreed policy should be reached with the United States because at 
the moment they were anxious to press· ahead to set up a Regional Organisation. It 
would probably be best however, to concentrate on removing the present causes of 
this tension in the area before attempting to set up any such organisation. He 
suggested that some mention might be made in the paper of the parts that France 
and Persia might play in the defence of the Middle East. 

In discussion The Committee agreed that:-

( a) the brief should be in a form suitable for handing to Commonwealth Prime 
Ministers and should be directed principally at South Africa and Pakistan. 
(b) The brief should take account of a follow on from their Memorandum on 
United Kingdom Strategic Intentions. It must be remembered, however, that 
Pakistan would not receive the latter. 

565 FO 371/108411, no 11 23 Dec 1954 
'Economic aid for Egypt': memorandum by G E Millard on whether 
the time was appropriate for aid in the form of additional sterling 
releases to be given 

The Egyptian Ambassador raised this question with Sir Ivone Kirkpatrick on 
November 4, and said that the Minister of State had suggested in Cairo that Her 
Majesty's Government might now be prepared to give economic aid to Egypt. 

2. As will be seen from the Submission at Flag B, 1 Mr. Nutting did not in fact 
suggest anything of the kind. But the question has been considered here by the 
departments concerned, who have produced an agreed inter-departmental paper. 
This paper has been referred to Cairo for their comments, and Mr. Murray has replied 
that he is in general agreement with it and with its recommendation. The 
recommendation is that, if economic aid is to be given to Egypt on political grounds, 
it should be in the form of additional sterling releases, linked to the Egyptian 
Government's development programme. 

3. The Department are however rather doubtful whether this is the right 
moment to put forward to the Treasury a proposal for such aid. 

1 Not printed. 
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The case for it rests on the following political arguments:-

(a) That the expectations of the Egyptians have been raised. Although there is no 
justification for this, the Egyptians have evidently all along been expecting that the 
conclusion of an Anglo-Egyptian agreement on the Canal Zone would be followed 
by economic aid. Now that the agreement has been signed, it is important to 
prevent disillusionment setting in by showing the Egyptians that the agreement 
has brought them some concrete benefits. We shall not obtain the full benefit of 
the policy of withdrawal from Egypt unless it is accompanied by an attempt to 
secure a new political relationship with Egypt. 
(b) The Egyptians cannot be relied upon to implement the agreement faithfully 
unless it is made profitable for them to do so. Moreover, now that agreement 
has been reached with the present military regime, it is in our interest to keep 
them in power. The regime will not be secure unless it can provide economic 
benefits for the people. The mere maintenance of the present standard of living 
requires a proper development programme, but there has so far been little sign 
of this. Economic aid, linked to development, should help them to make such a 
plan. 
(c) In addition, economic aid might be quite a useful card for us to have to play in 
the Arab-Israel dispute, though its value would be small in comparison with what 
the Americans can offer. 

4. There are a good many arguments on the other side. 

(a) The studies which have been made here seem to show that Egypt could finance 
her own development programme, unless she decided at the same time to 
undertake a programme of rearmament. Economic aid would therefore be, in a 
sense, a contribution towards Egyptian rearmament; and this might not be 
consistent with our policy of securing a reduction in tension between Egypt and 
Israel, though a gesture on the economic side would do something to offset our 
necessary reluctance to supply arms. 
(b) The Treasury made the point when the subject was last raised with them, 
that it would be inappropriate to consider economic aid until we knew what sort 
of financial settlement was going to come out of the Anglo-Egyptian negotia
tions. If the Egyptians were going to drive a hard bargain it would be unreason
able to give them aid. We now know the terms of the settlement, and the 
Treasury are certainly inclined to consider it a hard bargain. It is doubtful 
whether they would willingly respond to a request for aid to Egypt, and it is a 
pity to waste our credit with them when we have so many other needs for money 
in the Middle East. 
(c) The form which it is suggested that our aid should take is not of a kind to have 
much immediate impact on the Egyptian public. It is doubtful whether it would be 
sufficient to prevent disillusionment. The evidence seems to show that Egyptian 
development is at present held up not by shortage of foreign exchange, but by the 
limitations of internal finance. The release of sterling balances would not, 
therefore, do much to help. 
{d) There is not much to show that further releases of sterling would help 
Anglo-Egyptian trade, which does not seem to be hampered at present by a 
shortage of sterling. 
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(e) Finally, the political value of a gesture on the lines agreed inter
departmentally would be doubtful, as the Egyptians would dislike conditions being 
attached to aid. 

5. For all these reasons our case does not seem at present to be very strong, and 
the Department therefore think it would be best not to pursue it with the Treasury at 
present. It may be worth looking at the matter again after the visit of the United 
Kingdom Trade Mission to Cairo next February. 

6. Meanwhile, the Egyptian Ambassador has received no reply. As he has not 
returned to the subject, it might be best not to raise it with him unless we have 
something to offer. 

566 DEFE 5/56, COS(55)10 7 Jan 1955 
'Defence questions in the Middle East area': COS Committee 
memorandum revising JP(54)10P 

Introduction 
The purpose of this paper is to examine Middle East defence questions in the light of 
developments since the Commonwealth Prime Ministers' meeting in 1951 and 
current United Kingdom defence policy, and to present our strategic concept for the 
defence of the theatre. 

2. It is most probable that the present state of cold war, possibly under even 
graver conditions, will continue for a long time with periods of greater or less 
tension. Provided the non-Communist Powers maintain their unity and continue to 
increase their military strength and preparedness, we consider that Russia is unlikely 
to provoke war deliberately. There is, however, always a danger of war breaking out 
as a result of miscalculation or accident. 

3. We believe that if, despite the deterrent effect of nuclear weapons, global war 
should break out, the use of such weapons would become general. The basis of 
United Kingdom strategy in war must, therefore, be to overcome by nuclear 
bombardment, in collaboration with the Commonwealth, the United States and our 
other Allies the enemy's offensive capacity and will to resist. It is also essential to 
preserve the integrity of our world wide sea communications. In the Middle East and 
Far East the object should be to hold the initial enemy onslaught until the internal 
destruction wrought in Russia and China disrupts their war potential and 
undermines their will to continue the war. 

The importance of the Middle East 
4. The strategic importance of the Middle East lies in it being the focal point of 

Commonwealth land, sea and air communications between Europe, Asia, Africa and 
the Far East; it being a suitable area from which to mount air attacks against Russia 
in war; its expanding oil resources; its position on the right flank of Turkey and 
therefore of North Atlantic Treaty Organisation and the added fact that Turkey is the 
guardian of the Black Sea exits; and finally because of the importance of preventing 
Russia from gaining an outlet to the Indian Ocean through the Persian Gulf. To the 

1 See 563 . 
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United Kingdom its importance lies also in our long established commercial 
interests. We must also take into account our treaty obligations to certain States 
such as Iraq, Jordan and Libya. To Africa the land mass between Egypt and the 
Caucasus, provided it remains politically stable, forms a buffer to the spread of 
communism. We are convinced that the defence of the African continent can only be 
successfully undertaken in the Middle East; if the Middle East were lost the whole 
continent would be in jeopardy. To the South Asian Commonwealth countries the 
successful defence of the area is also of particular importance to secure their major 
source of oil and to safeguard their communications from interruption by sea and 
a1r. 

New factors affecting the Middle East since 1951 
5. The following new factors affect our strategic thought on the Middle East. 

(a) Nuclear weapons. - The problem of Middle East defence must henceforward 
be viewed against the background of Allied nuclear attack on Russia and 
specifically on Caucasian targets. This will greatly reduce the immediate threat to 
Iraq and the Levant. On the other hand, Russian nuclear attack on the United 
Kingdom will delay our mobilisation and reinforcement programmes. 
(b) Russian sea power. - The emergence of Russia as a first-class naval Power has 
increased the threat to our world-wide sea communications. 
(c) The Anglo-Egyptian agreement.-The signing of the Anglo-Egyptian 
Agreement has eliminated a major source of friction and has improved the 
prospects of the eventual formation of a regional defence organisation. Militarily it 
is enabling us to build up an Army strategic reserve in peace. 
(d) The Turco-Pakistan pact.-In concluding the Turco-Pakistan Pact, the two 
signatories have shown their awareness of the Communist threat. It has 
stimulated the interest of other countries, especially Iraq, in the preservation of 
their own security and to this extent has improved the prospects for the formation 
of a regional defence organisation. 
(e) The admission of Turkey to NA.T.O.-The admission of Turkey to N.A.T.O. 
and American aid to that country have resulted in improved security to our left 
flank and closer co-ordination of defence planning. 
(f) The emergence of China as a military power.-The emergence of China as a 
military Power and her aggressive policy in South-East Asia means that Australia 
and New Zealand must now focus their attention on the Far East. 

6. The threat of communism. - The immediate danger in the Middle East lies in 
the possibility that internal dissension may pave the way for communism which 
would undermine the stability of the States one by one through infiltration and 
subversion. The capacity of the Middle East to resist this threat will depend upon the 
maintenance of stability within and the degree of co-ordination achieved between the 
various States. 

Arab nationalism 
7. Our influence in the Middle East in peacetime and our preparations for a 

future war are prejudiced by the contradictions in outlook of the Middle East States. 
The bitter and deep-rooted conflict between the Arab States and Israel is the greatest 
barrier to the cohesion and stability of the Middle East, and is thus its greatest 
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weakness. The rising tide of nationalism in the Arab States makes them suspicious of 
the intentions of the West, and though the Governments of certain States would 
welcome our making military preparations in their countries, they are largely 
prevented from doing so because of Nationalist public opinion. Against this must be 
set, however, the signing of the Anglo-Egyptian Agreement which has resulted in an 
improved political atmosphere in the area, the Turco-Pakistan Pact and Iraq's 
initiative in trying to draw together the Arab States. All of these give ground for hope 
that some form of regional defence system may eventually become possible. 

United Kingdom aims and policy 
8. Our aim in the theatre is to encourage the Middle East States themselves to 

take the initiative in drawing together, and our policy is therefore to maintain the 
stability of the countries concerned and convince them that we intend to honour our 
treaty obligations. It has been appreciated that our peacetime forces in the theatre, 
which after redeployment will consist of the Mediterranean Fleet, the Persian Gulf 
Squadron, one armoured division and eight squadrons of aircraft, will be the 
minimum necessary to achieve these ends in peace. These forces will be backed up by 
the Army Strategic Reserve, by R.A.F. fighter and bomber squadrons from the United 
Kingdom and Germany and by naval reinforcements . 

Global war strategy in the Middle East 

The threat 
9. We believe that West Turkey and Grecian Thrace are among the Strategic 

areas which the Soviet leaders would plan to occupy as soon as possible after the 
outbreak of war. The strategic aim of this move would be to gain control of the 
Bosphorus and Dardanelles so that the powerful Russian Black Sea Fleet could 
contest allied maritime control of the Eastern Mediterranean. They would also plan 
to occupy the Levant and the Persian Gulf areas in order to deny the use of bases for 
the Allied Strategic Air Offensive, to turn the right flank of N.A.T.O. , to deny the use 
of Middle East oil to the Free World and to obtain a sea outlet to the Indian Ocean. 
Soviet plans for this Middle East campaign are likely to take the form of an advance 
from the Caucasus, the Caspian ports and Turkmenistan, developing along the three 
main axes directed initially against Mosul, Baghdad and Basrah. 

10. While the Russians have adequate forces to spare for the Middle East 
campaign, developments in nuclear warfare could cause such heavy casualties and 
disorganisation to the mounting and launching of their offensive as to ensure a 
major disruption of their plan. We must expect, nevertheless, that the Russians will 
do their utmost to move down all the forces they can to occupy these areas, but we 
may assume that initially this movement will be cautious and may not be well 
organised. 

Our strategy 
11. The entry of Turkey into N.A.T.O. and the assumption of strategic 

responsibility for Western Turkey and Greece by Supreme Allied Commander, 
Europe, enables the Commonwealth forces committed to the Middle East to devote 
their attention to the Russian advance southwards through Persia, and there is no 
doubt that, if every country concerned co-operates, we can meet this smaller threat 
and adopt a forward strategy. The natural defensive position, the holding of which 
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would best fulfil our aims in the theatre, is the Zagros mountain passes. The only 
practical alternative is in the Levant with a subsidiary position at the head of the 
Persian Gulf covering the oilfields. This position would fail , however, to meet the 
majority of our strategic aims and any suspicion on the part of the Middle East States 
that we proposed to hold so far to the rear would be fatal to our influence in the area. 

12. We aim, therefore, to hold the Zagros mountain passes and believe that the 
effects of Allied nuclear attacks will allow us to adopt this forward defensive policy 
provided:-

(a) A firm stand is made by Turkish forces operating on the left of this position. 
(b) Adequate forces are found for the defence of the head of the Persian Gulf. 
(c) The Arab countries and Persia assist in filling the gap between the Turkish 
border and the Persian Gulf by contributing forces to the defence of this area and 
by providing facilities in their territories to support the allied L. of C. 
(d) The early arrival of Commonwealth reinforcements can be assured. 
(e) Logistic support for all these forces is planned and built up in peacetime. 

Availability of United Kingdom and Arab forces 
13. In global war the only forces which will be effective during the critical early 

stages will be those which are in the theatre and ready to fight. On the outbreak of 
war our forces in the Middle East will be small but will be well trained and equipped 
and highly mobile. It still remains to complete the necessary plans for their rapid 
deployment to the forward battle area. We intend to reinforce the theatre but the 
time of arrival and size of those reinforcements will depend on the degree of 
disruption at home and the progress of the war elsewhere. Should there be a period 
of warning, however, we would hope to despatch certain reinforcements before the 
outbreak of war. We aim to increase the military potential and state of readiness of 
the Arab and Persian armed forces and to enhance their effectiveness in war. We also 
hope that the Israeli forces would co-operate with us in war. We believe that adequate 
ground forces can be found from the area to meet the Russian advance, reduced as it 
will be by Allied nuclear attacks, always provided that plans are properly co-ordinated 
beforehand under British leadership and an effective command organisation is 
maintained in peacetime. 

Commonwealth reinforcements 
14. It is vital to the success of the campaign however, that reinforcements from 

the Commonwealth countries concerned should arrive with the greatest possible 
speed; it would be better for them to be small but in time rather than large but late. 
The best way of ensuring their availability at the outbreak of war would be for them 
to be stationed there in peace. We realise that this may not be politically possible. It 
would greatly help if forces could periodically be attached to United Kingdom forces 
in the theatre for exercises. The early arrival of reinforcements will depend on their 
being maintained at a high degree of readiness in peace, and the necessary plans for 
their rapid deployment in a period of warning or in war having been previously 
concerted and exercised. 

15. We hope that in the very early days of a war a South African task force will 
arrive in the Middle East together with some South African DF/GA squadrons and 
that the necessary joint transportation arrangement to this end can be made 
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beforehand. We would also hope to have an immediate contribution from the 
Federation of Rhodesia and Nyasaland. In addition the early despatch of a Pakistan 
Expeditionary Force, however small, to the head of the Persian Gulf to co-operate 
with the Iraqis would be invaluable. 

Command 
16. The Middle East is traditionally accustomed to British leadership in war and 

we consider it essential for effective action that all forces in the area should come 
under British overall command. Commonwealth representation will be required on 
the command staffs. The United Kingdom would welcome the earliest opportunity of 
detailed discussion of these plans with the other Commonwealth countries 
concerned. 

Logistics 
17. Our agreement with Egypt allows for reactivation of the Canal Zone Base in 

the event of an attack on Turkey or one of the Arab States, but this reactivation will 
take time. In view of the difficulty of supply under conditions of modern war 
stockpiles of stores and equipment for United Kingdom, Commonwealth and Arab 
forces likely to be employed in the theatre must be set up in peace. The United 
Kingdom possesses the only repair and maintenance organisation for military 
equipment in the Middle East. Therefore, from the logistic point of view, in order to 
get maximum value from our combined resources, all forces likely to be deployed 
there should be so equipped as to be able to take full advantage of these facilities . A 
common policy on the supply of equipment to the area is being sought with the 
United States on this basis. 

Summary 

18. In conformity with our primary aim of preventing global war our policy in 
the Middle East is to stabilise that area against Communist infiltration, work towards 
the solution of the Arab/Israel conflict and increase the military effectiveness of the 
Arab countries. The planned use of nuclear weapons has altered the picture of Middle 
East defence and, provided that the Middle East States and the Commonwealth make 
the maximum effort, that these efforts are fully co-ordinated and a functioning 
command organisation is maintained on an effective basis in peacetime, we see no 
reasons why we should not stabilise the area in the cold war and hold it in a hot one. 
But it will mean the maximum co-ordinated effort of all concerned and time presses. 

For this reason we count on the Commonwealth to have forces available for imme
diate deployment on the outbreak of war. Above all, an agreed Commonwealth and 
United States political and strategic policy covering the Middle East is urgently needed. 

567 FO 371/115485, no 54 8 Jan 1955 
[Middle East defence arrangements]: letter from R W J Hooper 
(Baghdad) to CA E Shuckburgh on Iraqi ideas on defence 

Your letter V 1073/84 of December 24 asks various questions about the Iraqi Prime 
Minister's ideas on defence in the light of overt Egyptian opposition to any formal 
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agreement outside the aegis of the Arab League. I hope you will excuse me if I answer 
these questions in itemized fashion:-

(a) You ask whether Nuri will continue in his idea of developing a grouping with 
Turkey, Syria, Persia and Pakistan despite the fact that the Egyptians have 
definitely come out against it? You will now have seen my telegram number 9 of 
January 5, which shows that Nuri Pasha's idea is to make the talks with the 
Turkish Prime Minister purely exploratory and thereafter to have talks with 
ourselves and the Americans on the outline of a regional defence agreement. It 
therefore seems, though he did not specifically say so, that he is prepared to go 
forward slowly despite apparent Egyptian opposition, basing himself on Articles 51 
and 52 of the United Nations Charter. Probably he feels that if he clings firmly 
enough to these two articles he will expose himself less to attacks by the Egyptian 
Government inasmuch as it will be difficult for the Egyptians as members of the 
United Nations to criticise too violently an agreement based on the United Nations 
Charter, even though it means that Iraq is departing to some extent from (or as 
Nuri would doubtless put it "developing beyond") the idea of the Arab League 
Collective Security Pact. It is, of course, his idea to carry the other Arab countries 
with him eventually but for the moment he seems content to move slowly. As you 
see, the date in February or March of which he has recently spoken so much, is 
rather the beginning of the process of negotiation than its end, since it is only then 
that he intends to put his general ideas to the Iraqi Parliament and seek, if 
possible, for their blanket approval of them. We cannot at the moment think 
further ahead than this because obviously much will depend on what Nuri and the 
Turkish Prime Minister agree with each other. I doubt, however, whether Nuri 
would consider it worthwhile doing very much with the Turks beyond, perhaps, a 
measure of military rapprochement such as exchanges of staff officers, courses and 
low level talks. He has specifically said that he does not intend to make a formal 
military agreement and, indeed, I doubt whether he would ever try to make one 
unless he were assured of Syria, since lateral movement between Turkey and Iraq 
is almost impossible without the acquiescence of Syria and, as we see it from here, 
Syria is unlikely to acquiesce in the absence of Egyptian and Saudi approval. 
(b) You ask for the Iraqi Foreign Minister's version of what the Egyptian Foreign 
Minister said to him. Unfortunately, Musa Shabandar has been in bed (I think 
genuinely, rather than diplomatically!) since he returned from Syria and I have 
been unable to see him. There is a strong rumour that he wishes to give up the 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs and that Dr. Jamali may take his place. 
(c) I agree with you that the Egyptians are not only not ready to make any move 
forward themselves but disapprove of Iraq doing so. Subject to the views of Cairo 
however I would not entirely endorse the wording of your second sentence, 
namely "The Egyptians take the line that it would be straining Arab opinion too 
far". Rather, I think it is a line that the Egyptians are putting out in the hope that 
Arab opinion will endorse it. The object of the Egyptians seems, as Cairo have 
pointed out, to be to fight a delaying action to prevent the Iraqis taking any 
initiative. If in fact the Iraqis were to take the initiative, it is difficult to see what 
the Egyptians could do about it. They might, of course, get Iraq condemned in the 
Arab League and could count on the Saudis and the Syrians to support them; but I 
doubt whether there would be much point in their doing this since it would 
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merely disrupt the League and with it shake Egypt's acknowledged position as 
leader of all the Arab countries. The Egyptian attitude as seen from here appears to 
be that of the dog-in-the-manger but Nuri may well not feel strong enough vis-a
vis the Pan-Arab elements in Iraq to call their bluff by going outside the Arab 
League either by agreements with Turkey or with us. 
(d) You ask what we would do if, as a result of delays, there were no "umbrella" 
under which to secure the facilities we need in Iraq? You will have seen from my 
telegram referred to above that we are likely to have a chance to talk about this to 
the Iraqi Prime Minister after the Turkish Prime Minister has left. Apart from that, 
I would suggest that it might be worth your and Levant Department's while having 
another look at our despatch No. 172 of October 27, 1953, which still represents our 
views on an ideal solution and is still, despite the Anglo-Egyptian Agreement, per
tinent. In comment on that despatch I would say that we have now had a chance of 
seeing some of the Agreements for the stationing of American troops in Europe, 
etc., (see Falla's letter No. V 1073/85 of December 8, to which we are replying sep
arately) and they do not appear very helpful. The existence of the Anglo-Egyptian 
Agreement would certainly make it easier for us to negotiate an Agreement with the 
Iraqis on similar lines although we should, in view of Iraq's more exposed position, 
need greater facilities here than those envisaged for us under Article 4 of the 
Anglo-Egyptian Agreement. These would include the permanent stationing of 
R.A.F. squadrons in Iraq, pre-stocking, and any further desiderata that the Joint 
Staff Committee consider essential. Such desiderata would not of course be 
included in the actual Agreement but might be part of a separate military agree
ment or exchange of letters. The actual Anglo-lraqi Agreement would presumably 
have to conform as closely as possible to the lines of the Anglo-Egyptian Agreement 
in order to make it acceptable to Iraqi amour-propre. Failing an agreement on the 
lines of the Anglo-Egyptian Agreement, we might adopt the course recommended 
in our despatch No. 172 of October 7, 1953, namely start military discussions with 
the Iraqis to educate them in the facts of life with a view to reaching some military 
understanding, leaving to a later stage the actual form of the political cover for it. 
The United Nations Charter would certainly have to figure as the basis for that polit
ical cover. If Nuri's ideas about the regional grouping appear to be long delayed in 
taking shape, there may well be advantage in our taking the initiative by telling the 
Iraqis that we are prepared to hand over the bases to Iraq and starting our military 
talks from there-I doubt whether it would be wise to forfeit goodwill by trying to 
use the bases as a bargaining counter. If we delay too long the treaty will be nearer 
to running out and we may feel ourselves uncomfortably pressed for time in nego
tiating any arrangement to replace it; the Iraqis on the other hand may purposely 
drag their feet. Again, Nuri Pasha will be two years older in 1957 and probably less 
in control of affairs, if indeed he is on the scene at all. 

2. One thing we would have to be very careful about is that the Americans play 
straight with us and do not attempt to curry favour at our expense by adopting a 
"holier-than-thou" attitude about imperialism. They seem to have behaved better in 
this respect over Cyprus than they did over Egypt or Persia, so there may be hope. We 
are the power principally responsible for the defence of the Middle East. If the 
Americans accept this (and if they don't, let them take the job on themselves) then we 
must be given facilities here as the principal representatives on the spot of the Western 
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defence system: and both Washington and, more important, the American officials 
here, must help us to make the Iraqis realise that their safety depends on this. However 
much their anti-colonial prejudices may make them wish it were otherwise, it is no 
use the Americans thinking that Iraq could defend itself against the Russians even in 
conjunction with American-equipped and instructed forces from Pakistan and Turkey. 
I say this because it seems to us that we and the Americans, when we talk of Middle 
East defence, seem to be envisaging two different things. We look on a regional defence 
pact as a screen or umbrella for the deployment of Commonwealth (and perhaps ulti
mately United States) forces in the area. The Americans appear to look on a regional 
grouping as an end in itself. They would probably be much more content than we with 
a paper agreement between, say, Iraq, Turkey and Pakistan, which would give them a 
good excuse for asking Congress for more aid for the countries concerned but which 
would do nothing to put real "teeth" into the defence of the area. We must make it 
clear to the Americans that such an agreement, though a useful first step, is nowhere 
near enough, and that the object of encouraging such an agreement, which must 
never be lost sight of, is to make the agreement a step towards obtaining facilities for 
our own and ultimately their forces in the area. One major snag about relying on the 
Turks to defend Iraq is that the Iraqis are deeply suspicious (not without some reason) 
of Turkish irredentism. They would probably drag their feet over any proposal involv
ing inviting the Turkish forces into Iraq, since once in, they might never go away 
again. Even we or the Americans would be better than that! To sit back and rely on the 
efficacy of a paper agreement between Iraq and her neighbours would be to court dis
aster in the event of a real war. 

3. A final point. Nuri and others (in particular Fadhil Jamali) have often talked 
airily of an "informal arrangement" with us to succeed the treaty. The idea is, of 
course, to dodge difficulties with Parliament and public opinion. There is everything 
to be said for not exposing our arrangements with the Iraq Government-and in 
particular the detailed military arrangements-to irresponsible criticism from 
politicians and journalists who merely want to build themselves up as great patriots: 
but there must be something committed to paper, as, if a friendly government is 
succeeded by a neutralist or hostile one, it would otherwise be too easy for the latter 
to evade its obligations. 

4. I am sending copies of this letter to Ankara, Cairo, the British Middle East 
Office, Beirut, Jedda, Damascus, Amman, Tel Aviv, Washington, Paris and the Air 
Officer Commanding (Iraq). 

568 FO 371/115484, no 26 11 Jan 1955 
[Northern tier defence arrangements]: minute by CA E Shuckburgh 
on the difference of emphasis between the British and American 
approaches 

Mr. Evan Wilson1 of the U.S. Embassy called this evening and said he had a 
communication to make from the State Department about British policy towards 
Middle East defence pacts. 

1 Evan Wilson, first secretary in the London embassy. 
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2. The Embassy had reported, as a result of conversations with department 
and me, that the Foreign Office, while still keen on the "indigenous approach" 
towards a Middle East defence pact, had been impressed. by Egyptian opposi
tion to any early pact and thought it unwise to press Iraq too hard in the 
matter. 

3. The State Department had now replied that they are concerned that H.M.G.'s 
thinking on the Northern tier concept (i.e. Iraq joining the Turkish/Pakistan Pact) 
is not so positive as it was last autumn. They still think that the Northern tier is the 
most realistic basis for Middle East defence and they are surprised that the Foreign 
Office is now less enthusiastic about it. The United States has no desire to see a 
worsening of relations between Egypt and Iraq, or between Egypt and the West. 
They do not think, however, that either of these things is likely to occur as a result 
of Iraq joining the Northern tier. Iraqi relations with Egypt are already very bad and 
there is no prospect of an improvement. Moreover, even if such action by Iraq 
should result in a break-up of the Arab League, the State Department suggest that 
the Northern tier would provide an alternative centre of attraction round which the 
Arab States might group themselves and this would not in their opinion be a bad 
thing. 

4. I said that this was obviously an important communication to which I 
would not attempt to reply off-the-cuff. I did however wish to clear up some 
misunderstanding. It seemed from Mr. Wilson's remarks that the U.S. 
Government thought we had been positively discouraging the Turks, and per
haps also the Iraqis, from going ahead with the Northern tier. This was the 
reverse of the case. I read to Mr Wilson the relative passages from our instruc
tions to Bagdad and Ankara which showed that, although our approach was 
more cautious than that of the United States and we did not wish to put pres
sure on Iraq, we were nevertheless encouraging any move Iraq might make. I 
also read him paragraph 2(iv) of Bagdad telegram No. 18 which shows Mr 
Hooper in Bagdad as giving the Turks arguments to use with Nuri in favour of 
his making a forward move. 

5. The fact remains, however, that there is a difference of emphasis between the 
U.S. and ourselves in this. They are vigorously pressing forward the Northern tier 
idea whereas we are not entirely convinced that this is wise having regard to 
Egyptian objections and the extreme instability of Arab opinion generally. It is not 
unnatural that our attitude should have slightly changed in the last year since during 
that time we have made our Treaty with Egypt and the Nasser Government has 
moved in the direction of co-operation with the West. No Middle East defence 
arrangement is likely to have much value unless it enjoys Egyptian support or 
participation, and we must therefore take account of Egyptian views as to how it 
should be organized. My own view is that these considerations justify our caution. 
On the other hand, if Nuri does join the Northern tier, it may well be that the 
Egyptians will change their attitude in order not to be left behind in the queue for 
Western defence aid. In other words , if the American policy succeeds, it may be a 
great success but I think it is risky and may well fail. We must avoid being blamed for 
its failure . 
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569 FO 3711115484, no 10 12 Jan 1955 
'Middle East defence': inward telegram no 69 from Sir R Makins to FO 
on American concerns that Britain was not going to press Iraq to 
align itself with Turkey and Pakistan 

State Department told a member of my staff yesterday that they were disturbed by a 
telegram they had received from the United States Embassy in London, from which it 
appeared that Mr Hooper had been instructed to tell the Iraq Government that, while 
we favoured the establishment of a defence organisation in the Middle East, we were 
not disposed at present to press Iraq to align herself with Turkey and Pakistan. State 
Department said that, while they agreed with this as a policy, they considered that to 
state it in these terms to the Iraqis would be, in fact, to steer them away from the 
Turco-Pakistani pact. 

2. Your telegram No. 17 to Bagdad has since arrived. If this is the instruction in 
question it has been inaccurately conveyed by the United States Embassy in London, 
and I should like to be able so to inform the State Department as soon as possible. 
Please confirm. 

3. It would also be useful to have a copy of Ankara telegram No. 2. 

570 DEFE 5/56, COS(55)9, annex 13 Jan 1955 
'Combined military studies on the defence of the Middle East': note by 
J M McNeilP on the brief for the talks with the Americans and the 
Turks. Annex 

At their meeting on 12th January, 1955, the Chiefs of Staff approved the attached 
brief for use by the United Kingdom representative. 

2. The Chiefs of Staff agreed that, in making use of the brief, the United Kingdom 
representative should take into account the following points:-

(a) It was important to make it quite clear that the United Kingdom intended to 
do her best to defend this area. 
(b) The United Kingdom was no more obliged than the United States to make 
known her plans for reinforcing particular theatres. In the forthcoming talks we 
should simply indicate our total resources and emphasise that their deployment 
would depend on the circumstances at the time. 
(c) It would be inadvisable to give any indications of the strength of the military 
forces we hoped to get from South Africa and Pakistan. 
(d) We should try to get recognition at the talks that we were the only nation 
which had a satisfactory repair and maintenance organisation in the Middle East. 
For this reason it was essential that most of the equipment supplied to the 
National forces in the area should be British. 

3. In connection with paragraph 20, an assessment is being prepared separately 
to show:-

1 J M McNeill , secretary to the COS Committee. 
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(i) the effort required to stop the enemy to the North and East of the Zagros 
Mountains, and 
(ii) to block the mountain passes if we failed to prevent the Russians reaching them. 

Annex to 570: Brief for UK representative 

Introduction 

The object of the talks is to carry out military planning studies for the defence of the 
Middle East in accordance with the proposals contained in the U.S. Joint Chiefs of 
Staff Memorandum. The U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff have agreed with us that these talks 
should be entirely informal, should deal only with operational planning factors and 
should have no relation to the political aspects of the defence of the area. 

2. The following are the proposed items for discussion at the talks:-

(a) An assessment of the threat to the Middle East including the effects in this 
area of the allied strategic air offensive. 
(b) A concept of operations for the defence of the Middle East along the line of the 
Zagros Mountains. 
(c) The force requirements. 
(d) An estimate of the allied force and material support required by the year. 
(e) Recommendations for making up deficits. 

In addition the Americans propose that the discussions should be developed to cover 
the defence of Turkey's South and East flanks in the event of war in the near future. 
We think that they mean to discuss an Emergency Defence Plan for this front. 

3. With regard to item 2(a) a review of the Soviet threat to the Middle East is 
under consideration. At Appendix 'A'2 are some notes regarding the possible effects of 
nuclear air action on the Soviet rate of advance. 

4. Items 2(b) to (e) in para. 2 above will depend on the agreed assessment of the 
threat including the effects of allied nuclear interdiction. Also we expect that the 
representative of the BDCC (ME) will arrive with the latest views of the 
Commanders-in-Chief. We have therefore at this stage confined ourselves to general 
comments on the Concept of Operations, Force Availabilities and Logistics. At 
Appendix 'B' we attach an estimate of the military potential of those countries 
concerned in the defence of the Middle East. The Joint Administrative Planning Staff 
is preparing separately for our delegates a brief on the logistic considerations and 
requirements. 

United States policy in the Middle East 

5. United States policy in the Middle East has never been clearly defined. Whilst 
at one time they were in favour of a MEDO in conjunction with ourselves, the French 
and the Turks, they later considered that a more hopeful immediate prospect was to 
build up the northern tier of nations in the Middle East by means of bilateral arrange
ments. Since then American initiative has resulted in the Turco-Pakistan Pact which, 
though not a military alliance, may prove a foundation on which to build. 

2 Appendices not printed. 
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British policy in the Middle East 

6. British policy in the Middle East is to retain our traditional influence in the area 
thereby promoting stability during the cold war and at the same time ensuring co-ordi
nation within the area of defence preparations for a hot war. We therefore want the 
defence of the Middle East area to continue to be a British responsibility, and we consider 
it essential for effective action that all forces in the area should come under British over
all command. Whilst we need and welcome American assistance, we consider that our 
resources and long experience in the theatre qualify us to play the leading role. Lack of 
co-ordination between the Americans and ourselves will not only weaken our position but 
will also enable the Arab States to play off the Americans against ourselves. 

British aims in the talks 

7. It is hoped that these talks will achieve an agreed policy with the Americans 
for the defence of the Middle East and will clear the way for subsequent UK/US 
agreement on the division of responsibility for financial and material assistance to 
the Middle East states. Successful agreement on these issues should increase the 
likelihood of other Commonwealth countries, particularly South Africa and Pakistan, 
taking an active interest in the defence of the area and encourage the Middle East 
states to give us their full co-operation and assistance. 

Presentation of British plans 

The threat 
8. The Joint Intelligence Committee consider that the Russians will not pursue 

an all out campaign against Persia and Iraq until they see the progress of the war 
elsewhere. They will, however, have forces immediately available with which they are 
likely to exploit allied weakness and to secure a start line on the Zagros mountains 
from which to launch further operations if they so desire. 

9. We believe that with nuclear interdiction we shall be able to delay the enemy 
advance to the passes and to prevent any serious build-up of his initial forces. On the 
other hand the Russians may appreciate that our build-up and logistic arrangements 
would also be extremely vulnerable to nuclear attack and that in particular, the 
elimination of the few available ports would seriously embarrass all our plans. Since 
there is no intelligence appreciation of the delay which may be imposed by nuclear 
interdiction, the estimate of the threat given in Appendix 'A' is likely to be 
conservative. It is therefore of the first importance that an agreed assessment of the 
likely effects of allied nuclear attacks should be achieved at an early stage of the talks. 

Concept of operations 
10. The strategy based on the line of the Zagros mountain passes is the only 

feasible one which, if successful, will attain all our aims in the theatre. We count on 
allied strategic bombing on Russia and American nuclear interdiction in the 
Caucasus and North Persia to reduce the speed of advance and weight of the Soviet 
attack and build-up. Relatively small Allied forces in strong positions in the passes 
can compel the enemy to concentrate in dangerous defiles where atomic or even 
conventional air strikes should be able so to hinder their advance that our light 
mobile forces should be able to destroy any infiltration into the open country beyond. 
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11. We aim therefore to adopt this forward defensive policy provided:-

(a) A firm stand is made by Turkish forces operating on the left of this position. 
(b) Adequate forces are found for the defence of the head of the Persian Gulf. 
(c) The Arab countries and Persia assist in filling the gap between the Turkish 
border and the Persian Gulf by contributing forces to the defence of this area and 
by providing facilities in their territories to support the allied L. of C. 
(d) The early arrival of Commonwealth reinforcements can be assured. 
(e) Logistic support for all these forces is planned and built up in peacetime. 

12. The Turkish forces under C-in-C Allied Forces Southern Europe plan to:

(a) Impose the maximum delay on any enemy advance as far forward in Turkish 
Thrace as possible. 
(b) Control the exit from the Black Sea. 
(c) Counter any amphibious attack on the Black Sea coast. 
(d) Impose the maximum delay on the enemy's advance into Turkey from the East 
and hold Anatolia as far to the East as possible with the Erzerum-Masla-Bitlis Line 
as the main defence position. 
(e) Co-operate as appropriate and feasible with adjacent forces in the Middle East. 

At present we are anxious to improve our liaison with the Turks on Middle East 
defence and it will be of considerable value if, as a result of these talks, close co
ordination of defence plans is achieved. 

13. The problems connected with the defence of the Zagros Mountains are in the 
main ones of time and space, in particular deploying our own troops forward fast 
enough at the start in support of the Iraqis and then keeping them supplied over 
long, difficult and undeveloped lines of communication. It is in the fields of air 
transport, stockpiling and development of lines of communication in peacetime 
therefore that we must take the initiative and in which American aid would be of the 
greatest value. In addition since in nuclear war only those forces available at the 
outset are likely to be effective, it is essential that military and financial aid is given 
to those states most likely to make useful allies. It must be borne in mind however 
that many political issues affect such assistance. 

Force availability 
14. In presenting the British plans our representative is likely to have difficulty in 

convincing the Americans and Turks of our ability to carry out our strategy owing to 
the sparsity of forces at the outset. He should emphasise that the defence of the Middle 
East, like that of Europe, must henceforward be viewed against the background of the 
effect of the allied strategic air offensive and of nuclear interdiction. We believe that, 
given the air support, sufficient ground forces can be found to defend the area. But it 
will mean that all the countries concerned, and particularly Iraq, must play their part 
and we must aid them to raise the fighting value of their forces. 

15. Our representative is likely to have difficulty in convincing the Americans and 
Turks that our plans for reinforcing the theatre are adequate and we do not feel that 
we can avoid discussing these plans. The Foreign Office have stated however that by 
disclosing the uncertainty of our reinforcements we shall risk losing the confidence 
of the Middle East States and Turkey. They believe that while we clearly cannot exag
gerate the size of our peacetime forces it should be possible to discuss planning for the 
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opening phase of a war without entering into details about reinforcements. One of the 
tasks of the talks is to make recommendations as to how defects might be made up. 
When discussing reinforcements the British Representative should state that we 
intend to reinforce the theatre, but the time of arrival and size of these reinforcements 
will depend on the degree of disruption at home and the progress of the war elsewhere. 
Should there be a period of warning however we would hope to despatch certain rein
forcements before the outbreak of war. 

16. The logistic aspect of this concept of operations raises considerable 
problems. In fact, logistics may well prove to be the paramount military factor in the 
Theatre. The Middle East, consequent upon redeployment, contains at present no 
more than a small unbalanced stockpile which is not sufficient to maintain the 
existing depleted garrison for more than a few months in war. 

17. The Forces operating along the Zagros mountains line would under normal 
circumstances have to be maintained through the Persian Gulf or through the 
Levant Ports and thence across some 600 miles of desert. This is a large enough 
commitment even under conditions of conventional warfare particularly from the 
point of view of the provision of the necessary load carrying vehicles or transport 
aircraft to supplement the one railway. 

18. Against a background of nuclear warfare however, should the United 
Kingdom be rendered unable to act as a Main Support Area and the Middle East ports 
destroyed, the logistic problem might become acute because maintenance by sea 
could only be effected through minor ports and anchorages and over open beaches 
which could call for large numbers of landing craft or other small craft, additional 
administrative units and t ransport. 

19. Logistic problems can only be satisfactorily resolved by a policy of stockpiling 
of stores and prepositioning of administrative installations in peacetime. For this 
purpose facilities of the many Arab states will be required and assistance from the 
United States, certain Commonwealth countries and the Middle East States 
themselves. 

Summary 

20. We summerise [sic] below the main points which the United Kingdom 
Representative will require to note:-

(a) It is of the first importance that an agreed assessment of the likely effects of 
Allied nuclear attacks should be achieved at an early stage of the talks. 
(b) We count on allied strategic bombing on Russia and American nuclear 
interdiction in the Caucasus and North Persia to reduce the speed of advance and 
weight of the Soviet attack and build-up. 
(c) It will be of considerable value if closer co-ordination of defence plans with 
Turkey is achieved. 
(d) It is in the fields of air transport, stockpiling and development of lines of 
communication in peacetime that we must take the initiative and in which 
American aid would be of the greatest value. 
(e) We must aid all the countries concerned, and particularly Iraq, in raising the 
fighting value of their forces. 
(f) The United Kingdom Representative should state that we intend to reinforce 
the theatre, but the time of arrival and size of these reinforcements will depend on 
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the degree of disruption at home and the progress of the war elsewhere. Should 
there be a period of warning however we would hope to despatch certain 
reinforcements before the outbreak of war. 
(g) Logistics may well prove to be the paramount mil itary factor in the theatre. 
(h) Logistic problems can only be satisfactorily resolved by a policy of stockpiling of 
stores and prepositioning of administrative installations in peacetime. For this pur
pose facilities of the many Arab states will be required and assistance from the United 
States, certain Commonwealth countries and the Middle East States themselves. 

571 FO 3711115485, no 57 20 Jan 1955 
[Turco-Iraqi pact]: inward telegram no 92 from Sir R Stevenson to 
FO on Egyptian opposition to the proposed pact 

[On 13 Jan Iraq and Turkey agreed that they would proceed to the signing of a defence 
treaty of mutual co-operation. This caused considerable hostility in Egypt where the 
ambassador reported violent propaganda attacks on the proposed pact in the Egyptian 
press (FO 371/115486, no 84, Cairo tel 111, 24 Jan 1955) . The Egyptian ambassador 
feared the pact would be a prelude to the partition of Syria (FO 371/115486, no 64, note 
by Sir I Kirkpatrick, 19 Jan 1955). The issue would be discussed at the Arab prime 
ministers' conference which was to begin on 22 Jan, although the FO had information 
that, despite Iraqi pessimism over the outcome, Syria, Lebanon and Jordan favoured the 
Iraqi position (FO 371/115486, no 65, minute byE M Rose, 21 Jan 1955).] 

Your telegram No. 254 to Washington. 
I fully agree with reflection in your last sentence. As it is, the indications are of 

resolute Egyptian opposition to the Turco-Iraqi pact at the meeting of the Arab 
Prime Ministers here on January 22 . 

2. I sympathize with Nuri 's resentment as reported in Bagdad telegram No. 39 to 
you. The Egyptian attitude is undoubtedly inspired to some extent by a desire to 
control the Arab League and to manipulate it to Egypt's advantage. It is to be feared 
that the Egyptians will now display their ambitions in their propaganda and thereby 
further exacerbate Iraqi and Turkish feelings . 

3. The United States Charge d' Affaires tells us that Menderes1 expressed himself 
to the American Ambassador in Beirut in strong terms on the subject of Nasser, 
saying that Turkey had, for the last six months, done everything to get on terms with 
Egypt and that they would denounce the Egyptian attitude if it continued. I saw my 
Turkish colleague here today. He spoke in similar terms but is anxious to avoid 
embittering the situation. 

4. You may agree that it might be wise if the opportunity offered, for Her 
Majesty's Ambassadors in Ankara and Bagdad to seek to impress on the Turkish and 
Iraqi Prime Ministers that whatever the strength of Nasser's ambitions referred to in 
paragraph 2 above, his severe internal difficulties also contribute to his attitude and 
that nothing is likely to be gained by public recriminations against him. There is no 
doubt that these developments have come too early to make it easy or even possible 
for the Egyptian regime to approve them. It is only three months since, with the 
signature of the Anglo-Egyptian Agreement, the way was opened to Nasser to work 
towards a positive relationship with the West. During these three months he has 
suffered two major internal crises. It is not unreasonable of him to want to 

1 Prime Minister of Turkey. 
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consolidate his internal position before approving a step which, in the eyes of 
Egyptian public opinion, recalls the four-Power proposals of 1951. 

5. The fact however is, that in present circumstances, the meeting of the Arab 
Premiers cannot possibly do any good and the object of all concerned should be to 
minimize the harm that it might do. The Egyptians have, as often in the past, got 
themselves into a difficult position as a result of their own propaganda and it is hard 
to see how they can get out of it without loss of face. The Libyan Ambassador has, I 
understand, advised the Egyptian Government that if it is impossible to postpone the 
meeting, the only way to handle the matter is for the Arab Premiers to take the 
general line that more time is necessary for reflection. They could base themselves 
on the fact that nothing irrevocable has yet been done and they would need to know 
more about the actual terms of the Turco/Iraqi arrangement before making up their 
minds. He thinks that this is likely to be the line which the Lebanese, Jordanian and 
Syrian Premiers will advocate. The Libyan Ambassador told me that he intended to 
repeat his advice to the Egyptian Government, and I encouraged him to do so. I 
hesitate to say anything further to the Egyptian Government myself, as I am sure we 
would be better advised to keep out of the foreground. 

572 FO 371/115488, no 175 31 Jan 1955 
[Turco-Iraqi pact]: minute byE M Rose on the defence facilities 
offered in Iraq if Britain were to join [Extract] 

Bagdad telegram No. 68. 
The Minister of State has asked to see our reply; and minuted "This does not seem 

too bad at all. But Nuri is rushing things a bit. What about Nasser? He will blow up if 
we and Iraq sign up in March or April". 

2. The three main points in this telegram are:-

(i) Nuri's apparent readiness to give us most of what we require in the way of 
defence facilities and to allow early staff talks. 
(ii) The proposal that the United Kingdom (and the United States) should sign the 
original Turco-Iraqi Agreement and not, as hitherto proposed, accede at a later 
date. 
(iii) Nuri's wish to visit London in March or early April, i.e. after he has received 
blanket authority from the Iraqi Parliament to proceed on the lines proposed, but 
before any agreement has been signed. 

(i) Defence facilities 
3. We have for some time been pressing the Iraqis to agree to staff talks in the 

hope of convincing them of the need for British assistance and base facilities . Now 
that Nuri has at last accepted this proposal, somewhat influenced perhaps by his 
difficulties with Egypt over the Turco-Iraqi agreement, we should lose no time in 
making the necessary detailed arrangements. I suggest, therefore, that we should 
write to the Chiefs of Staff Secretariat on the lines of the attached draftl and ask for 
their immediate views so that we can be ready with our answer when Nuri is through 
with his present negotiations with the Arab League .... 

1 Not printed. 
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573 FO 3711115488, no 154A 2 Feb 1955 
[Turco-Iraqi pact] : minute by J G Ward on the need to exploit the 
proposed Turco-Iraqi pact to get a favourable revision of the 
Anglo-Iraqi treaty 

I am sure that we ought to make sure of the bird in hand, in the form of the 
unexpected bonus of the Turco-Iraqi Agreement; and that we should aim at 
exploiting this quickly to get a favourable revision of the Anglo-Iraqi Treaty. The 
alternative of reversing our engines and supporting the insidious Egyptian-inspired 
suggestion of a pause would lose us what is possibly the last initiative of the ageing 
Nuri; discourage seriously the Turks; and still offer us no real prospect of a 
satisfactory arrangement through the Arab League. Moreover, going ahead on the 
basis of the Turco-Iraqi Agreement is in accordance with our latest strategy of 
concentrating on the "northern tier." 

2. However, I think that we must recognize that we shall have to pay a price in a 
setback to our relations with Egypt. This could, at least for the time being, seriously 
hamper the Anglo-American endeavour to promote an Arab-Israel settlement. The 
conclusion drawn by Mr. Shuckburgh from his recent tour was that the key to such a 
settlement lay through Egypt. 

57 4 FO 3711115491, no 244 10 Feb 1955 
[Arab prime ministers' summit]: inward despatch no 24 from 
Sir R Stevenson to FO on the Egyptian opposition to the proposed 
Turco-Iraqi pact 

[The Arab summit took place in Cairo between 22 Jan and 6 Feb. It proved crucial in 
relation to British Middle East policy and the attempts to create a regional defence 
organisation based on the northern tier. Although the Egyptians threatened to withdraw 
from the Arab League collective security pact if the proposal was implemented (FO 
37111154-89, no 103, Baghdad tel14-3, 8 Feb 1955), and although they were able to weaken 
the Jordanian and Lebanese support for the proposal (FO 37111154-88, no 155, minute by 
EM Rose, 2 Feb 1955), they were unable to prevent Nuri going ahead or even to get a vote 
of censure passed. This undoubtedly influenced the British into thinking that the 
Egyptian opposition would not ultimately prove significant. The hope was therefore that 
the new defence arra, .gements would not be an effective long-term barrier to uniting the 
Arab world in opposing militarily the spread of Soviet communism. It was a serious 
miscalculation, yet securing the military facilities for an attempt to defend the region was 
vital to the preservation of the informal British Middle Eastern empire although of no 
great military value in itself as the likelihood of a Soviet attack was not deemed great (see 
566). Military facilities could of course be justified in terms of cold war requirements, but 
because the northern tier initiative was to provoke conflict and division throughout the 
Middle East even this claim was soon to ring hollow.] 

In amplification of my telegraphic reports I have the honour to offer the following 
comments on the proceedings at the Conference of Arab Prime Ministers which was 
held in Cairo from the 22nd of January to the 6th of February to discuss the proposed 
Iraqi-Turkish Pact. 

2. There is no doubt that the violence of the Egyptian Government's opposition 
to the course of action proposed by the Iraqi Government and the unscrupulous 
propaganda in which the controlled Press and Radio and even Egyptian spokesmen at 
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the conference table indulged, greatly shocked not only independent observers but 
also the majority of the Arab leaders taking part in the Conference. The arguments 
advanced by the Egyptians in support of their policy, e.g., that 'Arab' public opinion 
was not yet ready to accept open alignment between the Arab States and the West, 
were clearly not accepted at their face value and there was a good deal of speculation 
regarding what might be the Egyptian motives. It was generally agreed that, though 
many factors were involved, anxiety to maintain her hegemony of the Arab League 
and in that way to secure the lion's share of Western aid principally determined 
Egypt's stand. In private the Egyptians argued that breaking the Arab phalanx and 
negotiation with the West through an intermediary (Turkey) were both actions 
which weakened the collective bargaining power of the Arab States. It is also 
probable that the Egyptian Prime Minister was genuinely disturbed at the prospect 
that any eventual move by Egypt towards a more overt association with the West 
would now be interpreted by his opponents as a tame following of Nuri's lead rather 
than the free decision of a nationalistic Egyptian regime (see my telegram No. 78 of 
the 17th of January). 

3. The Egyptian leaders, moreover, had not been slow to realise that the interest 
of the United States' Government in the "Northern Tier" concept represented a 
threat not only to the Arab League but also to Egyptian predominance in the area, 
and that there was a serious risk that Egypt might be relegated to the second, if not 
the third, rank in Western arrangements for the defence and development of the 
Middle East. Attaching, as they do, great hopes to the plans for increasing the 
productive capacity of their country, they were also concerned lest American aid on 
which they were counting might not be available in sufficient amounts. To fly in the 
face of the potential donor country seems a strange remedy to apply to this anxiety, 
but their action seems none the less to have been partly inspired by this reaction to 
American policy. 

4. Although the Press and Broadcasts have so far confined their attacks to Iraq 
and to a lesser extent to Turkey, the Egyptian leaders have in private conversation 
with members of my staff blamed the United States' Government for encouraging the 
Turks and the Iraqis to go ahead with this project (and some have included Her 
Majesty's Government in their censure). They may indeed have some justification for 
this belief as shortly before the 7th of January, my former American colleague, on 
instructions, informed the Egyptian Minister for Foreign Affairs that the United 
States' Government were in favour of a Pact between Turkey and Iraq and that if the 
Egyptian Government were opposed, they (the United States' Government) could 
only regret it. In this connexion, paragraph 2 of Baghdad telegram No. 25 to you of 
the 12th of January may also be relevant: it records that Nuri was anxious that the 
Americans should not try to hustle him. 

6. In the course of the Conference the Egyptians and the Saudi Arabians 
demonstrated, not for the first time, that the means at their disposal for bringing 
pressure on the other Arab States were very great. It also became apparent, however, 
that there were limits to what they could do in an issue in which the potential 
victims of their pressure had an interest clearly opposed to Egyptian desires. The 
Egyptians were surprised at the outset of the Conference by the independent spirit 
shown by the Syrian, Lebanese and Jordanian delegates and a variety of means were 
used, not without success, to bring them into line. Press and Radio were utilised to 
appeal to the Arab peoples over the heads of the delegates; the delegates themselves 
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were alternatively cajoled, intimidated and possibly even bribed. Fears of Turkish 
domination were revived; Lebanese and Syrian anxieties on account of the Greater 
Syria project and Iraqi and Hashemite ambitions were encouraged; Israeli intentions 
were exploited; while the Arab statesmen were at the same time solemnly assured 
that they had no need of agreements with the West because the Egyptian army and 
air force were now capable of defeating the Israeli forces single-handed and of 
supplying the military requirements of the other Arab States to boot! Beyond a 
certain point, however, the delegates would not go. They were prepared to refrain 
from following the Iraqi lead and even to urge the Iraqi Government to take into 
account Egyptian objections as regards timing. But, particularly after Nuri Said's 
defence of his action-which must have been a tour de force of no mean order-they 
were not prepared to censure Iraq, much less expel her from the League. They were 
not in fact prepared to sacrifice their own interest in Western aid to Egypt's mystic 
egotism. The inability of the Conference to reach any decision and the emptiness of 
Egypt's threat to withdraw from the Arab League were the measure of Egyptian 
failure. 

7. Whether the Egyptian leaders will accept this verdict with as good a grace as 
possible or seek to achieve by other means what they failed to do by open diplomacy 
remains to be seen. The probability is that for the present at least they are at a loss to 
know what to do; there are indications that their embarrassment is being increased 
by a rather critical interest being shown in recent developments by the Free Officers. 
It may be, therefore, that Colonel Nasser will seek to minimise the extent of Egypt's 
defeat and follow a policy of 'wait and see'. The original plan of withdrawing from the 
Arab League has already been abandoned in favour of the less drastic step of 
contingent withdrawal from the Arab Security Pact. It is, however, equally possible 
that the Egyptians will keep up the propaganda barrage and, with the co-operation of 
the Saudis, seek to exploit every weakness, first in the Syrian, and then in the Iraqi 
internal position, in the hope of preventing the conclusion of the Turco-lraqi 
Agreement. 

8. As regards what may be the longer term effects of Iraq's decision to go ahead 
in spite of Egyptian objections, it seems possible that one course might lead us to the 
virtual disruption of the Arab League, as a result of a complete break between Egypt 
and Iraq. If then Syria and Lebanon hold their true interests clearly in view, they 
should sooner or later follow the Iraqi lead and we might then see opening before us 
the dazzling prospect of Jordan and possibly Egypt making peace with Israel, of 
Egypt following an Egyptian policy and finally of the isolation of the nefarious 
influence of Saudi Arabia. All this could ensure sound defence arrangements of the 
Middle East based on the Northern Tier and not exclude the possibility of relating an 
"independent" Egypt's policy to the role in such a defence system of the Suez Canal 
Base. The contrary prospect is of an Iraq unready to offer more facilities under cover 
of the proposed Agreement with Turkey than she would under the Arab Mutual 
Security Pact; of Egyptian threats and Saudi money successfully intimidating Jordan 
and Lebanon and neutralizing any firm stand by the present Syrian Government. 
Iraq would then be isolated and exposed to the full force of Egyptian and Saudi 
propaganda and intrigue; Egypt, which since the Revolution had tended to free itself 
of the Saudi connexion, would be forced to strengthen its ties with Saudi Arabia; 
finally, needing the threat of Israel to maintain her influence on Jordan, Syria and 
the Lebanon, she could not be expected to move towards peace with Israel. At the 
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same time our prospects of bringing Egypt into any constructive relationship to such 
of our defence dispositions as might survive all or some of these developments would 
be very poor. 

9. It is only to be hoped that somewhere between these two extremes-for the 
first is too good to be true-will emerge a set of relationships allowing some progress 
towards a Middle East defence system. Much may depend upon the extent to which 
Lebanon, Syria and Jordan are likely to stand up to Egyptian pressure if it is applied, 
and I trust that discreet efforts to make their Governments and peoples aware of 
where their t rue interest lies may be unremitting: the more formidable the task 
appears of bullying them into sacrificing their interest, the less attractive such a 
course may be to the Egyptian leaders. As far as the latter are concerned, I have little 
doubt that the signature of the proposed pact must be followed by a period of 
considerable uneasiness if not instability. There is also some danger that Egyptian 
propaganda and indeed official resentment which has so far been concentrated on 
Iraq and Turkey will be given an anti-Western slant and that this may adversely affect 
the execution of the Anglo-Egyptian Agreement. On the whole I incline to think that 
Colonel Nasser will be able to resist the latter temptation. As long as the break 
between Baghdad and Cairo is not complete, there is always a chance that wiser 
counsels will prevail and it may even be that the shock treatment, to which Egypt has 
been subjected, will in the end do good. It is perhaps a token of Egyptian caution that 
the Press here have just announced that the next meeting of Arab League Foreign 
Ministers will take place in March and that there is no reason to expect absentees . In 
the meantime the patient will need sympathetic, if firm handling. 

10. I am sending copies of this despatch to Her Majesty's Representatives at 
Baghdad, Beirut, Damascus, Amman, Jedda, Benghazi, Tripoli, Tel Aviv, Ankara, 
Washington, and Paris and to the Head of the British Middle East Office, Nicosia. 

575 FO 3711115492, no 270 15 Feb 1955 
[French attitudes to the proposed Turco-Iraqi pact] : letter from the 
Cairo embassy chancery to FO on French fears of Egypt turning its 
back on the Arab world and concentrating on Africa 

The French Charge d'Affaires called on Ralph Murray on February 9 and in the 
course of conversation sought to dispel any notion that he had conveyed to the 
Egyptians the idea that his Government supported their attitude in criticising Iraqi 
readiness to sign an agreement with Turkey. He said that Mr. Lewis Jones, 1 the 
United States Charge here, had virtually accused the French of buying off Egyptian 
attacks on French interests in Africa by ingratiating themselves with the Egyptians in 
the recent crisis. (See in this connexion the Turkish Prime Minister's remarks 
reported in Ankara telegram No. 41 to Istanbul of February 5) . Monsieur Gillet2 

asserted that he had conveyed no official view of his Government to the Egyptians; he 
had gone no further than saying that his personal view was that the object being 
pursued by the Iraqis and the Turks in their proposed agreement was commendable, 
but that the timing and method were questionable. 

1 See part I! of this volume, 212. 2 Counsellor at the French embassy in Cairo, 1953-1958. 
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2. M. Gillet referred to one factor which has undoubtedly influenced the French 
attitude to the recent crisis. He said that his Government were anxious lest the 
Egyptians should turn their back on the Arab world and devote themselves to Africa, 
where they could not merely make a nuisance of themselves in North Africa, but also 
cause trouble in tropical Africa. He asked whether we were not nervous of this 
possibility just as the French were. 

3. It seemed plain from his attitude that French anxiety on this score was such 
that they were prepared to exert their influence against any development which 
might cause Egypt to turn away from the Arab world, even though their action 
militated against the general Western interest in an adequate defence organisation in 
the area. 

4. The possibility of Egypt losing interest in the Arab world and turning her back 
on it in favour of a forward policy in Africa has frequently been the subject of 
discussion recently. We mentioned it in connexion with Colonel Nasser's book "The 
Philosophy of the Revolution" (Cairo Despatch No. 183 of September 4, 1954), and 
also in connexion with Mr. Hamilton's paper on the possible Shape of Things to 
Come in the Middle East. (Despatch No. 204 of October 27, 1954). Although our own 
conclusion was that it was on the whole an unlikely development, the possibility does 
seem to have weighed more heavily with the French. 

5. We are sending a copy of this letter to Chanceries at Paris and Washington. 

576 FO 3711115493, no 303 16-17 Feb 1955 
'French attitude towards Turco-Iraqi agreement': minutes by E M Rose 
and Sir I Kirkpatrick on French fears about the pact's implications 

Mr. Evan Wilson showed me this morning a copy of a telegram from the U.S. 
Embassy in Paris reporting an interview on February 14 between the American 
Charge d'Affaires and M. de Margerie. 1 

2. The Charge d'Affaires, who was not apparently acting on instructions, asked 
bluntly about reports that the French were opposing the Turco-Iraqi Agreement. M. 
de Margerie replied that the French Government regarded the Agreement as a move 
in the right direction, but they were worried about certain of its implications. First, 
they feared it might lead to an arms race between the Arab States and Israel. 
Secondly, it looked as if it might lead to a split in the Arab world; indeed it has 
already done so. Finally they were anxious about Iraqi ambitions in relation to Syria. 

3. M. de Margerie also said that the French had warned the British that the 
Egyptian attitude over the Turco-Iraqi Agreement boded ill for the implementation 
of the Canal Agreement.2 

4. In conclusion M. de Margerie said that the French were preparing a 
memorandum on the Turco-lraqi Treaty and when it was ready would be proposing 
tripartite talks on the subject. 

1 French administrator attached to NATO secretariat, 1952-1955. 

E.M.R. 
16.2.55 

2 Against this para C A E Shuckburgh noted in the margin: 'Not that I am aware of. It sounds rather 
sinister.' 
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But the French still expect us to stick our necks out on their behalf in Libya. They are 
shameless. 

I.K. 
17.2.55 

577 DEFE 5/56, COS(55)33 18 Feb 1955 
'Brief for the British representative at the Anglo-Iraqi staff talks': 1 

COS Committee memorandum 

Introduction 

Political background 
1. The Iraqi Prime Minister wishes to terminate the Anglo-Iraqi Treaty of 1930 

and does not wish to negotiate a new bi-lateral Treaty replacing it. He is ready, 
however, to conclude a defence pact with Turkey in such a form that we, and possibly 
the Americans, could accede later. The draft of the pact is at present being discussed 
between the Iraqis and the Turks; Iraq is ready to allow the passage of war equipment 
through her territory but, owing to her suspicions of Turkish designs on Northern 
Iraq, will not agree to provisions which might give Turkish troops the right to enter 
Iraq. Accession to the Turko-Iraqi Treaty may not in itself give us the facilities we 
require for our own forces but would, we hope, provide the umbrella to cover the 
conclusion of defence arrangements with Iraq to replace the Anglo-Iraqi Treaty. The 
Iraqi Prime Minister has indicated that he would be prepared to reach agreement 
with us 'in the spirit of the Portsmouth arrangements' on facilities we should require 
to assist Iraq in her defence. 

Anglo- U.S. - Turkish talks 
2. The defence talks with the U.S.A. and Turkey should be completed by 22nd 

February, 1955 and the conclusions will be sent to the British representative for 
information. Neither the fact that the talks have taken place nor their conclusions 
should be divulged to the Iraqis. 

Approach to the Anglo-!raqi staff talks 

3. Because of the political background in the Middle East, our approach must be 
to persuade Iraq that we are an indispensible [sic] ally, without whose co-operation 
and help Iraq cannot survive in war, rather than to demand rights and facilities. Not 
only are we in this way more likely to get the facilities needed, but also it is in our 
interests to encourage the Iraqis to play a greater part in the defence of their country 
and of the Middle East as a whole. Our aim is therefore to convert the basis of 
Anglo-Iraqi relations from one of inequality to a partnership of allies. 

Object of staff talks 

4. To this end the staff talks should be on a purely exploratory basis with the 
object of:-

1 The talks were scheduled for 21 Feb 1955. 
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(a) educating the Iraqis in our new strategic concept for the defence of their 
country and the Middle East; 
(b) convincing the Iraqis that with Allied assistance Iraq can be defended; always 
provided Iraq contributes her maximum effort. 
(c) obtaining Iraqi acceptance of the necessity for British co-operation. 
(d) preparing the way for an eventual agreement on the facilities we shall require 
and bringing to light the major points which will require political decis ion. 

The threat 

5. In the two following paragraphs are set out the latest assessment of the threat 
based on the current Tripartite discussions in London. The figures given should not 
be taken as being final conclusions nor should they be quoted. They should be used 
only as background for indicating the likely capability of Russia in the event of the 
Iraqis pressing for details. 

Soviet strategy in the Middle East 
6. A Soviet attack on the Middle East would be part of a general war in which 

N.A.T.O. would be engaged and in which nuclear weapons would be used by both 
sides. The Soviets would, therefore, be able to employ only those ground and air 
forces immediately available in the Caucasus and Turkistan areas . They would 
probably be unwilling to undertake a major campaign involving prolonged effort in 
the area until they had seen the results of the initial nuclear phase and of their 
campaign in Western Europe. They might, nevertheless , exploit All ied weakness and 
occupy vital ground by undertaking an advance with forces already in position. Their 
likely strategy would be:-

(a) An air campaign against Allied bases in the area launched on D day. 
(b) An attack by ground forces supported by air and naval forces against East Turkey 
on D day. This attack would take the form of a ground advance with 7 to 8 divisions. 
(c) A rapid advance into Persia with ground forces-of between 10 and 14 
divisions-supported by air forces in order to seize the vital Zagros Mountain 
passes as a start line for further operations. A small airborne force could be used 
on D day to seize the Ruwandiz Pass. 

Reduction of the threat 

7. An indication of the reduction of the threat as given by the Tripartite 
assessment at planning level is as follows:-

(a) Air threat. As the Russians will hold the initiative we must be prepared to 
undergo their initial air attack in the theatre. Thereafter it is anticipated that as a 
result of the overall Allied strategic air offensive and counter attack by theatre air 
forces, the Russian air effort would be reduced by 60%- 70% to the equivalent of 
not more than 50 jet light bombers, 30 troop carrier aircraft and 200-300 ground 
attack or jet fighters. 
(b) Land threat. It is anticipated that as a result of nuclear interdiction in Persia, 
the weight of the Russian land threat could be reduced to the equivalent of some 
nine divisions and so delayed that the leading elements would arrive at the passes 
as follows:-
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(i) Runwandiz 
(ii) Penjwin 

(iii) Paitak 
(iv) Khurramabad 
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D+ 18 instead of D+2J-f days 
D+l3 instead of D+4J-f days 
D+l4 instead of D+7 days 
D+l6 instead of D+9 days 
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Their eventual build up, without taking into consideration Allied follow up air 
attack or Russian difficulties of supply, could be:-

(v) Ruwendiz 
(vi) Penjwin 

(vii) Paitak 
(viii) Khurramabad 

2 Divisions by D+25 
1 Division by D+20 
4 Divisions by D+34 
2 Divisions by D+27 

(c) Naval threat. The reduction in the Russian air threat will also reduce the 
intensity of the air mining threat. The submarine threat in the Persian Gulf will 
remain very slight. 

Concept of operations 

8. It is important that the defence of the Middle East should be viewed in the 
context of the Allied overall nuclear offensive, which together with Allied air 
operations in the theatre including the use of nuclear weapons, will limit the Russian 
speed of advance and weight of attack. The reduced threat can best be met on the line 
of the Zagros mountain passes, extended on both the Turkish and Pakistan flanks. 
Relatively small Allied forces in strong positions in the passes behind prepared 
demolitions should be able to hold the Russian advance. 

Air operations 
9. Dispersion of forces and an adequate air defence system will be necessary on D 

day to withstand the initial Soviet nuclear attack. In order to reduce the threat to the 
proportions given in paragraph 6 above tactical operations will be conducted with 
nuclear and conventional weapons as follows:-

(a) Against enemy airfields. 
(b) Against tactical targets in the battle area. 
(c) Against the Soviet lines of communications including shipping in the Caspian 
Sea. 

Land operations 
10. Major ground elements will be d'eployed in the Zagros mountain passes whilst 

demolitions and guerilla action will be used to delay the enemy advance up to these 
positions. Mobile reserve forces will be required in the area Mosul, Baghdad and Basra. 
Light ground forces may be required between Khurramabad and Bandar Abbas. A the
atre reserve will also be required. For United Kingdom land forces to be operational in 
the area required in time, prestocking and preparations in peace are essential. 

Naval operations 
11. Sea communications to the Levant ports as well as the sea routes into the 

Persian Gulf must be maintained. The former is a commitment of NATO naval forces 
but the latter, and the local defence of harbours, will have to be provided. Since the 
air and mining threats exist on D Day, naval forces must be in the general area of 
operations by that date. 
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Defence needs in Iraq 

12. To implement the strategic concept outlined above adequate land and air 
forces must be immediately available and Iraqi land forces deployed on the outbreak 
of war to defend the passes. To this end the Iraqi forces will require:-

(a) In peace: Assistance in training, organisation and equipment. 
(b) In war: Immediate support by United Kingdom forces on the ground. 

13. The essential military requirements for the defence of Iraq on which 
agreement should be sought are set out below. 

(a) Pre-stocking throughout Iraq for ai r and land forces; 
(b) An effective early warning system, operated at least partly by British 
technicians; 
(c) Maintenance stores and workshops at appropriate points, with at least some 
British technical personnel; 
(d) Permanent maintenance in Iraq of British ground personnel for visiting 
British air squadrons; 
(e) Joint training and exercises between the two air forces ; 
(f) The continuous presence in Iraq of R.A.F. squadrons; 
(g) Closest possible integration between the two air forces; 
(h) The bringing up to operational standards of certain airfields together with the 
provision of the facilities necessary for the operation of a tactical air force . 
U) Other necessary facilities , including the provision of adequate supplies of POL. 
to enable the war plan to be implemented and preparations made to this end on 
threat of war. 
(k) The establishment of an Iraqi mine watching service in the Shatt-el-Arab area 
to work with an Iraqi minesweeping unit. 
(I) An undertaking by the Iraqis to guard British installations. 

14. In addition it is most important that agreement should be reached on the 
United Kingdom requirement for the cont inuance of the existing staging and over
flying rights . 

15. The aim should be to impress on the Iraqis and induce them to agree that the 
requirements in paragraph 13 above are not British requirements, made for her own 
ends, but are essential to the defence of Iraq. The continuous presence of R.A.F. 
squadrons in Iraq could be presented as being covered by the necessity for the 
maximum practical degree of integration between the Middle East Air Force and the 
Iraqi Air Force. 

16. The signals unit at Habbaniya must remain there until March 1956 if we are 
to avoid compromising the security of our communications channels. Similarly the 
squadrons at Habbaniya and Shaiba cannot be provided with alternative 
accommodation in the Middle East before March, 1956. It is always possible, 
however, that Iraq may denounce the Anglo-Iraqi Treaty as soon as the United 
Kingdom adheres to the Turco-Iraqi Pact and pressure may then be brought to bear 
for the rapid evacuation of the base. A practical arrangement should therefore be 
sought whereby the base would visibly be handed over to the Iraqis without 
necessitating the evacuation of these units before March 1956. 
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Anglo-Iraqijoint defence board 

17. The Porsmouth Agreement provided for the formation of a permanent joint 
advisory board to be known as the Anglo-Iraqi Joint Defence Board. It is possible that 
the Iraqis may put forward this idea again but it should be resisted. The British 
representative should try to get agreement to some simple form of joint defence 
machinery to co-ordinate British and Iraqi operational and logistic planning in peace 
for the defence of Iraq in war. 

Equipment of Iraqi forces 

18. The Iraqis will certainly raise the question of the supply of equipment from 
United Kingdom and United States sources. The British Ambassador has indicated 
that the success or failure of negotiations might well turn on our willingness and 
ability to supply to the Iraqi forces modern weapons at least partly in free aid. Since 
the Iraqi forces will be fighting alongside British forces it is most advisable that their 
equipment should be British, particularly as we have the only major repair and 
maintenance organisation in the Middle East. However the method of provision 
would be a matter for Governments to decide and therefore beyond the scope of these 
exploratory talks. 

Training of Iraqi forces 

19. The British representative should urge the need for combined Anglo-Iraqi 
manoevres [sic] and exercises and should explore the question of the expansion and 
addition to training facilities which the Iraqis will require. Advantage should be 
taken of the opportunity afforded by these talks to reach final agreement on 
outstanding points regarding the British Advisory Staff, Iraq. 

578 FO 3711115492, no 289 21 Feb 1955 
[Anglo-Egyptian meeting]: inward telegram no 269 from Mr Eden 
(Cairo) to Mr Churchill giving an account of a meeting with Colonel 
Nasser and Egyptian leaders1 

Nasser, together with Fawzi and the Minister of War, came to dinner tonight. We had 
two hours' discussion afterwards. The atmosphere was most friendly especially on all 
that concerned Anglo-Egyptian relations. Nor was Nasser entirely negative on the 
question of an ultimate settlement with Israel, though here he emphasized the 
importance of timing and the need for a comprehensive settlement on which 
personally I agreed. 

2. However, we made very little progress on the subject of the Turco- Iraqi pact. 
The C.I.G.S. gave an excellent strategic appreciation with which Nasser entirely 

1 Eden was in Cairo to celebrate the conclusion of the new Anglo-Egyptian agreement but was clearly 
intending to focus on the new Middle East defence relationships which were in the process of being 
defined. The meeting with Nasser, Fawzi and Major-Gen Hakim Amr took place on 20 Feb. Eden was 
accompamied by Field Marshal Sir J Harding, Sir R Stevenson, Sir H Caccia and F R H Murray. 
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agreed. He also made it plain that his interest and sympathy were with the West. At 
the same time he argued that the Turco-Iraqi pact, by its bad timing and its 
unfortunate content, had seriously set back the development of effective 
collaboration with the West by the Arab states. We used every argument we could to 
persuade him at least to restrain his criticism and if the agreement were reasonable 
in terms to cease his opposition. For instance at one moment I said that he should 
not treat this pact as a crime, to which he replied, laughing, "no but it is one". I do 
not think, however, that we made much impression. 

3. At the end I suggested it might be a good thing if one day he would have a talk 
with Nuri and Menderes and see whether they could not sort out their differences, 
which I maintained were not really as serious as Nasser made out. He then told me 
that Menderes had asked to come to Cairo but that he, Nasser, had been nervous of 
this for he was not sure how the public would react. He was therefore proposing to 
reply to Menderes that he would be glad to see him if he would not conclude the pact 
until after their interview had taken place. I said that I thought such a condition 
would be very difficult for Menderes to accept, to which he replied that there were of 
course difficulties all round. 

4. I was impressed by Nasser who seemed forthright and friendly although not 
open to conviction on this Turco-Iraqi business. No doubt jealousy plays a part in 
this, and a frustrated desire to lead the Arab world. 

579 FO 3711115493, no 323 21 Feb 1955 
[Anglo- Egyptian meeting]: enclosure to inward despatch no 31 from 
Sir R Stevenson to Mr Eden recording a conversation between 
Mr Eden and the Egyptian leaders 

The Secretary of State opened the discussion by offering to outline the world 
situation as it had appeared to assembled Commonwealth statesmen at the recent 
conference in London. Egypt, he thought, was in relation to Russia in a position 
roughly analogous to that of the United Kingdom, and Iraq was relatively in that of 
Germany. Just as it was in our interest to work for a potential front as far East as 
possible in Germany, so it was in Egypt's interest to work for a front as far North as 
possible. The Chief of the Imperial General Staff then outlined the Russian mil itary 
dispositions East and West of the Caspian Sea and discussed the application of 
nuclear weapons to the problem of holding a Soviet advance through Iraq and Persia. 
He put it to the Egyptian Prime Minister that the whole area from the Bosphorus to 
Pakistan required a coordinated defence scheme in which Egypt would figure as a 
base area and in which the primary role of her own forces would be the air defence of 
her own territory. 

2. The Egyptian Prime Minister said he entirely agreed. He argued however at 
length that the problem of defence of the area was not merely one of establishing 
linear defence against an attack from the north but of securing the internal position 
in the countries which formed the area concerned and thus of establishing the 
essential element of defence in depth. He developed his familiar thesis (cf enclosure 
Cairo despatch No. 228) that this internal front required a great deal of preparation, 
that its peoples, including himself, all had a complex regarding fear of foreign 
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domination and that pacts of any kind with outside powers were abhorrent to them. 
He pointed out that the United Kingdom had their agreements already with Egypt, 
Jordan and Iraq, which constituted a defence system of an unobtrusive kind, and, 
with his Foreign Minister, he maintained that the proposed Turco-Iraqi agreement 
had no support in the latter country and, if concluded with a mere handful of people 
in Baghdad would do us no good. He added that the Iraqi Foreign Minister, 
Bashayan, had told him that he personally was opposed to the agreement, but that 
his Government had had to proceed with it under British pressure! He further 
maintained that it was not Egyptian propaganda that had started the opposition to 
the agreement; the trouble had sprung out of the ground. The "Pact" was ill-timed 
and inopportune and had seriously set back the development of effective 
collaboration with the West by the Arab States. He explained that what Egypt desired 
to see instead of a Turco-Iraqi Pact, was an Anglo-Iraqi on the lines of the 
Anglo-Egyptian Agreement, whereby the air bases in Iraq would be reactivated in the 
event of an attack on Turkey or even Iran. Such an agreement would be in accord 
with the Arab Collective Security Treaty whereas a Turco- Iraqi Pact would violate it. 

3. Colonel Nasser then expounded his ideal of defence of the area being 
organised on the basis of the Arab League Security Pact, arguing that, just as we were 
keen on the formation of a number of divisions in Germany with which to check a 
Soviet advance, so should we be keen on the formation of ten divisions under a 
unified Arab Command to fulfil a similar function in this area. 

4. The Chief of the Imperial General Staff remonstrated with Colonel Nasser 
concerning his conception of the internal front, pointing out that the establishment 
of a linear defence need not attend upon the creation of a system in depth, and the 
Secretary of State assured him that Her Majesty's Government had been as much 
surprised by the speed with which the Turkish and Iraqi Governments had proceeded 
as the Egyptians themselves had been. 

5. The Secretary of State then invited the Egyptian leaders at least to suspend 
judgement on the proposed Turco-Iraqi agreement until they knew its terms; it 
might then not turn out to be so objectionable as they now imagined, and they might 
see their way to withdrawing their opposition to it. Colonel Nasser maintained 
however that he already knew what the terms of the agreement were to be and that it 
was certainly objectionable to him and in any case the mere fact of its conclusion in 
present circumstances was unacceptable to Arab opinion. 

6. The Secretary of State then pointed out that we were now facing a situation of 
fact; the agreement was about to be signed, as far as we knew; what could be done 
about the Egyptian attitude. To this Dr. Fawzi replied with an invitation to Her 
Majesty's Government to endeavour to persuade the Turkish and Iraqi Governments 
to stay their hands. 

7. The Secretary of State enquired whether the Egyptian Ministers thought there 
could be any prospect of sorting out their differences over this matter by means of a 
meeting between Colonel Nasser and the Turkish and Iraqi Prime Ministers. The 
Egyptian Prime Minister answered that M. Menderes had suggested coming to Cairo 
but that he, Nasser, had been nervous of public reaction. He was therefore proposing 
to reply that he would be glad to see M. Menderes if he would not conclude the 
agreement until after the interview had taken place. The Secretary of State said that 
he thought such a condition would be very difficult for M. Menderes to accept. 
Colonel Nasser remarked in reply that there were of course difficulties all round. 
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8. Turning to the problem of Israel, the Secretary of State enquired whether 
Colonel Nasser saw any prospect of making progress towards a settlement, adding 
that, as he saw it, the only Arab State in a position to make a move towards solving 
the problem, if a move became possible, would be Egypt. The Egyptian Prime 
Minister replied that it was a matter of timing; he went on to say that as he saw it 
there was no solution to be found in partial settlements; the frontier problems were 
so intricate that of themselves they were insoluble and could only be dealt with in the 
framework of a comprehensive settlement. The Secretary of State expressed his 
personal agreement and added that if at any time the Egyptian Government felt that 
Her Majesty's Government could help towards a solution he trusted the Egyptian 
Government would not hesitate to take them into their confidence. 

9. The spirit of the discussion was friendly and frank throughout, and the 
Egyptian Prime Minister referred repeatedly to the great improvement in 
Anglo- Egyptian relations, to the importance which his Government attached to this 
improvement and to his hopes for its continuance in the future. 

10. Little discussion of the Sudan took place, but in private conversation the 
Egyptian Prime Minister told the Secretary of State that Egypt was having great 
difficulty over reaching agreement with the Sudan concerning Nile Waters, in regard 
to which the Sudanese Government were opening their mouths too wide and 
demanding so much that the operation of the Asswan High Dam scheme would be 
jeopardised. The Secretary of State said he attached importance to agreement being 
reached between Egypt and the Sudan on this subject and that Her Majesty's 
Government would do anything they could to further it. Meanwhile he hoped that 
Major Salah Salem would be restrained from making objectionable anti-British 
statements which helped no one at this juncture. Colonel Nasser said, as he had said 
to Her Majesty's Ambassador on a former occasion, that he wished Major Salem to 
talk to His Excellency about the Sudan and was told that His Excellency would be 
always at the Minister's disposal. 

11. At the end of the discussion a communique was issued of which the text is 
annexed.1 

I. Not printed. 

580 DEFE 5/57, COS(55)49 4 Mar 1955 
'Combined Turkey-UK- US Middle East defence study': COS 
Committee memorandum. Annex1 [Extract] 

Summary report 

1. General. This report is a summary of the complete report contained in the 
Annexes.1 

2. Agreed overall agenda. The Turkish General Staff, the UK Chiefs of Staff, and 
the US Joint Chiefs of Staff agreed that it would be' profitable to conduct informal 
combined military planning studies of the defense of the Middle East, to determine:-

1 The detailed report was in the form of eight annexes none of which are printed here except Annex D, part 
of which is reproduced. 



[580) MAR 1955 375 

a. A concept of operations for the defense of the Middle East along the line of the 
Zagros Mountains. 

b. The forces required. 
c. An estimate of the Allied force and materiel support required by year. 
d. Recommendations for making up deficits. 

In addition, they agreed that planning studies be developed to secure the Turkish 
south and east flanks in the event of war in the near future. An early item on the 
agenda of the conference was to be the exchange of intelligence relative to Soviet 
capabilities in the Middle East. 

3. An assessment of the Soviet threat to the Middle East (Annex A). For purposes 
of this estimate allied opposition has not been taken into account 

a. The Soviet threat to the Zagros Mountain line and to Turkey's southern and 
eastern frontier and to West Pakistan was assessed on the assumption that the 
Soviets would employ only those ground and air forces immediately available south 
of the Caucasus and in Turkestan. It was the view of the Turkish representatives that 
additional ground forces are likely to be moved south of the Caucasus on the 
outbreak of war. However, for purpose of this study, it was accepted that 17 divisions 
were available south of the Caucasus and 7 divisions in Turkestan. The Soviet tactical 
air force units most likely to be made available in the Middle East would be drawn 
from the 1,285 aircraft in the Caucasus and Turkestan Military Districts. 

b. It was concluded that the most likely threat is:-

(1) An air campaign against Allied bases in the area launched on 0-0ay 
(2) A rapid advance into Iran with ground forces supported by air and naval forces 
in order to seize the vital Zagros Mountain Passes. A small airborne force could be 
used on 0-0ay to seize the Ruwandiz Pass. Estimated threat at passes follows:-

Light Mobile 
Division Deliberate Forces (About Airborne 

Place Equivalent Advance 1,500 men) Forces 

Ruwandiz 2- 2!.1 15- 20 days 3 days 0-0ay 
Penjwin 1-1!.1 15-20 days 6 days 0-0ay 
Paitak (Khaniqin) 5- 7 27 days 8 days 
Khurramabad (Kasganrud) 2- 3 27 days 8 days 

(Jadsir) 
Bawdar-Abbas ~-1 45 days 

c. Assuming that no effective opposition developed at the Zagros Mountain Passes, 
the Soviet threat to Turkey's southern flank and the Levant was concluded to be 6 to 
10 divisions which could carry out a further advance as follows: -

Mosul-Nusaybin (towards Elazig) 
Mosul-Aleppo 

Kirkuk/Baghdad-Homs 

Baghdad-Oamascus/Mafraq 

2- 4 divisions 

1-1 divisions 

3- 5 divisions 

6- 10 divisions 
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Advance elements could reach the southern flank of Turkey and Levant about 
D+35 and the main bodies could arrive about D+50. 

d. A submarine, air and mining threat to shipping in the Persian Gulf area and 
Levant ports exists. 

4. Planning assumptions (Annex B) 
In order to define the scope of these studies, it was necessary to make numerous 
assumptions. These are contained in Annex B and in other Annexes. It must be 
emphasized that the validity of the report is dependent upon the valid~ty of these 
planning assumptions. The more important assumptions made follow:-

a. That a Soviet attack on the Middle East will be part of a general war in which NATO 
will be engaged, since such an attack will be a threat to the south flank of NATO. Nuclear 
weapons will be employed by both sides from the outset of general hostilities. 

b. That the time considered by this study will be from the present to mid 1959. 
c. That nuclear weapons and the means of delivery are available. That a time period 

of 18 hours after the outbreak of war is necessary to transport the weapons from 
their storage ~ites to the area. This assumption is based on the U.S. policy which 
requires storage in National custody. Should the U.K. or any other country in the 
area develop an atomic capability in the Middle East or should the U.S. policy permit 
storage of weapons there, this time period would be reduced. 

d. In order to determine the importance of the above initial time factor, the effects 
of nuclear weapons and the resulting force requirements were also studied on the 
assumption that these weapons were immediately available in the area. 

e. That the security of sea communications in the Mediterranean and Black Sea 
(less local harbor defense of Levant ports) will be provided by NATO forces. 

f. For purposes of this study, the area considered was Eastern Turkey (east of the 
line from Samsun to Adana), and the Middle East countries. However, the theater of 
operations of primary interest in these studies was considered to be bounded by 
Turkey on the north, on the east by the Zagros Mountains and on the south by the 
Straits of Hormuz and the Arabian Peninsula. 

5. Concept of operations for the defense of the Middle East along the line of the 
Zagros mountains (Annex C) 
a. Mission 
In the event of an overt attack by Soviet forces in the Middle East, conduct a defense 
in conjunction with NATO forces to the north, designed to hold the Soviets on the 
line of the Zagros Mountains and thereby (not in priority):-

(1) Defend the Middle Eastern territories. 
(2) Secure Turkey's southern flank, thereby defending NATO's south east flank. 
(3) Secure for the West a source of Middle East oil. 
(4) Secure the base areas including air bases and lines of communication in the 
Middle East area. 

b. Limiting factors in the area 

(1) The restriction by certain Middle East nations on Allied preparations prior to D-D ay. 
(2) The inability of local national forces, without Allied aid, to offer effective 
resistance to Soviet aggression. 
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(3) Limited signal communications, rail networks, port and base facilities and 
natural resources. 
(4) The tensions between Israel and the Arab Nations. 
(5) The small number and poor quality of airfields in the area. 
(6) The lack of an early warning system. 

c. General considerations 

(1) Operations on the line of the Zagros Mountains will require the closest 
coordination with those of NATO for the defense of Eastern Turkey. 
(2) The whole concept must be viewed in the context of the Allied Strategic Air 
Offensive and the effect of nuclear attack on the fighting value and speed of 
advance of the Russian forces. 
(3) In view of the possible disruption of our plans through nuclear attack, the 
highest possible proportion of our forces must be in position on D-Day. 

d. Land operations 

(1) NATO !heater. The main defensive position is the line from the Black Sea, 
through Erzurum and Bitlis to the Iraq frontier. In front of this, covering forces 
will be deployed to harrass [sic] and delay the enemy advance. Local and theater 
mobile reserves will be maintained. 
(2) Middle East !heater. The major ground elements will be deployed in the 
Zagros Mountain Passes whilst demolitions, guerrilla action and Iranian forces 
will be utilized to delay the enemy advance up to these positions. Mobile reserve 
forces will be required in the Mosul, Baghdad and Basra areas and a highly mobile 
theater reserve, including airborne forces, must be available. South of 
Khurramabad, light ground forces may be required. 

c. [sic] Naval operations 
Sea communications to Iskenderun and the Levant ports as well as the sea route into 
the Persian Gulf must be maintained. The first two are the commitment of NATO 
naval forces but the last, and the local defense of harbors, will require provision to be 
made. Since the air and mining and submarine threats exist on D-Day, naval forces 
must be in the general area of operations by that date. 

f. Air operations 

(1) Allied strategic air forces. These forces based outside the area will conduct 
operations which will contribute materially to the defense of the Middle East. 
(2) Air force operations in Middle East. These will be conducted with nuclear and 
conventional weapons as follows (not in priority):-

(a) Against enemy air base complexes and air units. 
(b) Against the Soviet Loc including shipping in the Caspian Sea. 
(c) To provide close support for friendly ground forces. 
(d) To support air defense units. 

h. [sic] Nuclear weapons 
Nuclear weapons required and the means of delivering them are assumed to be 
available. The studies have been conducted to show the differences in force 
requirements when the weapons are available immediately and when there is a delay 
of 18 hours for them to be transported to the area. 
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6. Reduction of threat against the Middle East by nuclear weapons and demolitions 
(Annex D) 

a. Priority 
Targets to reduce the Soviet threat to manageable proportions have been selected in 
the following priorities:-

(!) Those airfield targets, the destruction of which will assist in bringing about a 
satisfactory air situation and those targets in Iran which are considered essential 
for delaying the enemy's leading formations. 
(2) Those targets, the destruction of which will buy time for allied forces by 
imposing delay on the enemy advance. 
(3) Those targets in the support area of the Soviet forces, the destruction of which 
will delay the enemy build up and dislocate his maintenance. 

b. Planning assumption 
The degree of damage and contamination caused by each weapon will be comparable 
to that of a nominal (20KT) bomb. The number of weapons would, however, vary 
with the size and yield of the actual weapons selected by the operational commander. 

c. Timings 
This study concerns itself with the effects as considered under two separate 
assumptions in regard to the timing of availability of weapons. 

Part I: Assumption of 18 hour delay 
Part 11: Assumption of no delay 

d. Summary of Parts I & I! 

(1) Air threat 

(a) If Allied nuclear weapons are not immediately available in the area for attack on 
the Soviet air forces and installations, Allied forward air bases will incur immense 
damage and may result in the Allies being unable to deliver their own nuclear attack. 
(b) This delay would probably allow the Soviets to carry out two missions. 
(c) It is only by means of immediate allied nuclear attack that the Soviet air threat 
can be contained and a satisfactory air situation brought about. 
(d) Follow-up attacks on the selected targets are necessary in order to maintain a 
satisfactory air situation. It is estimated the Soviet air threat could be reduced by 
60%-70%, and kept at that reduction by re-attack. 
(e) The Soviet airborne threat exists on D-Day. However, if it should be delayed 
beyond D-Day it will be reduced to a negligible amount. 

(2) Tactical battle area 

(a) The main effect on the Soviet ground threat is the imposition of a delay in the 
advance and build up of their forces. It is estimated that the Allied nuclear attacks 
will reduce the combat effectiveness of the Soviet forces by 15% at the Ruwandiz 
and Penjwin passes and by 25% at the Paitak and Khurramabad passes, and that 
re-attack would reduce the rate of advance of the build-up forces by 50%. 
(b) The availability of nuclear weapons at H-Hour will only effect the advance of 
the leading division on each route, and a delay factor of two days should be applied 
to the advance of these formations. 
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(3) Base support areas 

(a) The Soviets can sail amphibious forces on or prior to D-Day. Any re-supply, 
however, will be virtually eliminated by nuclear attacks on the selected targets. If 
the Soviets delay the sailing of their amphibious effort to D+1 day or later, the 
threat will be destroyed. 
(b) The Soviet ground forces will not be seriously hampered logistically during the 
first few days of hostilities because it is estimated they will have available approxi
mately 30 days of supplies of all classes. However, nuclear strikes and re-attack 
against the selected targets will gravely reduce their ability to re-supply their ground 
forces whose aggressive capability will be proportionately diminished. 

7. Size of land, air and naval forces required and rate of build-up (Annex E) 

a. Land forces 
The table below gives the total forces required and the time by which they should be 
in position. 

Serial Force 
D 

1. Pass Defense 
Forces 1% 

2. Mobile Reserves % 

3. Theater Reserves %3 

4. Grand Total 2% 

Time Required 
D+16 D+18 D+19 

1%3 

2 
% 

2% 

Total 
US/UK Turkish 
View View 

5 

2 

7%3 

5 
4 

9%3 

Note: Since it is estimated that the leading Soviet division on each route will not 
have entered the interdiction target areas until after H + 18 hours, the availability of 
nuclear weapons on H-Hour will not alter the delay or strength factor of the Soviet 
land threat, or consequently the allied force requirements. 

b. Air forces 

(1) Aircraft. The table below shows the total air requirements both when nuclear 
weapons are available at H-Hour and when not available until H+18 hours. 

Nuclear Weapons Nuclear Weapons 
Type of Aircraft Available at H-Hour Available at H+18 

Light Bombers 98 98 
E.C.M. 16 16 
Day Fighters (including 
a DF/GA element) 155 260 

(US View 200) (US View 325) 

All Weather Fighters 48 48 
Airborne Early Warning 18 18 
Tac Recce 32 32 
Photo Recce 8 8 
Medium Transport Aircraft 48 48 

Totals 423 528 
(US View 468) (US View 593) 
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(2) Airfields 
Light Bomber 27 32 

4 F~~r 4 

c. Naval forces 
The table below gives the total naval requirements, less certain small auxiliary units 
such as net-tenders, etc. Since the air and mining threats exist on D-Day, naval 
forces must be deployed in the general area of operations by that date. 

Ocean Escorts 
Coastal Escorts 
AMI 
AMC 
Maritime Air (VP Ron) 
AMCU 
AM Depot Ships 

12 
12 
46 
30 

1 
3 
2 

8. Forces available, deficits and other forces existing in the area (Annex F) 

a. Land forces 

(1) Requirements 
(Turkish View) 

(2) Available in theater 

(a) Immediately available 
(b) Other forces committed 

Total 
(3) Deficit 

(Turkish View) 
(4) Other forces existing in the area 
Turkey 
Iran 
Pakistan 

b. Air forces 

(1) Requirements 

Totals 

3 div. 
2~ div. 

3 div. 
1 div. 
1 div. 

Nuclear Weapons 
Available at H-Hour 

423 

7~ div. 
(9~ div.) 

5~ div 
2 div. 
(4 div.) 

Nuclear Weapons 
Available at H+18 

528 
(US View 468) (US View 593) 

(2) Available in theater 

(a) UK (RAF) 1955 
80 DF/GA 
16 Tac Recce 
8 Photo Recce 

44 Med Transp. 

Period 1955-1959 
Reduces to 48 DF/GA 
Remains at 16 Tac Recce 
Reduces to 6 Photo Recce 
Reduces to 20 Med Transp. 
(8 Hastings, 12 Valettas). 
Add 16 Jet LB 
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(b) At present, the indigenous air forces in the Middle East do not possess a poten
tial for jet air warfare. It is not likely that that situation will materially change dur
ing the period under consideration, except possibly in their defensive capabilities. 

(3) Deficits 

(a) 

Light Bomber 
E. C. M. 
Day Fighter 

All Weather 
Fighter 
A.E.W. 
Tac Recce 
Photo Recce 

Med Transp. 

Totals 
(US Views 

Nuclear Weapons 
Available at H-Hour 

98 (reducing to 82) 
16 
75 (increasing to 

107) 
US View 120 (increasing to 

152) 

48 
18 
16 
-(increasing to 2) 

4 (increasing to 
28) 

275 
(320) 

317 
(362) 

Nuclear Weapons 
Available at H+l8 

98 (reducing to 82) 
16 

180 (increasing 
to 212) 

245 (increasing 
to 277) 

48 
18 
16 
- (increasing 

to 2) 
4 (increasing 

to 28) 

380 
(445) 

422 
(487) 

(b) No adequate early warning system exists in the theater. Small amounts of such 
equipment do exist with UK forces in the Middle East. 

c. Naval forces 

(1) Type 

Ocean Escorts 
Coastal Escorts 
AMC 
AMI 
AMCU 
Maritime Air 

(Patrol Squadron) 
Depot Ships 

Requirement 

12 
12 
30 
46 

3 

1 
2 

Available in 
Theafer 

9 
8 
6 

11 
1 

*Excluding 2 surplus Israeli. 

9. Major logistic implications (Annex G) 

a. Basis of calculation 

Deficits 

3 
6* 

24 
35 
2 

1 
2 

For purposes of simplification of computation and presentation of this study, force 
requirements of 7);3 divisions and 528 aircraft are used. Attention is invited to the fact 
that the Turkish Representative considers land force requirements should be 9);3 
divisions and that the U.S. Representative considers that 593 aircraft are required. 
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b. Recommended logistic pattern 

(1) Two Land LOC's. 

(a) Eastern Mediterranean ports to forward maintenance areas. 
(b) Persian Gulf Ports to forward maintenance areas. 

[580] 

(2) Rear maintenance areas for Army and Air Forces use are Jordan and 
Lebanon for the Eastern Mediterranean LOC, and the Basra area for the Persian 
GulfLOC. 
(3) Forward maintenance areas for Army use are Mosul, Kirkuk, Khanaqin, 
Habbaniya, and Andimeshk. 
(4) Forward air depots require stocks to be held in close proximity to the airfields 
as follows: 

(a) In Mosul, Kirkuk, and Habbaniya areas. 
(b) In the rear maintenance areas. 
(c) In Cyprus, Egypt and West Coast Persian Gulf areas 

c. Stockpiled reserves 
Ninety days reserves for 7~ divisions plus required air forces should be prestocked in 
peacetime divided between rear and forward maintenance areas. Some 70% of this 
total reserve should be hold in the rear maintenance areas on the Eastern 
Mediterranean coast and 30% in the rear maintenance area near Basra. Some of the 
requirements could be met from facilities available in the Canal Zone Base. 

d. Re-supply 
Re-supply routes by sea will be through the Mediterranean and Persian Gulf. First re
supply has been based on arrival in the theater by D+30, and thereafter as required. 
Movement of re-supply tonnages over the land LOC's has been planned on the 
maintenance of 4~ divisions and ~ of the air forces through Persian Gulf ports and 3 
divisions and % of the air forces through Eastern Mediterranean ports. 

e. Major requirements to implement logistic plan 

(1) The building of three rear maintenance areas in peacetime and prestocking 
them with a total of 60 days reserves for the forces involved. 
(2) The establishing of five forward maintenance areas in peacetime for the Army 
and a number of forward air depots for the Air Forces, and prestocking them with 
a total of 30 days reserves for the forces involved. 
(3) Extensive rehabilitation and extension of many of the airfields and the 
construction of three new airfields. 
(4) The provision of additional locomotives, rolling stock and repair facilities for, 
as well as some measure of rehabilitation on, the railway line from the Eastern 
Mediterranean ports to Iraq via Southern Turkey. 
(5) The improvement of the standard of the roads throughout the area, as well as 
the strengthening of certain bridges to carry heavy loads. 
(6) The provision of required pipelines from refineries to airfields. 
(7) Provision of escort bases in the Levant and Persian Gulf area ... 2 

2 The"pages not printed refer to the operations to defend Turkey as part of NATO's southern flank. 
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Principal conclusions 

1. The countries of the area could provide the ground forces required for the 
defense of the Zagros Mountain line if they make the full effort of which they are 
capable. However, they will require outside backing and assistance to bring them up 
to the necessary state of readiness . Arrangements must also be made for the rapid 
deployment to the Zagros line of the forces outside the theater. 

2. The most important military action that could be taken toward providing 
successful defense of the Zagros Mountain line would be to deploy into the area a 
small highly mobile air force with nuclear weapons immediately available. 

3. Employment of nuclear weapons by both sides willnot radically reduce the mag
nitude of land forces for defense of the Zagros Mountains during the critical initial 
phase, but will buy time for Allied forces by imposing delay on the enemy advance. 
Unless these weapons are available for immediate use, it will be impossible to secure 
a favourable air situation with the Allied air forces likely to be available on 0-0ay. 

4. In view of the time element, it is considered that only limited progress could 
be made in creating effective offensive capabilities among the indigenous air forces . 
However, their defensive capabilities could be increased significantly in the future. 

5. It is absolutely essential that required forces be able to meet the 0-0ay or very 
early timing required. The time factor is so important in the initial defense of the 
area that arrangements must be made in advance for rapid deployment of forces into 
the Zagros defense area. 

6. The effectiveness of the air forces would be greatly improved by blind bombing 
aids, both ground and airborne. 

7. An urgent need exists for an adequate early warning system. Further study 
and site surveys must be made to solve this vital problem. Consideration should be 
given to establishing an indigenous system during peacetime. 

8. The Middle East countries can, with outside assistance, provide a portion of 
the required naval forces . The only other sources available for making up deficits 
would be Pakistan, the U.K. and the U.S. Particular emphasis should be given to 
improving the minesweeping capabilities of the indigenous naval forces. 

9. All forces should as far as possible be responsible for their own maintenance in 
war. It is important, however, that equipment should be standardized in peace with 
that of the country on whom they will depend for base facilities, workshops and LOC 
in war. 

10. Existing railroads, roads, ports and airfields must be brought up to required 
standards. Stockpiling in peace is essential to support logistically the defense of the 
Zagros Mountain line. 

11. The best means of providing the security of Turkey's south flank in the near 
future is to defend the Zagros Mountain line. Available forces must therefore 
endeavor to hold this line. If unable to do so, they must impose the greatest possible 
delay on the Zagros line or at a series of successive defens ive positions between the 
Zagros and the Turkish frontier. Turkey plans to establish in the near future a corps 
in South Turkey, if the necessary equipment is provided, largely from units already 
formed, as a mobile reserve which could conduct such operations. 

12. Close coordination between Middle East forces and NATO is mandatory. 
13. The governments concerned should seek to achieve effective military 

planning among the Middle East countries. 
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Annex D to 580: Reduction of threat against Middle East by nuclear weapons and 
demolitions 

Introduction 

1. Problem 
To select targets, the attack of which by nuclear weapons would assist in the defense 
of the Middle East, and to assess the resultant reduction of the Soviet threat against 
the Middle East. Since the defense of the Middle East front must be closely 
coordinated with the defense of Eastern Turkey targets have been also selected on the 
approaches to Eastern Turkey's main NATO defense line through Erzerum. These are 
shown in Appendix IV to this Annex.3 The general conclusions on effects as given 
herein apply also to that area. Specific conclusions in that area are mentioned as 
appropriate. 

2. Factors bearing on the problem 

a. General 

(1) Priority 
Targets have the following main priorities in the order shown. However, they cannot 
be considered exclusive priorities in that attack on vital targets in all categories can 
be simultaneous. 

(a) Those airfield targets, the destruction of which will assist in bringing about a 
satisfactory air situation. Within the proviso that all airfields selected must be 
attacked, jet bomber bases have the highest priority. It is preferable, however, that 
the initial attacks on on [sic] Soviet airfields should be simultaneous to deny the 
enemy the use of alternate fields. 
(b) Those targets, the destruction of which will buy time for allied forces by 
imposing delay on the enemy advance. 
(c) Those targets in the support area of the Soviet forces, the destruction of which 
will delay the enemy build-up and dislocate his maintenance. The results of attack 
on these targets will be cumulative and relatively long term. 

(2) Selection 

(a) The basis on which the air interdiction has been planned is that it will reduce 
the Soviet threat to the area to manageable proportions both in time and weight of 
attack. Targets have therefore been grouped into three main categories:-

!. Airfields (Appendix "I" to this Annex). 
2. Those which are in the battle area and will have an immediate effect on the 
speed of advance and weight of the initial Soviet attack (Appendix "11" to this 
Annex). 
3. Those which are in the support area of the Soviet forces and destruction of 
which would severely limit the build-up and supply of these forces and so reduce 
their aggressive capability. (Appendix "Ill" to this Annex). 

(b) There are many potential targets in the area but, for purposes of this study, 
only those targets of the greatest importance to the Middle East defense have been 

1 Appendices to Annex D not printed. 
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selected. Many of the targets selected are suitable for conventional attack, but 
nuclear attack would make possible a more economical Allied requirement of 
forces and munitions. Further the light bomber force in the theater cannot be 
jeopardized on conventional weapon attacks until a favorable air situation has 
been attained. The defiles through which the Soviets must advance in Northern 
Iran and the Zagros Mountains offer suitable sites for prepositioned demolitions. 
Nuclear attacks must also be made, however, in order to ensure maximum delay 
and destruction. The contamination factor may also assist in delaying the Soviet 
advance. The extent of the delay will depend on the nature of the weapon used. 
Many of the Soviet transportation targets selected are large target areas, and if 
attacked by conventional weapons , would require uneconomical effort. 

3. Planning assumptions 
a. That the degree of damage and contamination of the area caused by each 

weapon will be comparable to that of a nuclear weapon. In this study, a nominal 
bomb is assumed to be 20 kilotons. Selection of exact size is made by the operational 
commander. This nominal bomb is used only to give an order of magnitude of 
nuclear weapons required. The number of weapons would, however, vary with the 
size and yield of the actual weapons selected by the operational commander. 

b. That all Soviet airfields north of 45 oN and west of 38 a E except Krasnudar 
airfield are attacked on D-Day by Allied strategic air forces . Other categories of 
targets shown in Appendices IV and V to this Annex are also the responsibility of 
strategic air forces or other commands. 

4. Timing of allied nuclear offensive 
This study concerns itself with the effects as considered under two separate 
assumptions in regard to the timing of availabi lity of weapons. Those assumptions 
are: 

a. That a time period of 18 hours after the outbreak of war is necessary to transport 
the weapons from their storage sites to the area. This assumption is based on the US 
policy which requires storage in national custody. Should the UK or any other 
country in the area develop an atomic capability in the Middle East or should the US 
policy permit storage of weapons there, this time period would be reduced. 

b. That nuclear weapons are immediately available in the area. The purpose of this 
portion of the study is to determine the importance of this initial time factor. 
Therefore, this study is divided for discussion into two parts:-

Part I: Assumption of 18 hour delay 
Part 11: Assumption of no delay 

Part !-Assumption of an 18 hour delay 

5. Air threat 
a. Only about 50% of the available Soviet light bomber force is likely to be 

committed to attacks in the Middle East theater while the results of their primary 
war effort against Western Europe, the UK and the US remain in doubt. In view of the 
demands of this primary war effort only 50% of the light bombers committed in the 
theater would carry nuclear weapons. 

Turkish view. The Turkish delegates consider that the Soviet tactical air forces, 
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which have been allotted to the Middle East Theater, are 5%-10% of the total Soviet 
tactical air forces. They also believe that the Soviet tactical air forces allotted to the 
Middle East will not be employed in any other theater. Therefore, they estimate that 
most of this tactical air force will be launched to attack targets in the Middle East 
area during their initial attacks. End Turkish view 

b. An 18 hour delay will result in the denial of the Allied D-Day theater nuclear 
attacks and will enable the Soviet bombers to launch two missions before the initial 
allied nuclear attack can be mounted. 

c. The purpose of the attacks on the targets listed in Appendix I (Airfields) is to 
produce a favorable air situation in the area of operations. In order to do this, a 
simultaneous attack on those targets is highly desirable. However, attacks should not 
be delayed solely to achieve this. The Soviets would probably have some alternate 
fields, previously stocked, which would escape attack. However, the ability of these 
alternate fields to support the estimated Soviet Air threat is questioned. 

d. Those nuclear attacks would severely damage the servicing and maintenance 
facilities on the airfields to the point where only a lessened portion of their air threat 
could be supported. 

e. Since a 100% availability of aircraft is almost impossible to attain after H + 18 
hours, most Soviet airfields will have varying numbers of grounded aircraft. Nuclear 
attacks will destroy or severely damage these grounded aircraft. 

f. One of the primary goals is the destruction of Soviet aircraft. As already shown, 
their servicing and maintenance facilities and severe crowding on unattacked 
airfields would reduce the number of aircraft which could be used for combat. This 
would reduce the Soviet air threat by an equivalent amount. 

g. After the two initial Soviet missions on D-Day and resultant losses from allied 
air defenses and fighter interdiction, it is estimated that the following numbers of 
Soviet light bombers and troop carrier aircraft would remain:-

(1) 100 jet light bombers (186 based on U.S. estimate of available jet light 
bombers.) 
(2) 87 troop carrier aircraft. 
Note: Above reductions are based on 50% combat losses for the first light bomber 
mission, 20% combat losses for the second light bomber mission, and 10% combat 
losses for the one troop carrier mission. 

h. Taking the above Soviet losses by our air defenses into account, it is estimated 
that the Soviet jet light bomber, ground attack, and jet fighter equivalent threat 
would be further reduced by the Allied nuclear attacks by some 60%-70% . As a result 
of those nuclear attacks, the remaining Soviet air threat would be equivalent to:-

(1) 30-40 jet light bombers (56 - 75 based on US view). 
(2) 25-34 troop carrier. 
(3) 65- 105 ground attack. 
(4) 110-180 jet fighters. 

6. Tactical battle area 
a. In considering this part of the study, the effect of attack on the targets shown in 

Appendix II has been assessed as principally that of delay on the build-up at the 
Zagros Mountain Passes. The reasons for this assessment are:-
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(1) Transportation routes in the areas of destruction will be repaired to Class 24, 
all that is required for a Soviet rifle division- within the estimated delay timings. 
(2) Up to date Soviet tactics are designed to avoid concentration into attractive 
targets for nuclear weapons. Further, the likely areas of concentration are linear, 
and by the winding nature of the routes, Soviet ground forces would not offer 
effective killing areas for nuclear attack. 

b. Re-attack 
Re-attack by nuclear weapons should be made on those targets and at such times 

as will impose the required delay on the Soviet [sic] so as to enable Allied forces to be 
deployed in time to forestall the Soviet advance. 

c. Targets of opportunity 
A reserve of nuclear weapons must be held to deal with any worthwhile 

concentrations of troops or supplies which may occur. Engagement of these targets 
will depend on reconnaissance. As these will be targets of opportunity, no exact 
assessment can be made either of the effort required or of the effect of these 
operations. 

d. Selected targets 
The targets selected for attack are shown in Appendix II and are supported by a 

marked map in Tab I to Appendix 11. 
e. Reduction of threat 
It is estimated that the morale effect and the initial casualties would reduce the 

combat effectiveness of the Soviet land forces by 15% at the Ruwandiz and Penjwin 
passes and by 25% at the Paitak and Khurramabad passes .... 4 

7. Base support areas 

a. General 
The targets in Appendix Ill have been selected for attack in order to reduce the Soviet 
logistic capacity and amphibious potential in the Eastern Black Sea and Caspian Sea, 
and to limit the long-term build-up and aggressive capability of the Soviet forces 
south of the Caucasus. Also, these attacks would have a cumulative effect on the 
morale of the Soviet forces. Since no appreciable difference in effect will result 
between H-Hour and H + 18 Hours availability, this discussion applies equally to 
both times. 

b. Effect on Soviet logistic capability south of the Caucasus 
As the bulk of traffic in Caucasia comes by the railway network, attacks, preferably 
simultaneous, on LOC targets listed in Appendix Ill would greatly reduce the flow of 
supplies to the Soviet forces for up to two weeks. Attacks on the two principal road 
passes through the Caucasian mountains would assist in this strangulation. Also, the 
road between Novorossiysk and Tiflis is vulnerable to attack at many points. It is 
estimated, however, that the Soviet [sic] will be able to draw upon 30 days supplies of 
all classes stockpiled near the frontier which will not be affected by attack on these 
targets. Therefore, targets north of the Caucasus should have the lowest priority. 

4 The pages not printed refer to the delay factor imposed on Soviet forces by successful nuclear attacks on 
selected targets. 
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c. Effect on the Caspian LOC 
The Soviets have the capability of launching seaborne expeditions in the Caspian Sea 
prior to, or on D-Day. Consequently, attacks on targets listed in Appendix III may not 
affect the sailing of their forces . The landing of these forces at Southern Caspian 
ports would, however, offer good targets of opportunity. If the Soviets were to delay 
the sailing of these forces until 0+1 Day, this threat could probably be eliminated. 

d. Amphibious threat in NATO area 
For convenience, targeting affecting the Soviet ability to launch amphibious assaults 
on Eastern Turkey are also listed in Appendix Ill. 

Part If- Assumption of no delay 

8. Air threat 
a. Only about 50% of the available Soviet light bomber force is likely to be 

committed to attacks in the Middle East Theater while the results of their primary 
effort against Western Europe, the UK and the US remain in doubt. In view of the 
demands of this primary war effort only 50% of the light bombers committed in the 
theater would carry nuclear weapons. 

Turkish view. The Turkish delegates consider that the Soviet tactical air forces, 
which have been allotted to the Middle East Theater, are 5%-10% of the total Soviet 
tactical air forces. They also believe that the Soviet tactical air forces allotted to the 
Middle East will not be employed in any other theater. Therefore, they estimate that 
most of this tactical air force will be launched to attack targets in the Middle East 
area during their initial attacks. End Turkish view 

b. Prior to D-Day, the Soviets will have dispersed their aircraft and completed 
other actions to ensure the protection of their aircraft. The initiative is theirs with 
respect to the timing of D-Day. D-Day will be announced by the concurrent attack by 
Soviet ground forces, bomber aircraft and airborne forces. Because of this initiative, 
the very best that the Middle East theater air forces can do with immediate 
availability of nuclear weapons is to launch their light bomber attack so as to catch 
the Soviet bombers and troop carrier aircraft on the ground just after their return 
from the initial assault. Some Soviet jet escort fighters and ground attack aircraft 
might be hit in a similar manner. 

c. After the initial Soviet mission on D-Day and resultant losses from Allied air 
defenses and fighter interdiction, it is estimated that the following numbers of Soviet 
light bombers and troop carrier aircraft would be left. 

(1) 131 jet light bombers (244 based on US estimate of available jet light 
bombers.) 
(2) 84 troop carrier aircraft. 
Note: Above reductions based on 30% combat loss for bombers and 10% for troop 
carrier. 

d. Jet fighters and ground attack remain at the level as estimated in Annex A. 

(1) 260 ground attack. 
(2) 400-500 jet fighters . 

e. As a result of successful attacks on the Soviet airfields listed in Appendix I, 75% 
of the aircraft on the ground would be destroyed or severely damaged. Although one 
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of the primary aims of the Allied attacks is to destroy enemy aircraft, resultant 
destruction of airfield facilities would greatly curtail operations. Thus, considering 
Soviet dispersal of their aircraft (airborne or at alternate fields at time of Allied 
attacks), the destruction of aircraft on the ground and the destruction of airfield 
facilities , it is estimated that the Soviet air threat would be reduced by some 
60%- 70% by initial nuclear attacks. As a result, after the initial Soviet attacks, the 
remaining Soviet air threat would be equivalent to:-

(1) 39- 53 jet light bombers (74-98 based on US view) 
(2) 25-34 troop carrier aircraft. 
(3) 65-105 ground attack. 
(4) 110-180 jet fighters . 

NOTE: There is an apparent discrepancy in the above figures and those listed under 
the preceding H+18 hour discussion. The former figures include estimated Soviet 
combat losses resulting from at least two sorties per flyable aircraft plus the 
estimated 60%- 70% destruction by nuclear attack. The figures immediately above 
include the Soviet combat losses resulting from only one sortie per flyable aircraft 
plus the estimated 60%-70% destruction by nuclear attack. However, the ability to 
launch immediately the theater nuclear offensive against the Soviet air forces will 
well outweigh any temporary advantage gained in inflicting combat losses on Soviet 
air forces during the two attacks they can mount during a period of 18 hours delay. 

9. Tactical battle area 
a. It is estimated that the Soviet Land Forces will advance through the 

interdiction area in Northern Iran as follows:-

(1) The Light Mobile Forces immediately after H-Hour. 
(2) The Leading Division of the follow up forces on each route of advance to the 
Ruwandiz, Penjwin and Paitak Passes at approximately H+6 hours. The Leading 
Division on the route to Khurramabad Pass after H+18 hours. 
(3) The main body of the follow up forces on each route of advance after H+l8 
hours. 

b. From the above, it is therefore concluded that the availability of nuclear 
weapons at H-Hour will only effect the advance of the Leading Divisions of the follow 
up forces on each route to Ruwandiz, Penjwin and Paitak Passes. This additional 
delay is assessed at 2 days. 

10. Base support areas 
Since the selected targets in the base support areas are of relatively low priority, the 
time element in the delivery of nuclear weapons is not of primary importance. 

Conclusions of Parts I and II 

11. Air threat 
a. If Allied nuclear weapons are not immediately available in the area for attack on 

the Soviet air forces and installations, Allied forward air bases will incur immense 
damage, and this may result in the Middle East Forces being unable to deliver their 
own nuclear attack. 
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b. Follow-up attacks on the selected targets are desirable in order to maintain a 
satisfactory air situation. It is estimated the Soviet air threat could be reduced by 
60%-70%, and kept at that reduction by re-attack. 

c. The Soviet airborne threat exists on D-Day. However, if it should be delayed 
beyond D-Day it will be reduced to a negligible amount. 

12. Tactical battle area 
a. The main effect on the Soviet ground threat is the imposition of a delay in the 

advance and build up of their forces. It is estimated that the Allied nuclear attacks 
will reduce the combat effectiveness of the Soviet forces by 15% at the Ruwandiz and 
Penjwin passes and by 25% at the Paitak and Khurramabad passes, and that re-attack 
would reduce the rate of advance of the build-up forces by 50% 

b. The availability of nuclear weapons at H-Hour will only effect the advance of the 
Leading Division on each of the routes to Ruwandiz, Penjwin and Paitak Passes. A 
delay factor of an additional two days should be applied to the advance of these forces. 

13. Base support areas 
a. The Soviets can sail amphibious forces in the Caspian Sea on or prior to D-Day. 

Any re-supply, however, will be virtually eliminated by nuclear attacks on the 
selected targets. If the Soviets delay the sailing of their amphibious effort to D+ 1 day 
or later, the threat will be destroyed. 

b. The Soviet ground forces will not be seriously hampered logistically during the 
first few days of hostilities because it is estimated they will have available 
approximately 30 days of supplies of all classes. However, nuclear strikes and re
attack against the selected targets will gravely reduce their ability to re-supply their 
ground forces. 

14. Nuclear weapon requirement 
There are 125 targets listed in the five appendices. Of these it is assumed that 41 will 
be hit by other commands. Of the remaining 84 targets, 44 are in the USSR. If these 
44 were to be attacked by other commands, the total number of targets in the Middle 
East theater would be 40. Assuming a 50% requirement for re-attack, the minimum 
requirement of nominal nuclear weapons would then be 61. Should any of the above 
targets in the USSR not be attacked by other commands, the nominal nuclear 
requirement for the Middle East air forces would be increased accordingly. 

581 FO 3711115495, no 399 5 Mar 1955 
[Middle East defence arrangements]: inward telegram no 350 from 
Sir R Stevenson to FO on the proposed defence arrangement between 
Egypt, Syria and Saudi Arabia 

[The Egyptian response to the success of Nuri's initiative was immediately to try and 
create an alternative to the Turco- Iraqi pact. Since the fall of Shisakli in Feb 1954 the 
Syrians had been less inclined to look to the west because account had to be taken both of 
the radical elements within the army and the Baath socialists. The Saudis were also keen 
to rally behind the Egyptians, even though Nasser was hardly an ardent monarchist, 
because of their traditional dynastic rivalry with the Hashemites in Iraq and because they 
were engaged in a bitter territorial dispute with the British backed Trucial states over the 
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Buraimi oasis. The Turco-Iraqi pact, that the British would need to join in order to get 
their facilities in Iraq, far from uniting the Arab world against the Soviet threat, was 
reinforcing its divisions which threatened to be formalised in two rival defence groupings. 
On 6 Mar Egypt, Saudi Arabia and Syria formally agreed to establish military co-operation 
and even though this was not yet a rival defence organisation it was hardly a positive step 
to uniting the Middle East against the Soviet threat.] 

Egyptian Prime Minister asked me to call on him today for what he described as a 
general talk. The Foreign Minister was present. The main topic of conversation was 
the situation arising out of the Turco-Iraqi pact. Nasser said that this was now 
accepted as an established fact and he assured me that we could regard the new inter
Arab defence agreement proposed by Egypt as being an equally accomplished fact. 
The Egyptian Government intended to complete it by the end of this month even if 
they did not succeed in securing adherence of Jordan and the Lebanon. General 
agreement on policy had already been reached with Syria and with Saudi Arabia. It 
would be very difficult, if not impossib le, for the Lebanon to stand out. Jordan would, 
he admitted, do as Britain told her. The new defence arrangement would include the 
creation of a joint Arab army, the command and direction of which he thought would 
be in Egyptian hands. Arrangement would not (repeat not) be open to adherence by 
Iraq, at any rate for the present. Those States joining it would have to refrain from 
adhering to the Turco-lraqi pact. It would not (repeat not) be directed against Iraq 
nor in any way against Britain or the West. Its objective would be the defence of the 
area only. 

2. Nasser was anxious to know what our attitude would be towards such an 
arrangement. He confessed that he would like to see us adopt a benevolent, or at any 
rate acquiescent, attitude as he considered that in present circumstances it was the 
best way to carry out our well-known objective or [sic] organising the defence of the 
area. It would fill in the gap now existing behind the linear defence in the north. 
Britain already had arrangements with Egypt and Jordan. She also had arrangements 
with Turkey and Iraq. Britain would, therefore, be the coordinating factor in the 
whole area defence. Could we not, in these circumstances, withdraw our opposition 
to it? 

3. I replied that I could obviously not give him an answer at once. The whole 
matter would need very careful consideration. I could, however, assure him of one 
thing straight away and that was that Great Britain could not, even by implication, 
accept something which would in fact condemn Iraq. We considered that she had 
taken a very wise step in her own interests and in the interests of the whole area, 
despite Egypt's disapproval of it. The Prime Minister replied that there would be no 
question of a joint condemnation of Iraq who would remain a member of the Arab 
League, but as she had put herself into a different position from the other Arab States 
by her agreement with Turkey it would not be appropriate for her to join the new 
arrangement. Nevertheless, he repeated that if the new group were formed it would 
in fact, with Britain's assistance and her existing agreements with the various Arab 
States, provide as good a foundation for the defence of the area as was now possible. 

4. I asked Nasser if he really thought that a joint Arab army was a practical 
possibility. He said that he thought it would be, provided Egypt had control. He 
admitted that some difficulty would arise from the fact that the Arab Legion was 
under British leadership, but they were prepared to accept that for the present at any 
rate, and he pointed out that Britain would through her control of Jordan's forces 
have a very considerable influence in the projected joint Arab army. 
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5. I should be grateful for instructions on the reply which you wish to return to 
Nasser's enquiry about our attitude (see paragraph 2 above) . There is of course very 
little, if any, prospect of the projected arrangement being presented as 
complementary to the linear defence established by the Turco-Iraqi pact. 
Nevertheless, it might be more or less innocuous were it not for the opportunities it 
would give for Egyptian and Saudi Arabian interference in the defence policy and 
foreign relations of the smaller Arab States. 

582 FO 371/115496, no 429 9 Mar 1955 
[Egyptian- Syrian- Saudi defence association]: inward telegram no 368 
from Sir R Stevenson to FO on the response to Colonel Nasser's 
defence initiative 

[The new American ambassador in Cairo, Henry Byroade, was to prove no more popular 
with the FO than his predecessor. Shuckburgh even believed he would be less effective 
than Caffery as he appeared not to want to be in close harmony with the British. He was 
regarded by Shuckburgh as playing up to Nasser unnecessarily and refusing to speak 
plainly. Worst of all from the FO point of view he seemed to have Dulles's full confidence 
(FO 371/115496, no 429, minute by CA E Shuckburgh, 14 Mar 1955)1

.] 

My United States colleague has advised the State Department against (repeat against) 
parallel United States- United Kingdom representations to Nasser. He advocates that, 
if approached, his Embassy should make United States Government's position clear 
with regard to any tendency to isolate Iraq, and express polite interest in watching real
istically the practical development of the Egypto-Syrian-Saudi association as a defence 
organisation complementary to the "Northern Tier" . He assumes, in proposing this 
course, that Jordan and Lebanon can be persuaded to keep out of Egyptian clutches. 

2. In particular he can not (repeat not) see advantage in opposing Nasser flatly 
on the issue as the latter presents it. 

3. From a tactical point of view, and with due regard to our interest in proper 
execution of the Canal Base agreement and in moving towards a more permanent 
defence relationship with Egypt, I should be inclined also to avoid a head-on collision 
with Nasser. He is intent on saving his face and what is left of Egyptian hegemony in 
the Arab League. We have no (repeat no) interest in lowering his prestige inside his 
own country and, as regards to the Arab League, provided he is prepared to be 
constructive, we have a certain interest in his position there . The re is merit in our 
playing for time and lowering of the temperature. Moreover the prospect of coming 
into conflict with our and American policies is not necessarily particularly awesome 
to Nasser in this context. 

4. It seems to me that there might be some merit in returning an answer to h is 
initiative on the fo llowing lines:-

( a) Her Majesty's Government have been interested to hear how he envisages the 
future relationship of an Egypto- Syrian-Saudi association to the defence of the 
area as a whole. They realise that in difficult circumstances his statement shows 
that he has not lost sight of the necessity for a constructive policy. 

1 At the head of the document Eden wrote: 'He seems feeble - I hope we can indicate we trust we shall 
work together.' 
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(b) It is, however, difficult for us to reconcile his presentation of the matter with 
the evidence of the Damascus communique of March 6 (cf. Damascus telegram No. 
91 to you) and with the anti-Iraq and anti-Western trend of Egyptian officially 
controlled propaganda. Moreover the attitude of the Syrian and Saudi 
Governments on the one hand to the projected agreement and on the other 
towards Iraq seem to show that they regard i t as being anti-Western. 
(c) We have made plain our attitude to the Turco-Iraqi agreement, and he cannot 
expect us to support in any way a rival show which has the manifest intention of 
forbidding any member of it from associating with that practical and constructive 
measure and is aimed at isolating Iraq from the other Arab States. 
(d) We realise, however, that the Damascus communique is not the text of the 
forthcoming agreement and we should be interested to know more from him of 
the proposed content of the agreement as incorporating the ideas which he has 
explained to us. 
(e) We propose meanwhile to make our position in the matter again clear to the 
other Governments concerned, and we would in this connexion wish to assure 
ourselves that his ideas about the projected agreement being complementary to 
the Turco-Iraqi pact are shared by the Syrian and Saudi Governments. 

5. There is little, if any, chance of the Egyptians modifying their attitude to the 
extent of withdrawing their objection to other Arab States joining the Turco-Iraqi 
pact in the immediate future. If, however, it can2 be accepted on our part that further 
accessions to the pact are not immediately necessary, there is some slight prospect 
that Nasser might find it judicious not only to leave loopholes for the new pact 
supplementing the Northern Tier arrangements, but even not to exclude other Arab 
countries joining the Turco-Iraqi agreement at a later stage. By countering Nasser's 
move along the lines suggested in paragraph 4 above we should at least not have 
thrown away this possibility nor parted brass rags with him in general. Even if the 
new pact were to end by being merely bilateral (Egypto- Saudi), it is clearly desirable 
that the terms should not limit the freedom of the parties in the matter of 
collaboration with the West, and Nasser may possibly have given us an opening for 
obtaining modifications of it in the right sense. 

2 At this point in the text Eden wrote: 'It cannot.' 

583 FO 3711115497, no 463 9 Mar 1955 
[Turco-Iraqi pact]: inward despatch no 69 from RA BeaumonP to FO 
on the history of the pact's creation 

With reference to my despatch no. 41 of the 8th of February. 
I have the honour to inform you that a pact of mutual co-operation between Iraq 

and Turkey was signed in Bagdad on the 24th of February. The text was in Arabic, 
Turkish and English and I enclose a copy of the English version,2 which by the terms 
of the pact is to prevail in cases of doubt. 

1 Charge d'affaires, Baghdad. 2 Not printed. 
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2. Iraq is of course bound to the West by the Anglo-Iraqi Treaty of 1930 but it is 
strongly felt by almost all Iraqis that that treaty is outdated and, though various of its 
clauses have tacitly continued in vigour, successive Iraqi Governments, and the Iraqi 
public to an even greater extent, have preferred to ignore it as far as possible and, 
since the Palestine affair of 1948, to stand aloof from the West. Beginning from 1953 
however, there has been a small but perceptible movement in the reverse direction 
and the signing of the Iraqi-Turkish pact represents a significant staging-post in a 
journey westwards which will, I hope, end with a new defence agreement with 
ourselves and perhaps the Americans and the active inclusion of Iraq, in spirit as in 
the letter, in the Western world. 

3. The first steps on this journey so far as Iraq is concerned were taken in the 
summer of 1953 when the Iraqi Foreign Minister in Jamil Madfai's Government, of 
which Nuri Pasha al Said as Minister of Defence was the most active member, told 
my predecessor that the Iraq Government were thinking whether it would be feasible 
to terminate the Anglo-Iraqi Treaty of 1930 by resorting to a regional defence 
arrangement under Article 51 of the United Nations Charter. That idea lay dormant 
during the Governments of Dr. Fadhil Jamali and Arshad al Umari. Iraq, however, 
continued to move further westwards. Dr. Jamali accepted United States military aid 
by an exchange of letters dated the 21st of April, 1954, in the full knowledge that the 
continuance and extension of that aid depended largely on the formation of a 
regional defence arrangement which might be represented to the United States 
Congress as worthy of American support. The return of Nuri Pasha to power in 
August 1954 marked the decisive step. In conversations with Major Salem in Iraq and 
with the Egyptian Government in Cairo Nuri Pasha outlined his plans for a regional 
pact between Iraq, Turkey and Egypt. The pact would be drawn up in such a way that 
if Egypt felt unable to join it at the outset, she might accede later. It would also make 
provision for accession by other states such as the United Kingdom and the United 
States of America and thereby provide a framework for future defence co-operation 
between the Iraq Government and Her Majesty's Government, allowing the 1930 
Treaty to be terminated. In October Nuri Pasha put his ideas to the Turkish 
Government in Istanbul and on the 12th of January 1955, after a visit of the Turkish 
Prime Minister to Bagdad, a joint communique was published expressing the 
intention of the two Governments to sign a pact providing for co-operation for their 
joint security and defence. A copy was enclosed in Mr. Hooper's despatch No. 14 of 
the 13th of January. 

4. Thereafter the Iraqi Prime Minister presented a draft text to the Turkish 
Government. I was not surprised to find that this text (contained in my telegram No. 
93 of the 6th of February) reproduced precisely the same ideas as Nuri Pasha had 
expressed to Mr. Hooper during M. Menderes' visit (Bagdad despatch No. 22 of the 
18th of January) and which M. Menderes had persuaded him to drop from the joint 
communique in favour of something more far-reaching though vaguer. The acute 
disappointment of the Turkish Government was natural and they soon produced a 
counter-draft which, while retaining Nuri Pasha's ideas, corresponded more closely 
to the spirit of co-operation expressed in the joint communique. Nor did the Iraqi 
draft meet our own needs, since it provided no 'umbrella' under which Her Majesty's 
Government might secure their defence requirements if they later acceded to the 
pact. 

5. The negotiations which ensued have been described in detail in the telegrams 
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exchanged between yourself, Her Majesty's Ambassador at Ankara and this Embassy. 
The Iraqi and Turkish authorities sought our advice and assistance, at every step, 
principally because they wished Her Majesty's Government (and the United States 
Government) to accede to the pact later but partly also because neither party had 
cypher facilities for transmitting a text in English, in which language the basic draft 
of the Treaty was drawn up. It was soon clear that each desired an agreement; the 
Turks to secure their right wing against the Russians; the Iraqis to have a cover for 
an agreement with Her Majesty's Government; both to secure more American aid . 
But the common ground between th-em was small. The Turks found Nuri Pasha's 
ideas of military talks and the free transit of armaments woefully restricted and, if he 
later gave greater facilities under the pact to a third party, discriminatory. The Iraqis 
were deeply suspicious of Turkish designs and subjected each Turkish suggestion to 
microscopic examination to discover whether it concealed some excuse for 
infringing Iraqi sovereignty, limiting her freedom of action, or above all sending 
Turkish troops to Iraq if only in time of war. On several occasions it looked as though 
the gulf could not be bridged, and this was barely achieved with our help for which 
both parties have since thanked us. The two points of view could only be reconciled 
and a small patch of common ground discovered by making the pact an expression of 
intentions and by dropping the military clauses altogether, agreeing to agree on 
them at a later date. This is the significance of articles 1 and 2 which provide for a 
later "special agreement" between the two parties to give effect to their co-operation 
for their security and defence. 

6. When this formula had been found, agreement appeared in sight and, rather 
than negotiate further at long range, M. Menderes decided to clinch matters by 
coming again to Bagdad. He arrived on the evening of the 23rd of February and 
immediately sent for me to review the draft as it then stood and in particular to 
recieve [sic] your views on the exchange of letters concerning the United Nations 
resolutions on Palestine which Nuri Pasha, feeling agreement near, had suddenly 
produced. Since, however, the Turkish Prime Minister made it clear that he had no 
intention of jeopardising the prompt signature of the pact in order to spare anxiety to 
the Government of Israel, it was obvious that his heart was not in the fight and that 
Nuri Pasha would carry his point. So it fell out both in this and other respects. 
Agreement was reached by noon on the 24th of February and after last minute 
hitches caused first by the Turks producing a completely new article providing for a 
Council of Ministers under the pact, which required the urgent approbation of both 
Her Majesty's Government and the United States Government, and then by trouble, 
arising mainly out of a grammatical difficulty due to the existence of a dual number 
in Arabic, in the drafting of article 5, the texts of the pact were signed at 11.30 p.m. 
on the 24th of February. The next morning M. Menderes returned to Ankara. 

7. The Iraq Government took the earliest opportunity to have the new pact 
ratified. It was tabled in the Chamber of Deputies on Saturday, the 26th of February. 
Twenty-six deputies asked to speak and the first had risen to his feet when the Prime 
Minister, seeing that he was going to encounter opposition, asked that the pact be 
discussed in Committee. It was accordingly referred to the Foreign Affairs 
Committee where Nuri Pasha appears to have given a satisfactory explanation of his 
motives since, although a small core of opposition remained, criticisms of substance 
were, I am told, advanced. After about three-quarters of an hour, debate was resumed 
in the Chamber and the Prime Minister spoke. He started by stressing that the 
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Government did not regard this pact as in any way impairing their traditional policy 
of co-operation with the other Arab states. He pointed out that it left Iraq full 
freedom of action to conclude special agreements only with those acceding states 
with whom she wanted such agreements. It also left full freedom to the other Arab 
States-in contrast, he claimed, to the action of Egypt in consenting to article 4 of 
the Anglo-Egyptian Agreement. Iraq undertook no obligation beyond her frontiers 
and would be solely responsible for her defence. In fact, he claimed, the pact stressed 
the sovereign independence of Iraq. He hoped that Persia and Pakistan would both 
join it and that, with the termination of the Anglo-Iraqi Treaty of 1930 for which all 
Iraqis were impatiently waiting, relations with the United Kingdom would be on the 
basis of this pact. He also hoped for American accession. 

8. Subsequent speakers emphasised the value to the Arabs of the exchange of 
letters on Palestine and the need for Iraq to side with the West. Three deputies spoke 
against ratification. Sadiq Bassam (Bagdad) criticised any move to draw closer to the 
West without at the same time some substantial quid pro quo. He dwelt on the 
familiar accusation that the United States of America and the United Kingdom had 
divided the Arabs and created the state of Israel, while France continued to ill-treat 
Arabs in North Africa. Hassan Abdul Rahman (Basra) complained that the Chamber 
were asked to ratify the pact as a matter of urgency without proper time for study and 
that the text was vague and ambiguous. It did not for instance define what action one 
party should take in the event of an attack on the other. He defended the neutralist 
policy of Mr. Nehru which an earlier speaker had decried. Ismail Ghanim (Bagdad) 
spoke on similar lines and claimed that Turkey was the natural enemy of the Arabs, 
having ill-treated the Arabs over hundreds of years and more recently having 
despoiled Syria of the Sanjak of Alexandretta. The debate was cut short by a motion 
to ratify the Treaty which was carried by 112 votes to 4. 

9. The same evening the Pact was debated by the Senate. It came in for little 
criticism and the main interest of the debate lay in the strong support which Nuri 
Pasha received from his erst-while opponents Salih Jabr and Sayid Abdul Mahdi. This 
public support was all the more remarkable since Salih Jabr, both privately to me and 
openly at meetings of the Cabinet and elder statesmen, while expressing full approval 
of the idea of co-operation with the West, had been critical of the pact and the way 
the Prime Minister had negotiated it. He had indeed only supported it in order to 
maintain the principle of Iraq's freedom to decide her own foreign policy without 
dictation from Egypt. The Egyptians, in fact, have done what no Iraqi has been able 
to (though many have tried), namely bring Nuri Pasha and Salih Jabr closer 
together. The Senate ratified the pact by 24 votes to 1 and on the 27th of February 
ratification was made complete by King Faisal's signature. 

10. The text of the agreement has been subject to such close scrutiny by ourselves 
during the course of its negotiation that it is unnecessary for me to analyse it in 
detail. Briefly, it provides for the loose association of the parties to the pact by means 
of a series of individual bilateral (or possibly multilateral) special agreements, 
interlocking within the framework of the formula "co-operation for security and 
defence" . The special agreement therefore is the 'umbrella' under which Her 
Majesty's Government might work out their future defence relationship with Iraq, if 
they accede to the pact under article 5. The fact that military arrangements can be 
made at administrative level (under article 2) may, if thought desirable, obviate the 
need for parliamentary ratification of joint defence measures between the parties to 
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the pact. In article 5 the words "actively concerned with the security and peace in 
this (the Middle East) region" are designed to exclude Soviet, and possibly but not 
inevitably French, accession, while Israel is excluded as not "fully recognised by 
both" contracting parties. In addition the pact includes various provisions calculated 
to appeal to the other Arab States. They are the reference in the preamble to article 
11 of the Arab League Treaty of Joint Defence; article 4, which provides that the pact 
shall not contradict existing obligations; and, of course, the exchange of letters on 
Palestine. 

11. The Iraqi public have received the pact without enthusiasm but despite- and 
perhaps because of-the virulence of Egyptian propaganda, as a piece of necessary 
foreign policy. The more informed among them perhaps hope that the pact will 
become a predominantly Arab affair with an Arab majority on the ministerial council, 
and that this will place an obstacle in the way of any Turkish designs on Syria and 
Iraq. The Government value it as a means of terminating the 1930 Treaty while 
maintaining their links in matters of defence with the United Kingdom and 
developing further links with the United States. To the Prime Minister himself, who 
sees further than any of his colleagues, its significance is that (to interpret words he 
has used to me) it may form a "watershed" in relations between the Arabs and the 
West. His hope is that the flow will henceforward be towards the interlocking of the 
Arab world with the Western world, as opposed to the concept which seems to him to 
be emerging in Egypt of an exclusively Arab defence organisation to which Western 
powers would not be admitted, paying lip service to friendship with the West, but 
refusing to take the principal steps which would make that friendship a reality. 

584 CAB 129/74, C(55)70 14 Mar 1955 
'Middle East defence: the Turco-Iraqi agreement and revision of the 
Anglo-Iraqi treaty of 1930': Cabinet memorandum by Mr Eden on 
British accession to the pact 

[The FO were keen to emphasise the importance of seizing the opportunity to secure an 
agreement as the ambassador in Baghdad believed the political situation in Iraq was 
particularly favourable and Nuri was keen to get an agreement as quickly as possible (FO 
371/115497, no 462, minute byE M Rose, 14 Mar 1955) . The Arab world was being divided 
into two camps under Iraqi and Egyptian auspices as part of a competition for influence 
which was played out on the regional and the internal political stages. The Cabinet 
approved British accession to the Turco-Iraqi pact on 15 Mar and Britain formally joined 
on 2 Apr thereby transforming it into what became known as the Baghdad Pact.] 

As my colleagues know, Turkey and Iraq signed a Pact of Mutual Co-operation for 
defence, of which the text is annexed, (Annex I) , 1 on 24th February. It has since been 
ratified by the Turkish and Iraqi Parliaments. The Pact is open to accession by any 
other State actively concerned with peace and security in the Middle East region. The 
Iraqi Prime Minister has expressed the hope that the United Kingdom will accede as 
soon as possible. I believe that it is in our best interest to do so. I therefore seek the 
consent of my colleagues to open negotiations to this end. 

2. Ever since the Iraqi Prime Minister, Nuri Said, first informed us last year of 
his intention to conclude with his neighbours a Treaty for mutual defence, we have 

1 Annexes not printed. 
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encouraged him in his efforts . It has been our care to ensure that this Treaty should 
provide first , a framework for future defence co-operation between the Western 
Powers and the countries of the Middle East; and secondly, an instrument which will 
enable us to replace the existing Anglo-Iraqi Treaty of 1930, which expires in 1957, 
by a new defence agreement more acceptable to public opinion in Iraq. With the use 
of modern weapons the whole Middle East including the Persian Gulf requires to be 
defended on the frontiers of Iraq. This can only be done in co-operation with local 
forces. Since we can no longer expect to keep armed forces in Middle Eastern 
countries under the old system of unilateral Treaty rights, we have to work out this 
co-operation on a new basis. The facilities which we can obtain on this basis in Iraq 
are therefore a vital part of Middle East defence. 

Turco--Iraqi pact 
3. Article 1 of the Pact provides for the co-operation of the Parties for their 

security and defence, and for special agreements between them to give effect to this 
co-operation, thus affording us an "umbrella" under which we can negotiate a new 
defence agreement with Iraq. Article 5 provides that the Pact shall be open for the 
accession of other States and that any acceding State may conclude special 
agreements under Article 1 with one or more of the Parties. Article 6 provides for a 
permanent council of ministers to be set up when at least four powers become 
Parties to the Pact, and thus form the nucleus of what may later develop into a 
defence organisation for the Middle East. At the time of signature the Turkish and 
Iraqi Prime Ministers exchanged letters, agreeing to work in close co-operation for 
the carrying out of the United Nations resolutions concerning Palestine. These 
Resolutions of 1947 envisage a much smaller Jewish State than Israel has in fact 
become, and are not in accord with Her Majesty's Government's present policy 
towards Palestine. The Exchange of Letters is not, however, an integral part of the 
Pact, and when we accede to the Pact, I propose to make it clear that we are in no way 
committed to or associated with them. 

Accession of other states 
4. There is no immediate prospect of any other State acceding to the Pact. The 

United States are unlikely to accede in the immediate future. It is the long term aim 
of the Turkish and Iraqi Governments that the other Arab States should eventually 
participate. The Governments of Egypt and Saudi Arabia have, however, come out 
strongly against it, and are trying to organise an opposition camp. The Syrian 
Government has fallen, for the time being at least, a victim to Egyptian cajolery, 
bribery and threats. The Lebanese and Jordan Governments are more favourably 
disposed but, owing to Egyptian pressure, are unlikely to accede for some time. 
Pakistan has welcomed the Pact and we hope that they may accede in due course. 
France too may wish to accede, but it is doubtful whether this would be welcome to 
Iraq or Turkey, although the Turkish Government profess to be ready to accept 
France. The Persian Government are favourably disposed but have no immediate 
intention of acceding. 

Accession by the United Kingdom 
5. By acceding to the Pact the United Kingdom would undertake obligations to 

co-operate with Turkey and Iraq for their security and defence; but these would be 
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less far reaching than our existing obligations to those two countries under the 
North Atlantic Treaty and the Anglo-Iraqi Treaty of 1930 respectively. The later 
accession of some or all of the countries mentioned in the preceding paragraph 
might (unless it is desired that our instrument of accession should specifically 
exclude them) extend our obligations e.g. to Persia or the Levant States. I believe we 
must accept this potential commitment in the general interests of securing an 
effective Middle East defence arrangement. We were prepared to do so three years 
ago when we hoped to establish a Middle East Defence Organisation. 

Defence facilities in Iraq 
6. Once we have acceded to the Pact, we shall be in a position to conclude a new 

defence agreement with Iraq. Preliminary talks on the substance of such an 
agreement took place in Iraq on 22nd February between the Iraqi Prime Minister and 
Chief of Staff and H.M. Ambassador and the Commander-in-Chief, Middle East Air 
Forces. I was also able to discuss the matter with the King and Crown Prince of Iraq 
and the Prime Minister during my visit to Baghdad on 4th March. The Iraqis accept 
our assessment of the potential military threat to Iraq and the measures needed to 
counter it. They agree in principle that we should enjoy the following defence 
facilities which are considered essential by the Chiefs of Staff:-

(a) Prestocking in Iraq of equipment including petrol and oil for the use of British 
land and air forces in war. 
(b) The establishment of an air warning system. 
(c) Maintenance stores and workshops at appropriate places with some British 
personnel. 
(d) The stationing in Iraq of R.A.F. ground staff for visiting British squadrons. 
(e) Joint training and close integration between the air forces of the two 
countries. 
(0 The free passage over Iraq of R.A.F. aircraft, and staging facilities. 
(g) The provision of Iraqi guards for British installations in Iraq. 
(h) The establishment of a mine-watching service in the Shatt-el-Arab. 

The Iraqis made the following reservations on the air bases:-

(a) Habbaniya and Shaiba should be under over-all Iraqi control , though British 
ground elements would remain there under British command. 
(b) No particular British air squadron should be permanently stationed in Iraq, 
but there would be no difficulty over the virtually continuous presence of one or 
more British squadrons under the guise of joint training with the Iraqi Air Force, 
provided they were not always the same ones. 

It is satisfactory that the Iraqis have come so far as this on the difficult question of air 
bases and I think we should be wise to settle for the arrangement they propose, 
which meets our essential requirement. 

7. The Iraqi Prime Minister has also made it plain that he will ask for modern 
weapons for the Iraqi air and land forces to be provided and paid for at least in part 
from British or American sources, and that this is likely to be an essential factor in 
the negotiations. The United States Government is already giving military assistance 
to Iraq on a limited scale. If we are to maintain our position in Iraq and ensure that 
the Iraqi forces continue to use British arms and equipment, I think we must 
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ourselves make a similar contribution. If the Iraqi forces are not equipped with the 
same equipment as our own forces, the lines of communication and supply in war 
would be liable to break down. We are already concerned at American attempts to 
supplant us in this field. In spite of our present understanding with the United States 
that the Iraqi forces should continue to look primarily to the United Kingdom for 
equipment and training, we must expect these attempts to continue. We cannot 
resist them effectively so long as the arms they supply are free, while ours have to be 
paid for. I therefore propose that we should devote the payments which the Iraqis 
have declared themselves willing to make for installations to be transferred to Iraqi 
control, to the establishment of a fund on which Iraq could draw for the acquisition 
of arms from the United Kingdom. 

New Anglo-lraqi agreement 
8. In negotiating this new agreement, we have to be careful not to offend Iraq 

nationalist sentiment which was responsible for the failure of our last attempt to 
conclude a new Treaty with lraq-the Portsmouth Treaty of 1948. It is therefore 
proposed that we should conclude:-

(a) An agreement between Governments in general terms which would terminate 
the Anglo-Iraqi Treaty of 1930: provide for full military co-operation between the 
two Governments in war, and for mutual facilities, combined training and joint plan
ning in peace. The general character of this agreement would, we hope, make it 
acceptable to Iraqi public opinion. The Iraqi Prime Minister gave me the draft of 
such an agreement during my visit to Bagdad. We have now prepared and sent to 
Bagdad a new text, based on the Iraqi draft, but revised to provide more effectively 
for the requirements of our common defence. Annex 11 is a copy of this revised draft. 
(b) Supplementary Exchanges of Notes, dealing with essential points of detail, 
such as arrangements for prestocking, an air-warning system, the equipment and 
training of the Iraqi forces , the future of the Assyrian Levies, and of the Assyrian 
civilian community, etc. 
(c) If necessary, subsidiary administrative arrangements between Departments of 
the United Kingdom and Iraqi Governments, dealing mainly with procedure and 
matters of detail. 

9. The instruments under (a) and (b) above would be legally binding on the two 
Governments and would require to be published and registered with the United 
Nations. The subsidiary arrangements under (c) above, which would not be binding 
between the two Governments, might if necessary be concluded later. They would 
not need to be published in Iraq; but we should reserve the right if necessary to 
inform Parliament of their general content. 

10. It would be our aim to produce in this way a complex of agreement which will 
prove acceptable to Parliamentary and public opinion in Iraq, and so endure; and at 
the same time enable us to assure Parliament that we have secured all the necessary 
facilities and arrangements to enable us to carry out our part in the defence of Iraq 
and of the Middle East at any time. 

Recommendations 
11. I ask the authority of my colleagues to open negotiations to the following 

ends:-
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(a) Our accession to the Turco-Iraqi Pact. 
(b) The conclusion of a bilateral agreement on the lines of the annexed draft 
between Her Majesty's Government and the Government of Iraq in accordance 
with Article 1 of that Pact, to terminate the Treaty of 1930. 
(c) The conclusion of subsidiary agreements in the form of Exchanges of Notes or 
of departmental arrangements to provide for the detailed operation of the 
agreement at (b). 
(d) An arrangement with Iraq whereby the sums paid for the British installations 
in Iraq should be used to establish a fund for the supply of arms to Iraq. 

585 FO 3711115498, no 471 14 Mar 1955 
[Turco-Iraqi pact]: inward telegram no 389 from Sir R Stevenson to 
FO on Colonel Nasser's views on the pact and on the Egyptian 
agreement with Syria and Saudi Arabia 

Your telegram No. 597- Turco-Iraqi Pact. 
I saw Nasser today in company with Egyptian Foreign minister. I spoke to him as 

directed. The following points emerged in the course of our conversation:-

(a) Nasser is convinced that Nuri in concluding the Pact with Turkey is working 
to isolate Egypt and thus fulfil his original conception (dating from 1942) of an 
Arab League in which Egypt would have no part. Nasser is therefore creating his 
new grouping to combat this and turn the tables on Nuri; 
(b) Nasser is concentrating on Syria and hopes to prevent her from joining the 
Turco-Iraqi pact. He would prefer that Lebanon should stand aside for the present 
from both pacts, and he is therefore refraining from exercising any pressure on her 
though economic "persuasion" would very likely be effective. Jordan will not 
(repeat not) be invited to join the new agreement owing to her alliance with Great 
Britain; 
(c) Nasser hopes to maintain the Arab League in its present form. He has not yet 
made up his mind about the existing collective security pact. It might prove 
advantageous to keep it in existence but in abeyance for the present; 
(d) Nasser would like to know the intentions of Great Britain and the United 
States. He emphasized that the franker we all are with each other the less is the 
likelihood of surprises which, so far as Egypt is concerned, always entail the 
danger of quick and insufficiently considered reactions; 
(e) If either Lebanon or Jordan joins the Turco-Iraqi pact the attitude of Egypt 
towards them will be gravely affected. He made it clear that this would mean that 
Egyptian propaganda would be directed to the peoples of those countries over the 
heads of their Governments. The same kind of propaganda would continue to be 
directed to Iraq; 
(f) With the creation of the new agreement Nasser hopes that the temperature will 
be gradually lowered so that there will be a kind of peaceful co-existence between 
the two groupings. No overt link between them would be possible in the near 
future, but with lessening tension practical means of cooperation would, he hoped, 
eventually be found. He said with great earnestness "my main objective remains 
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the organisation of the defence of the whole area". He emphasized that this was 
not said for effect but was a solid fact; 
(g) If Jordan did not now join the Turco-Iraqi pact it was possible that an eventual 
link between the two groupings might be achieved through her and Great Britain. 

2. As regards (A) I asked why Egypt did not combat these alleged tactics of Nuri's 
by joining the Turco-Iraqi pact herself. He replied that this would be impossible for 
internal reasons and re-stated the arguments set forth in paragraphs 1 and 2 of my 
telegram No. 78. 

3. In expatiating on (B) Nasser said that the new agreement would entail wider 
commitments for Egypt particularly "vis-a-vis" Israel. The Syrian frontier with Israel 
was the shortest and Saudi-Arabia had none. The Lebanese and Jordanian frontiers 
were long and vulnerable. Moreover Lebanon and Jordan would try to make their 
adherence subject to the satisfaction of economic demands which would be 
inconvenient for Egypt. 

4. As regards (D) I told him that our own adherence to the Turco- Iraqi pact was 
in our view the best method of revising and renewing our defence agreement with 
Iraq. We would, as I had already said, make our position clear again to all the other 
governments concerned. They would be told that in our view adherence to the 
Turco--Iraqi pact would be in their own best interests. 

5. As regards (E) I warned him of the incalculable results of such interference in 
the internal affairs of other states, and maintained in reply to his counter arguments 
that advice given privately to governments was a very different thing from inciting 
the people of a country against its own authorities. 

6. Finally I impressed upon him the desirability of keeping in the closest touch 
with my United States colleague and myself in order to avoid possible 
misunderstandings and the occurrence of the "surprises" to which he had referred 
(see paragraph 1 (D) above). 

586 FO 371/115498, no 490 15 Mar 1955 
[Middle East defence arrangements]: minutes by CA E Shuckburgh 
and Sir I Kirkpatrick on the French attitudes to the rival groupings 

M. de Beaumarchais of the French Embassy called this afternoon to tell me that 
M. Massigli1 and M. de Margerie2 had had a disagreeable interview in Paris with 
the Turkish Ambassador during which the latter had said very hard things about 
the Syrians. It seems that the interview had begun by the Frenchmen "tactfully" 
suggesting to the Turk that Turkish methods of putting pressure on Syria in 
regard to the rival Middle East pacts were too rough and were having the opposite 
effect to what was intended. The Ambassador's riposte to these suggestions had 
been so violent, and so clearly based on instructions from his Government, that 
the French are seriously perturbed about Turkish tactics. They wished it to be 

1 M. Massigli and M. Chauvel (see the first sentence of Kirkpatrick's minute) both served as French 
ambassador to the UK in 1955. 2 See 576, note 1. 
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suggested to Sir Anthony Eden before he leaves for Ankara that he might advise 
the Turks to adopt less brutal methods in handling the Syrians and, for that mat
ter, the Lebanese. 

2. I said that I would pass the message on. However, I felt bound to ask 
whether the French motive in making this suggestion was really to find the best 
method of swinging Syria away from alignment with the Egypt/Saudi pact, or 
whether it was simply that they had a certain sympathy with Syria's present atti
tude. Although we had had many assurances both from the Embassy and from the 
Quai d'Orsay that instructions had gone out to French representatives in the 
Middle East to take a more positive line towards the Turco-Iraqi Pact, I had been 
unable to provide the Secretary of State with any evidence that such instructions 
had been received or acted upon. In fact messages came in daily suggesting the 
contrary . 

3. M. de Beaumarchais was visibly embarrassed but attempted to argue that 
his Government's objection to the Turkish strong arm methods was that they 
made it more difficult for the French to use such influence as they had in Syria in 
the direction of the policies we all wished to further. They thought that there had 
already been a slight shift in Syrian opinion in the right direction, and if the 
Syrians were treated a little more gently, the whole trouble might "simmer 
down". 

4. I pursued this a little further by asking whether we were really agreed as to 
the policy we wished to further. Certain passages from telegrams which M. de 
Beaumarchais had quoted to me seemed to suggest that the French were merely 
urging the Syrians to be impartial towards the two blocs. That was all right if it 
included urging them on no account to join the Egyptian bloc so long as it specif
ically precluded them or other members from joining defence groupings with the 
West. It was our view, and we were making it quite plain to Nasser, that the pro
posed Egyptian/Saudi treaty (if it took the form widely proclaimed by the would
be participants) could not possibly be described as complementary to the other or 
as a contribution towards defence arrangements in the Middle East for two rea
sons:-

(a) because it seemed consciously directed against Israel and not against the real 
enemy, and 
(b) because it specifically excluded co-operation with the West. 

5. M. de Beaumarchais said that he saw my point and would report what I had 
said to Paris. But he did not give me any clear assurance that the French are 
positively discouraging Syria from joining the Egyptian bloc. 

C.A.E. 
15.3.55 

I explained to M. Chauvel today exactly why we objected to the Syrian-Egyptian 
treaty. It seemed to be news to him. 

But I got the impression that he is perfectly aware that the French are gleefully 
trying to take it out of us in revenge for our disregard of their interest in the Levant. 

I.K. 
15.3.55 
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587 DEFE 5/57, COS(55)60, annex 23 Mar 1955 
'Combined military studies on the defence of the Middle East': COS 
Committee memorandum 

[The Chiefs of Staff comment here on the Anglo-American-Turkish study of the problems 
of defending the Middle East (see 580) . The availability of nuclear weapons in relation to 
the Baghdad Pact's concept of operations, the importance of which they drew attention 
to, was examined further in early 1956 (see 621, 622).] 

Introduction 

1. The Tripartite Turkish-U.K.-U.S. Staff talks on the Defence of the Middle 
East, which were generally satisfactory, showed that the Middle East could be 
successfully defended against major Soviet aggression, but only provided that certain 
major issues are resolved. 

2. In this paper we comment on the principal conclusions of the Summary 
Report, and indicate the main issues which must be resolved. 

Comments on principal conclusions 

Provision of ground forces (Conclusions, Paragraph 1) 
3. The countries of the area could provide the ground forces required for the 

defence of the Zagros Mountain line if they make the full effort of which they are 
capable. However, they will require outside backing and assistance to bring them up 
to the necessary state of readiness. Arrangements must also be made for the rapid 
deployment to the Zagros line of the forces outside the theatre . 

Our comment 
4. We consider that the report over-estimates the value and likely availability of 

indigenous ground forces. For example:-

( a) The United States were prepared to put a far higher value on the Persian Army 
than the British delegation could agree was realistic. However, as a compromise 
solution, the British delegation agreed to the inclusion of one Persian division in 
the assessment of forces available for the defence of the area. Nevertheless, we 
consider little reliance can be placed on the Persian Army for organised defensive 
operations for some time to come, although it could be usefully employed in 
guerrilla operations designed to harass the enemy advance to the passes. 
(b) The availability of forces of the Arab States will depend on a solution to the 
Arab/Israel dispute, and the outcome of the current political machinations. 
(c) It is doubtful if the Turks will, in fact, be able to allocate three divisions to 
the defence of this area without drawing on forces already committed to NATO. 
Even if these forces could be made available, they would require extensive re
equipment. Whilst Turkey is willing and anxious to commit forces in Iraq for the 
defence of the Zagros Mountain line there are political difficulties to this course 
of action 
(d) Pakistan has made it clear that the first call on her forces is the defence of her 
own territory. The provision of a division for the defence of the Zagros Mountain 
line therefore depends upon the rate of build-up of her own internal forces and the 
provision of equipment for them. 
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We therefore believe that some time must elapse before the countries of the area are 
in any position to provide the degree of defence envisaged in the plan. Their ability to 
do this is directly dependent on the early provision of equipment, training facilities 
and infrastructure by the Western Powers. 

5. Forces in the Middle East are, at present, deficient of L. and C. and 
administrative units required in a hot war. Certain administrative units will have to 
be made available in peace if the desired state of readiness is to be achieved. 

Offensive air operations (Conclusions, Paragraph 2) 
6. The most important military action that could be taken toward providing 

successful defence of the Zagros Mountain line would be to deploy into the area a 
small highly mobile air force with nuclear weapons immediately available. 

Our comment 
7. Whilst this is entirely agreed, it is appreciated that in view of the general 

requirement for nuclear weapons it is likely to be some time before an adequate 
number are available for this theatre. Since United States law restricts the storing of 
these weapons in foreign territories where no adequate United States protection 
exists, there is no likelihood of their immediate availability unless this law is 
changed, or they are provided by the United Kingdom. 

8. Although by American standards the requirement is given as small, in fact the 
air force requirements are considerable. Logistically they will entail in peacetime:-

(a) The prestocking of considerable quantities of equipment and ammunition in 
the theatre. 
(b) A large airfield construction and improvement programme in order to provide 
the mobility and dispersion essential in the face of the Soviet nuclear threat. 

Effect of nuclear weapons (Conclusions, Paragraph 3) 
9. Employment of nuclear weapons by both sides will not radically reduce the 

magnitude of land forces for defence of the Zagros Mountains during the critical 
initial phase, but will buy time for Allied forces by imposing delay on the enemy 
advance. Unless these weapons are available for immediate use, it will be impossible 
to secure a favourable air situation with the Allied air forces likely to be available on 
D-day. 

Our comment 
10. The reduction in the overall forces imposed by the employment of nuclear 

weapons is in time rather than in size. This is because:-

(a) Road capacity in the areas of destruction can quickly be repaired to the 
standard that is required for a Soviet rifle division. 
(b) Though the Soviet forces may present some targets of opportunity, the effect 
of attack on these cannot be assessed. 

Although re-attack of selected targets will build up the delay factor and accentuate the 
Russian supply problems, they have sufficient divisions already south of the Caucasus 
to keep up the number of their troops in the forward area to the maximum that can 
be supplied. It is this figure on which our own force requirements have been assessed. 
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11. Whilst the theatre air requirements were drawn up on the assumption that 
the strategic air offensive was being undertaken simultaneously, detailed co
ordination of plans was not possible. This must naturally be done before a firm 
requirement for nuclear effort within the theatre can be assessed. Furthermore, as 
these studies were based on the case of 'nominal' bombs, a further assessment is 
required where the appropriate weapon is applied to each target. 

12. We are in agreement with the conclusion in Annex D of the main report 
which states: "If Allied nuclear weapons are not immediately available in the area for 
attack on the Soviet air forces and installations, Allied forward air bases will incur 
immense damage, and this may result in the Middle East Forces being unable to 
deliver their own nuclear attack." 

13. This will enormously increase the requirement for fighter aircraft to protect 
our forward airfields, ports and lines of communication. Some further insurance 
would be obtained by the provision of a large number of airfields or by the use of 
carriers. 

Development of indigenous air forces (Conclusions, Paragraph 4) 
14. In view of the time element, it is considered that only limited progress 

could be made in creating effective offensive capabilities among the indigenous air 
forces. However, their defensive capabilities could be increased significantly in the 
future. 

Our comment 
15. While we agree in principle with this conclusion, political considerations are 

likely to prevent action being taken on it for some time to come. 

Time factor in initial deployment ofland forces (Conclusions, Paragraph 5) 
16. It is absolutely essential that required forces be able to meet the D-day or 

very early timing required. The time factor is so important in the initial defence of 
the area that arrangements must be made in advance for rapid deployment of forces 
into the Zagros defence area. 

Our comment 
17. Even with the immediate use of nuclear weapons the enemy's leading 

elements, being well advanced before interdiction has time to be effective, can reach 
the passes, on which our defence depends, with little delay. Only forces actually on 
the spot can meet this threat. 

18. The build-up forces for the defence of the passes must be in position by D + 
19 at the latest. In consequence there will be a very considerable pre-stocking 
requirement, and air, sea and road transport commitment, to enable the United 
Kingdom forces in the area to be deployed in time. The present location of the 
armoured brigade in Libya will prevent it from reaching the operational zone in time 
unless considerable warning is available. 

Provision of blind bombing aids (Conclusions, Paragraph 6) 
19. The effectiveness of the air forces would be greatly improved by blind 

bombing aids, both ground and airborne. 



[587] MAR 1955 407 

Our comment 
20. We agree that this is a most necessary requirement. To have to rely on visual 

bombing in nuclear war where the first bombs to reach a target will be decisive 
involves a handicap to accuracy and on operational freedom quite unacceptable in 
modern war. 

Provision of early warning system (Conclusions, Paragraph 7) 
21. An urgent need exists for an adequate early warning system. Further study 

and site surveys must be made to solve this vital problem. Consideration should be 
given to establishing an indigenous system during peacetime. 

Our comment 
22. We agree that this also is extremely necessary and support the 

recommendation. Technical assistance and training will, however, be necessary. In 
this connection it should be noted that provision of an adequate warning system is 
one of the measures agreed in principle by Nuri Said at the recent Anglo-Iraqi Staff 
Talks. 

Naval requirements (Conclusions, Paragraph 8) 
23. The Middle East countries can, with outside assistance, provide a portion of 

the required naval forces . The only other sources available for making up deficits 
would be Pakistan, the United Kingdom and the United States. Particular emphasis 
should be given to improving the mine-sweeping capabilities of the indigenous naval 
forces. 

Our comment 
24. The greatest deficit in naval forces is that of mine-sweepers of which some 60 

are short under present plans. Whilst it would probably be an acceptable risk to 
continue sailings {particularly in the Persian Gulf) without these forces until the full 
mining threat had in fact developed, the importance of the Basra L. of C. to this 
operation is so great that we consider the proposal to improve the mine-sweeping 
capabilities of indigenous navies should be urgently pursued. In this connection the 
development of an Iraqi mine countermeasures capability was a recommendation of 
the recent Anglo-Iraqi Staff Talks. 

Standardization of equipment (Conclusions, Paragraph 9) 
25. All forces should as far as possible, be responsible for their own maintenance 

in war. It is important, however, that equipment should be standardized in peace 
with that of the country on whom they will depend for base facilities, work-shops 
and LOC in war. 

Our comment 
26. This will be an important point for agreement in future discussions between 

the United States and ourselves on the question of supply of arms and equipment to 
Middle East States, and in particular to Iraq and Pakistan. We consider that the 
whole question of the supply of these arms should be agreed between the Americans 
and ourselves at the earliest possible date. 
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27. It should be made clear to the United States that the country which provides 
the arms and equipment for indigenous forces in war must ensure the provision in 
peace of the necessary maintenance facilities, stores and workshops to operate the L. 
of C. 

Logistics (Conclusions, Paragraph 10) 
28. Existing railroads, roads, ports and airfields must be brought up to required 

standards. Stockpiling in peace is essential to support logistically the defence of the 
Zagros Mountain line. 

Our comment 
29. The major logistic requirements of the plan stem logically from the concept 

of operations and the general logistic pattern for the support of the forces. Whilst on 
the one hand we consider these requirements might be necessary for a protracted 
campaign it is evident that the cost would run into many millions and that the 
programme of works services would be a heavy and lengthy one requiring detailed 
examination. Another important aspect will be the division of financial responsibility 
between the various participating countries. In this latter connection we feel that all 
the countries of the Middle East which would benefit from its defence should 
contribute towards the cost. 

30. Political clearance for stockpiling in Middle East States must be obtained at 
an early date. 

Emergency defence plan (Conclusions, Paragraph 11) 
31. The best means of providing the security of Turkey's south flank in the 

near future is to defend the Zagros Mountain line. Available forces must therefore 
endeavour to hold this line. If unable to do so, they must impose the greatest pos
sible delay on the Zagros line or at a series of successive defensive positions 
between the Zagros and Turkish frontier. Turkey plans to establish in the near 
future a corps in south Turkey, if the necessary equipment is provided, largely 
from units already formed, as a mobile reserve which could conduct such opera
tions. 

Our comments 
32. We agree that this concept is the best that can be devised in the event of war 

in the near future. The plan is weakened however by the fact that for political reasons 
Turkey is unlikely to be able to move her forces into Iraq to support the defence of 
the northern passes, and because the Iraqi army when retreating is more likely to do 
so to the West than to the North. 

Co-ordination (Conclusions, Paragraph 12) 
33. Close co-ordination between Middle East forces and NATO is mandatory. 

Our comment 
34. We agree that this is vital especially at the junction of the two fronts at the 

Turco-Iraqi border and in both offensive and defensive air operations. 
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Integration of planning (Conclusions, Paragraph 13) 
35. The governments concerned should seek to achieve effective military 

planning among the Middle East countries. 

Our comment 
36. This study points the need for continuing to work towards the establishment 

of a Middle East Defence Organisation. 

Main issues to be resolved 

Political situation in Middle East 
37. The early settlement of the Arab/Israel dispute is of the utmost importance. 

Until this is achieved certain Arab States are likely to consider only their own 
individual defence against Israel. Furthermore, all Middle East States must be 
pursuaded to subordinate their rivalries and jealousies to the combined defence of 
the area against the Soviet threat. 

Nuclear capability 
38. The concept was based on the use of 20 kt nuclear weapons only and on 

assumptions concerning strategic and other air attacks on certain targets outside the 
area but affecting the Middle East campaign. This was adequate for a preliminary 
study but is unrealistic as a basis for the next stage. A few larger yield weapons 
selectively placed would for instance reduce the total number of nuclear weapons 
required and greatly reduce the air forces and possibly the land forces needed to 
counter the Russian offensives. 

39. The defence of the Middle East depends on the availability of nuclear 
weapons in the theatre at H hour. Without nuclear weapons available at H hour, the 
requirement for aircraft and airfields is increased beyond reasonable limits and 
certainly beyond the capability of the United Kingdom and the Commonwealth to 
provide. Under existing American laws, these weapons must be stored on American 
territory or under adequate American protection-two provisos which cannot at 
present be met in the Middle East. This means that, under present arrangements, 
they cannot be employed by tactical forces before about H+18 hours. Unless, 
therefore, these laws are changed or the Americans are prepared to provide the 
necessary protection, it will be essential to provide a British nuclear potential in the 
theatre. This could be done by using Canberra aircraft and stockpiling nuclear 
weapons in Cyprus. 

40. A frank study of nuclear capability is wanted for finalising the concept. 

Force requirements, availability and deficit 
41. Under present planning assumptions there is a force requirement of some 7 

to 9 divisions, 420 to 530 aircraft of all kinds and 105 naval vessels of various sizes. 
There are available in the theatre 5 divisions, 150 aircraft (reducing to 110 by 1959) 
and 33 naval vessels. There is thus a deficit in planned forces of between two and four 
divisions, 270 to 420 aircraft of all kinds and some 72 naval vessels of various sizes. 
While the plan includes suggestions for making these up in part or in total, a factor 
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of paramount importance is that the British Armoured Division, counted amongst 
the forces available in the theatre, is in fact so located that the concentration of the 
whole division in the area in time would be unlikely even if very considerable 
transport facilities were made available at the right moment. 

Equipment and training of Middle East indigenous forces 
42. It will be necessary for those forces to be equipped and trained to modern 

standards. This will require a major effort from the Middle East countries concerned 
together with substantial support from the United Kingdom and United States on 
such things as aid, equipment or training. The talks showed the desirability of 
standardization of equipment in the theatre. Agreement must therefore be reached at 
an early date between the United Kingdom and United States on the source of supply 
of arms and equipment. 

Organisation for the defence of the theatre 
43. This theatre cannot be considered in isolation, and plans for its defence must 

be co-ordinated in detail with those of NATO and the plans for the strategic air 
offensive. 

44. We are faced with new factors in the desire of Turkey to extend her com
mitments to co-ordinate the defence of her south-east flank, and her willingness to 
provide forces to fight outside her own borders. Despite Turkey's responsibilities 
towards NATO, it may well be a military advantage to have her as a member of a 
new Middle East Defence Organisation extending from the Black Sea to West 
Pakistan. 

45. The concept of operations for the defence of the Zagros Mountains 
necessitates the support of forces from the outset in an undeveloped and remote 
area. This will call for a great deal of work to develop the necessary communica
tions and infrastructure, and to stockpile stores and equipment in the theatre. 
This is a big undertaking in which the United Kingdom will undoubtedly have 
to take her share. Furthermore, if the theatre is to be in a state of readiness at 
the outbreak of war most of this work will have to be undertaken in peacetime 
which will call for the prior political agreement of the various Middle East 
countries concerned. 

46. The theatre is planned for British Command in war, yet our garrison is so 
widely dispersed in Cyprus, Jordan and Libya, and reinforcements from the United 
Kingdom and the Commonwealth so doubtful of arrival, that short of a drastic re
organisation and re-appraisal of the logistic factors involved our contribution is 
certain to be ineffective. 

4 7. If, therefore, we accept the concept of defence on the Zagros Mountain line 
we must re-organise our deployment and the provision of Commonwealth 
reinforcements to fit the timing of this concept. Failing this our contribution to the 
Turco- Iraq pact will be inadequate to fulfil our commitments under the pact or to 
maintain our influence and position in the Middle East against the growing interest 
of the United States. 
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588 FO 3711115504, no 637 28 Mar 1955 
[Turco-Iraqi pact]: letter from Sir R Stevenson to CA E Shuckburgh 
suggesting that the pact be encouraged to fade into the background 
thereby allowing Iraq to return to the Arab orbit 

I was much interested in Michael Wright's letter 1194/433/55 of March 16 
regarding the desirability of the early accession of one or more Arab States to the 
Turco-Iraqi Pact and the wisdom or otherwise of "nursing" Egypt through her 
present crisis. 

2. The need for making the Pact and any consequential Anglo- Iraqi agreement 
as acceptable as possible to the Iraqi people, and particularly the younger 
Nationalists, is clearly very real and the accession of Jordan, or even Libya would no 
doubt help. Unfortunately such a development at the moment would further stir up 
the Egyptians and the increase of tension between Iraq and Egypt might well defeat 
our object. As you know, the main purpose of the proposed Arab Pact was precisely to 
prevent any Arab State following the Iraqi example. The latest indications are, 
however, that Nasser, at least, recognises the futility of the proposed Pact and that he 
would not mind letting it drop, if the same purpose could be achieved in some other 
less spectacular and less dangerous way. I personally very much doubt whether there 
can be much stability in this area until this Iraqi-Egyptian conflict is resolved; the 
net advantage to the West is small if Iraqi realism and co-operation are matched by 
neutralism and irresponsibility in Egypt and the other Arab States. I have therefore 
been casting about for some way out of the dilemma. 

3. Briefly what occurs to me is that our special agreement with Iraq has in 
some ways a better chance of "sticking" and proving acceptable to Arab 
Nationalists in Iraq than the parent Pact, though of course Michael Wright is a 
much better judge of that than I am. But if so, it is perhaps no bad thing. Having 
served the purpose of umbrella for the revision of our treaty relations, might it not 
be that the Turco- Iraqi Pact itself could be, as it were, allowed to fade into the 
background, or at least not brandished quite so much? Similarly any special agree" 
ment between Iraq and Turkey, (which I assume will inevitably have a good deal 
less meat in it than the Anglo- Iraqi special agreement) can perhaps be concluded 
without undue publicity. This might enable Iraq eventually to gravitate back 
towards her natural orbit, i.e., the Arab one. At the same time, if and when Persia 
joins the Pact, the emphasis might be increasingly laid upon co-operation between 
Turkey and Persia and on special agreements between them rather than on 
arrangements between Iraq and Turkey. Conceivably a special agreement between 
Turkey and Persia might provide for the defence of the Zagros passes more effec
tively than one between Turkey and Iraq, in view of Iraq's refusal to admit Turkish 
troops. The result might then be that the "Northern Tier" might in the end consist 
of Turkey and Persia and perhaps Pakistan or Afghanistan with Iraq falling into 
support of it. If the Egyptians felt that the ultimate objective was the creation of a 
Northern Tier thus composed and of a defence in depth based on the Arab League 
States, with Iraq forming a not too conspicuous link between the two, they might 
be a good deal more reasonable in their reactions and even give the business their 
blessing. 

4. In short I think we should now be working for the accession, not of one or 



412 IMPORTANCE OF FORWARD IRAQI-LEVANT STRATEGY [589) 

more Arab States, but of Persia. Even if this takes a little time, it will be worth it. 
Egypt's very considerable nuisance value must somehow be neutralized. 

5. I am sending copies of this letter to Michael Wright and to the recipients of 
his. 

589 FO 3711121282, no 48 31 Mar 1955 
[Jordan and the Turco- Iraqi pact]: outward telegram no 1349 from 
Mr Eden to Sir R Makins on discouraging Jordan from joining 

[Some Americans had now realised the damage that could be done to their position in the 
Middle East by the promotion of the northern tier in the face of Egyptian hostility. The 
US, like Britain, was keen to create a Middle East defence pact which would ultimately 
involve the Arab states in the region. Yet the divisions which had been produced by the 
Turco- Iraqi pact made this impossible in the short term. More importantly, Egyptian co
operation was essential for plan Alpha1 to succeed in resolving the Arab-Israeli conflict. 
Without a peace settlement in the Middle East not only would the Soviets remain a more 
distant enemy, but the bringing of Arab states into a military alliance, particularly if they 
had borders with Israel, would be totally unacceptable to the Jewish lobby in the US (FO 
371/115508, no 745, minute by J E Powell-Jones, 28Apr 1955).] 

Your telegram No. 686 [of March 29] 2 and Mr. Beeley's letter to Mr. Shuckburgh of 
March 24: Jordan and Turco-Iraqi Pact. 

I agree with Mr. Dulles on the need to show consideration for Nasser in 
preparation for Alpha. We have already taken certain steps to this end by releasing 
arms to Egypt (my telegram to Cairo No. 690) and by informing the Egyptian 
Government in advance of our intention to accede to the Turco-Iraqi Pact (my 
telegram to Cai ro No. 660 [of March 18]). 

2. But it would be most unwise to try to help Nasser at the cost of weakening our 
support for the Turco-Iraqi Pact. Our declared object is to make the Pact the 
foundation for an effective defence system for the Middle East. If this is to be 
achieved, Syrian, Lebanese and Jordan accession will eventually be necessary. We 
cannot afford to risk giving the impression in the Middle East that we are 
weathervanes and that our policy has changed. I fear that if we or the United States 
were to discourage Jordan from joining the Pact at the present moment, the fact 
would certainly become immediately known throughout the Middle East and would 
do much damage not only in Syria and Lebanon, but also in Iraq and Turkey. It 
would, moreover, be counted by Nasser himself as a triumph for his policy of 
opposition to the Pact, and might make him less rather than more anxious to 
cooperate in Alpha. We hope that one of the major inducements to Nasser to 
cooperate in Alpha will be the prospect of Egypt resuming her leading role in the 
Arab world. We do not want to cut the ground from under our own feet in this 
respect by giving him a triumph for his policy before we have any assurance of his 
cooperation. 

3. On the other hand I have not pressed the other Arab countries to join the 
Turco-Iraqi Pact and do not propose to do so in the near future. I first wish to see 
general reactions to our own accession to the Pact. The next state to accede might 

1 For an explanation of which, see 601, note 1; for the origins of the plan, see 560. 
2 Square brackets in original. 
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well be Pakistan. Meanwhile, I think we should leave the Arab States to work out 
their own policy without pressure from us. 

4. Please explain my views to the State Department. I hope you may be able to 
persuade them that they cannot expect to command respect in the Middle East 
unless they pursue a consistent policy based on their convictions. Their enthusiastic 
support of the Turkish-Iraqi pact is too recent in men's minds to enable them to 
execute a volte-face with safety or dignity. 

590 FO 3711115504, no 637 23-25 Apr 1955 
[Turco-Iraqi pact]: minutes by G G Arthur, J F Brewis, LAC Fry and 
T E Bromley on the need for Persia and Pakistan to join the pact 

This letter1 touches on what is perhaps the most important problem at present facing 
us in the Middle East, that is how to bring Egypt and Iraq together again. I find it 
very difficult to offer with confidence any solution to this problem at present. 

2. Sir R. Stevenson rightly emphasises the importance of resolving the conflict. 
Egypt is indeed more than a nuisance value. Not only shall we not succeed ultimately 
in our aim of stabilising the Arab world, and developing in it a satisfactory system of 
defence, if Egypt undermines our efforts: any attempt to resolve the Arab-Israel 
dispute will be very difficult, if not impossible, without Egyptian co-operation. 

3. It was therefore perhaps a pity that the urgent necessity of achieving a 
satisfactory revision of our treaty arrangements with Iraq made it necessary for us to 
distort our Middle East defence policy in such a way as to leave Egypt out. But now 
that we have staked our credit on the Turco-Iraqi Pact, we clearly cannot afford to let 
Turkey and Iraq down. 

4. We must, therefore, continue to support the Pact, hope that other Arab States 
will join it, and do nothing that could be construed as discouraging them from doing 
so. But our most immediate need is to prevent Nasser from concluding his rival 
Agreement, which would deepen the division in the Arab world, and eventually 
provide a dangerous alternative attraction for the Iraqi nationalists. If we are to 
succeed in this aim, and win Nasser's co-operation on other matters, we shall have to 
do our best to help Nasser save his face. This means that we should not only not press 
the other Arab States to join the Turco-Iraqi Pact (which we are not doing in any 
case) but also that we should, as far as the Egyptians and Syrians will allow us, let up 
on our emphasis on the Pact for the time being. 

5. We cannot, however, allow the Turco-Iraqi Pact to die for want of attention: it 
is not only a question of defending our Special Agreement against Iraqi 
nationalism- our credit generally is deeply involved. Indeed, we may find that we 
have to nurse the Pact through its tender years. Its conclusion, and our accession, 
are so recent, that it is hard to see yet what will be necessary; but if we find that 
something has to be done soon to keep it alive, Sir R. Stevenson's idea, from the 
point of view of Levant Department, seems to be the best alternative to pressing the 
Arab States to joins the Pact: that is to say we should work for the accession of Persia 
and perhaps Pakistan. It would be better not to bring these states in together, or too 

2 See 588. 
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soon; fo r, to continue the nursery metaphor, we should do better not to use all our 
water on the plant in one dose. I suppose that there might be objections or 
difficulties in the way of the accession of Persia and Pakistan. The former is of 
doubtful value militarily and politically, and in view of her position vis-a-vis India, we 
might not wish to extend to the latter the commitments which her accession would 
involve. But the accession of Pakistan would be of such considerable value that we 
should be prepared to face the difficu lties and join with the Turks and Iraqis in 
encouraging it. 

6. I do not think Sir R. Stevenson is right to suggest (in the first sentence of his 
third paragraph) that our Special Agreement with Iraq has a better chance of proving 
acceptable to Arab nationalists in Iraq than the parent Pact. But I do not think his 
conclusion is invalidated. The Iraqis must surely believe that the main purpose of the 
Pact is to serve as an "umbrella" for the Special Agreement, which is to them is [sic] 
the more important instrument. It would not, therefore, be difficult to place the 
emphasis on the Special Agreement and allow the Pact to fade into the background. 
The objection to this is well put by Sir M. Wright in his letter on -/533/-, that if the 
Pact [?Special Agreement] incurs hostility later in Iraq, it would more difficult fo r 
the Iraqi Government to denounce it together with the Pact, if other States had by 
then acceded. For this purpose, it would be better to bring Arab States in, but if that 
is not possible, Pakistan and Persia would be of some help. 

7. I conclude that for the present we should:-

(a) do everything we can to prevent Egypt concluding a rival Pact with Syria and 
Saudi Arabia; 
(b) partly in order to help (a) above, we should for the present continue our policy 
of not pressing other Arab States to join the Turco- Iraq Pact; 
(c) work for the accession to the Turco-Iraqi Pact of Pakistan, and later perhaps of 
Persia; 
(d) if we are unable to stop Nasser's efforts to conclude his rival Agreement, we 
may have to reverse our policy on (b) above; but if we do, we reduce our chances 
on Alpha. 

We must do all we can to prevent Nasser from fo rcing us into open competition with 
him. 

8. I submit a draft2 to Si r R. Stevenson. I have only vaguely alluded to the 
possible difficulties over Persia and Pakistan: I do not know if these have been 
considered on other papers. 

G.G.A. 
12.4.55 

I agree. It is not however quite right to say that we should 'work for ' (see paragraph 7 
(c) above) the accession of Pakistan and Persia. Pakistan certainly and Persia possibly 
are already showing a disposition to join and we can leave the timing to them. 
Paragraph 7 (d) of Mr. Arthur's minute is in line with a view expressed by H.M. 
Ambassador at Beirut in a letter just received that there would be disadvantages in 
the Lebanon acceding now, but that if Egypt succeeds in bringing about a pact 
between herself, Syria and Saudi Arabia, then there would be a case for pressing the 

2 Not printed. 
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Lebanon to join as otherwise she would be sucked into the Egyptian-Syrian-Saudi 
Arabian combination. 

2. As regards paragraph 8 of Mr. Arthur's minute, my understanding is that the 
Commonwealth Relations Office are reconciled to disregarding Indian reactions 
against the accession of Pakistan, and as regards Persia, subject to anything Eastern 
Department may say, Persian accession will not present difficulties provided that the 
Persians agree to plans to hold a line not further advanced than the Zagros 
Mountains. 

3. In general Sir Ralph Stevenson's conclusions seem to be much the same as 
those the Department has reached; they are certainly in line with State Department 
thinking. The Americans told us recently that they attach more importance to the 
realisation of the Northern Tier conception than to the manoeuvres of the Arab 
States. 

J.F.B. 
23.4.55 

The point is perhaps not one calling for comment by Eastern Dept., but the third 
sentence in para. 2 of the draft- 'we are prepared to allow the Turco-Iraqi Pact to 
fade into the background for the time being'- seems at sharp variance with the 
thesis of para. 4. I myself would also question the last sentence of para. 2: Arab and 
M.E. mentality being what it is, I should have thought that the best and quickest way 
of preventing 'Nasser's rival scheme' was by producing as big an extension of the 
Turco-Iraqi Pact as possible, a band-wagon for all to scramble on. 

2. This correspondence has not been copied to Tehran, from whom we have just 
had a letter about the timing of Persia's accession (if indeed she accedes) to the Pact. 
Our policy at the moment is to leave the timing to Persia herself. Until that policy is 
changed, I should prefer to avoid talking of working for the accession of Persia (para. 
4 of the draft). I do not in any case see any future in Sir R. Stevenson's idea that "a 
special agreement" between Persia and Turkey (see the third para. of his letter) 
might provide for the defence of the Zagros mountains more effectively than an 
agreement between Turkey and Iraq. Three out of the four passes in question are in 
Iraq; and Persia would be no more willing than Iraq to admit Turkish troops. 

Some suggested amendments to para. 4 of the draft have been pencilled in the 
margin. 

L.A.C.F. 
23.4.55 

African Department have little to add to the above. There would obviously be less 
commotion in Egypt if Persia or Pakistan were to adhere to the Turco-Iraqi pact 
than if another Arab state were to do so. The main thing is probably to avoid 
'brandishing' (in Sir R. Stevenson's words) the Pact more than is necessary so as to 
allow Egyptian feeling to calm down and give time for reflection and for getting used 
to the idea. That process would be retarded if we were to make an early attempt to 
produce as big an extension of the Turco-Iraqi Pact as possible. Meanwhile we should 
do what lies open to us within the limits of our general policy, to show Nasser that we 
are not indifferent to Egypt's needs and do not regard Egypt as a 'back number'. 

T.E.B. 
25.4.55 
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591 FO 371/113729, no 14, CSC(55)4 26 Apr 1955 
'Suez Canal future policy': Suez Canal Committee memorandum on 
the future running of the canal 

1. While it is scarcely possible for H.M.G. to take precise decisions on future 
policy until we know what demands the Egyptians will make, we can define now 
where H.M.G.'s broad interests lie and deduce certain general principles which 
should govern their policy towards the Canal. 

2. H.M.G., as shareholders, have a large financial interest in the Suez Canal 
Company. But this is far out-weighed by our interests as a maritime power in the use 
of the Canal. The importance of the Canal as an international means of 
communication is increasing with the rapidly mounting volume of traffic, in 
particular of oil exports , from the Middle East. Our policy should therefore be 
directed towards assuring, both now and after 1968:-

(a) freedom of navigation of the Canal, 
(b) efficiency in its management, and 
(c) lowest possible level of the dues. 

3. In pursuing these objectives, our interests largely coincide with those of 
international shipping, but not necessarily in all respects with those of the Suez 
Canal Company. The Company has an obligation to its shareholders and to its 
employees and might consider that its interests lay in making a firm stand on its full 
rights under the present concession. Alternatively, it might be prepared to make 
concessions to the Egyptians in return for peace and quiet in the last years of the 
concession, or even for a promise of continued employment for some of its staff 
under an Egyptian regime. 

Short-term policy 
4. The immediate interests of H.M.G. seem likely to be served best by the 

Company maintaining a firm but not intransigent attitude on its rights to continue 
operating the Concession until 1968 but, at the same time, giving reasonable scope 
and opportunity for Egyptian staff to participate in the management and operation of 
the Canal. Subject to the over-riding need to maintain the present high standards of 
efficiency and economy, there may well be advantage in giving the Egyptians 
opportunities to realise the complexity of the task of running the Canal and its 
international implications. 

5. Our immediate objective is, therefore, to ensure, through such influence as 
H.M.G. may be able to bring to bear, that any decisions which the Company may 
make on Egyptian demands are not such as to prejudice the three objectives 
mentioned in paragraph 1 above, either now or in the future. These might be 
prejudiced either by:-

(i) undue intransigence on the part of the Company which might provoke a 
nationalist reaction on the part of the Egyptians and make them less disposed to 
admit the right of foreign interests to concern themselves with the running of the 
Canal after 1968; or by 
(ii) undue complaisance, which would allow the Egyptians to penetrate too far. 
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Long-term policy 
6. There remains the longer term problem of how the Canal should be run after 

1968. Although the Egyptian Government have an incontestable legal right to 
ownership of the Canal when the Concession expires, we and the other maritime 
nations will wish if possible to make certain reservations regarding the most suitable 
form of organisation for its management and operation. For example, it would seem 
highly desirable that representation for user interests on the Board of the present 
Suez Canal Company should be maintained in some effective form after 1968. 
Furthermore, it may well be in the interests of both the users and the Egyptian 
Government that foreign personnel should be retained in some of the key posts. But 
we regard it as clearly impracticable to decide in 1955 our aims as regards the form 
or organisation to run the Canal after 1968, especially in view of the unstable nature 
of Middle East politics in general and of the Egyptian Government in particular. 
Another consideration which could materially affect the future of the Canal is the 
possibility that, before 1968, some form of security organisation may be established 
in the Middle East in which Egypt will be a partner. 

7. The following things are, however, clear. First. H.M.G. for their part must be 
concerned with the future, no less than with the immediate situation. Secondly, 
satisfaction of Egyptian demands by the Company over the coming years will have an 
effect on the future after 1968 inasmuch as the more the Egyptians obtain by way of 
concession, the stronger will be their claim to take over and operate the Canal 
without foreign assistance. 

Proposed course 
8. As our powers to restrain future Egyptian demands will be small, it is essential 

that H.M.G. should maintain close contact with other interests likely to be affected 
and endeavour to concert a common line. These other interests are the Suez Canal 
Company itself, the principal maritime powers, and the shipowners. 

9. The importance of maintaining close and friendly contacts with the Suez 
Canal Company needs no stressing, if only to forestall any action being taken which 
is inimical to our interests. (We are being kept in touch with the progress of the 
forthcoming talks with the Egyptian Government by one of the British Government 
Directors, who has gone to Egypt for the purpose.) 

10. The other principal maritime powers share our interest in the Suez Canal and 
it may be necessary at some future date to seek their support for our policy. We shall 
in any event require to make sure that our policy has the support of our own 
shipowners; and it would be undesirable therefore to undertake discussions with 
other Governments about the future of the Canal Company or of the Canal itself, 
without previously ascertaining the shipowners' views. 

11. The Ministry of Transport and Civil Aviation are proposing to take an early 
opportunity to enquire of the shipowners, confidentially and informally, their views 
on the future of the Canal. If the shipowners reply by asking the views of H.M.G., the 
Ministry will say that some reorientation of policy is probably now needed and that 
while H.M.G. cannot commit themselves as to the future organisation of the Canal, 
their objectives are as stated in paragraph 1 above. 

12. If as a result of these consultations with the shipowners a basis for future 
policy becomes clearer, we could then discuss it, as opportunity offered, with other 
interested maritime powers, beginning with the French and the Americans. The 
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objects of our approach to the French and United States Governments would be to 
seek agreement on:-

(a) the fundamental interests on which support can and should be given to the 
Suez Canal Company, 
(b) the form in which such support should be given, 
(c) what indication of the attitude of the three Governments concerned could be 
given to the Suez Canal Company, and 
(d) the possibility of canvassing, if necessary, the support of other maritime 
powers. 

Summary of conclusions 

13. (i) Generally, H.M.G.'s policy should be directed towards assuring, both now 
and after 1968, (a) freedom of navigation of the Canal, (b) efficiency in its 
management and (c) lowest possible level of dues. 
(ii) In the short-term, H.M.G. 's policy should be to ensure that the Suez Canal 
Company avoid either undue intransigence or undue complaisance in their 
attitude towards Egyptian demands. 
(iii) The implications of current developments for H.M.G.'s long-term policy 
should be closely watched. 
(iv) Efforts should be made to concert a common line with other interests 
concerned. To this end, (a) close contact will be maintained with the Suez Canal 
Company, (b) the Ministry of Transport and Civil Aviation will sound the British 
shipowners and (c) consideration will be given to initiating discussions with the 
French and United States Governments as opportunity offers. 

592 FO 371/115514, no 864 23 May 1955 
[Egyptian-Saudi-Syrian agreement]: letter from Sir R Stevenson to 
CA E Shuckburgh on possible British responses 

You set us a considerable problem in your letter to me No. V. 1073/802 in raising at 
this particular juncture the question whether something constructive might be 
made out of the projected Egypto-Saudi-Syrian pact, as a supplement to the 
Northern Tier. 

2. You will remember, of course, that on March 5th (cf. my tel. No. 350)1 Nasser 
dangled before my nose the idea of his Tripartite Pact playing a role in regional defence 
behind what he likes to call the linear defence arrangements provided by the 
Turco-Iraqi Pact, and tried to enlist our sympathy or disarm our hostility accordingly. 
His protestations did not accord well with his apparent intentions, and we could only 
respond, on March 14th and 21st (cf. my tels. 3892 and 415) by expressing the hope 
that nothing would emerge from Nasser's endeavours which would be directed against 
the inclusion of any Arab State in an eventual wider system of mutual defence. At the 
time, he did not react unreasonably to this, and, though doubtless not entirely in def
erence to our representations, subsequently modified his proposals. 

1 See 581. 2 See 585. 
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3. At present Nasser appears to be still persisting, if perhaps a trifle faintly, in his 
attitude that neither his own country nor any other Arab people is ripe for alliance 
with the West, and that any such alliance should be negotiated with the Arab States 
as a whole and after all vestiges of imperialism have disappeared from them. His 
latest public statement has the usual whiff of his brand of neutralism (cf. my tel. No. 
109 saving) slightly scented perhaps by Bandoeng.3 At the same time his and some of 
his henchmen's personal pique at Iraq's independent policy is still apparent and finds 
expression in some very violent propaganda. There is evidence however from secret 
sources that his approach to the Agreement with Syria is purely emotional, that he 
considers it a mere "spoiling operation". 

4. So far his pressure on Syria has not been successful. There seems to be every 
possibility that considerably more time may elapse before it is; or even that in the 
face of internal difficulties and of Turkish, Iraqi and Western endeavours it may never 
be, and that Nasser may be left to conclude a Pact with Saudi Arabia and possibly the 
Yemen! This would be so unreal as to be almost ridiculous but if it happens we might 
hope to achieve little if anything more than the elimination of any clauses in the 
Agreement categorically forbidding any further association by the signatories with 
the West: we should then remain with the Base Agreement on which to build here, 
and such bilateral agreements as might be attainable with the other Arab States. 

5. Clearly if now or in the near future we adopted a benevolent attitude towards 
Egypto-Saudi endeavours to achieve a tripartite agreement, Nasser would make good 
use of it and Syria's resistance would be reduced. At this price, and still more at the 
price of our encouraging Lebanon and Jordan to associate themselves with the Pact, 
it seems probable in the light of Nasser's initiative mentioned in para 2 above, that he 
could be brought to modify the character of his Pact to meet in more or less 
satisfactory measure the conditions (a) to (e) in your paragraph No. 4. Whether 
thereafter we should be able to build up on the resulting Agreement a mutual 
defence system in the "rear area" seems to me more questionable: Nasser's 
somewhat mystical fundamental attitude- outlined in my paragraph 3 above- may 
be calculated to lead him to oppose any practical measures until after the withdrawal 
of our forces from the Canal Base Area, and also perhaps until our influence in the 
Jordanian armed forces had been similarly withdrawn (cf. for example the record of 
your talk with Fawzi on December 11, 1954 enclosed in Murray's despatch No. 228).4 

Even then, despite his repeated assurances that he bears regional defence in mind, it 
is by no means certain how far he would be prepared to commit himself with the 
West. Moreover, as seen from here, there is little or no prospect of a reconciliation 
between him and Nuri, while he may be assumed to be contemplating a major effort 
at interference in Iraq's internal affairs when Nuri 's strong hand is removed. In any 
case, the split between the Northern Tier and the "rear area" as affecting the Arab 
States is very recent, and I suggest it would not be sound to base a policy on the 
assumption that it is permanent. It therefore appears that, while endeavours on our 

3 The growing sense of a community of interest between the newly independent and neutrali st states led in 
April 1955 to the convening of the first Afro-Asian Conference at Bandung in Indonesia. Not all of the 
states present were neutralist or vehemently anti-colonialist as some were clearly in the western camp 
whi le others were pro-Soviet. Among the latter China was the most significant. Bandung began an 
increasingly close relationship between the social ist bloc and the neutralists based on support for the idea 
of independence. 
4 See 562. 
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part to modify objectionable features of the proposed pact may well be worth while, 
we should be taking some serious risks if we went further and proposed to encourage 
Lebanon and Jordan to adhere to it as a basis of "rear area" defence. 

6. On the whole at this juncture it appears to me safer, while remaining in the 
friendliest possible relationship with Nasser, to let him cool his heels in his self
imposed isolation for some time longer, learning his lesson regarding interference in 
the sovereign affairs of his neighbours, calculating how far he can dispense with 
Western support, and allowing his dream of an Arab Great Power, contributing x 
divisions to Middle East defence, (cf. record of meeting with Sir Anthony Eden 
enclosed in my Despatch No. 31)5 to dissipate, perhaps in favour of more realistic 
concepts. We might hope meanwhile to convey to him and his advisers something of 
the revolutionary nature of thermo-nuclear warfare and its implications for this area. 

7. This brings me to the question of the attitude we should assume to Nasser's 
endeavours to bring about a tripartite Pact assuming that we do not perform the volte 
face discussed in the foregoing paragraph. I agree of course with the reflections in the 
fifth paragraph of your letter under reference: there is no point in our taking open 
position against his efforts to reach an agreement. At the same time I think we can be, 
as we have been, quite frank to him and his associates in our opposition to the idea of 
a pact containing any of the objectionable features which you list, and which aims to 
render all association with the West impossible to its signatures; we should also use 
the arguments put forward by the Arab opponents to the Pact- that it would increase 
Arab disunity and would moreover be quite futile even as an instrument of defence 
against Israel. The line which Fawzi took in conversation with me on May 21st (my 
tel. No. 655) though probably meant as a sedative shows I think that we would be best 
advised in acting as suggested in this and the preceding paragraph. 

8. How we should react to an Egypto-Saudi-Syrian agreement, if one is con
cluded in spite of our efforts, rather depends on the extent to which we may have suc
ceeded in persuading its authors to make it a relatively harmless document. In 
principle however I agree that we have nothing to gain from taking open position 
against it: any instrument of the kind concluded between countries with such dis
parate interests has a good chance of remaining a dead letter in any case, and there is 
every advantage in our maintaining a neutral attitude once the Pact is signed. 

9. This is turn brings me to your last question, whether we should say something 
to Nasser about his relations with Syria. I have already, in my paragraph 7 above, sug
gested that we should continue to show our frank but not public opposition to unde
sirable features of any proposal to which Egypt and Saudi Arabia might be trying to 
induce Syria to accede. I have also spoken seriously with Nasser about the dangers of 
interference in other states' internal affairs, and, if evidence were forthcoming of 
Egyptian intrigue and interference in Syria, I would see no objection to our renewing 
our warnings on this point. But I do not see any advantage, and much disadvantage
as you do-in trying to put pressure on Nasser not to conclude any agreement at all 
with Syria: such a course would certainly boomerang back on us. 

10. Meanwhile I am sure that the policy outlined in your letter of April 28th is 
right, namely that we should refrain at present from pressing other Arab states to 
join the Turco-Iraqi Pact and avoid brandishing the latter while playing down its 
Arab and building up its Northern Tier aspects. 

5 See 579. 
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593 FO 3711115513, no 857 6 June 1955 
[Middle East defence arrangements]: letter from T W Garvey to 
T E Bromley giving an account of a meeting with Salah Salem 

As you will have seen from our telegram No. 710 several topics other than the Sudan 
came up in Trefor Evans' talk with Salah Salem on May 31. 

2. We reported at the time-our telegram No. 689-that Salah Salem was 
hopeful that progress would shortly be made towards a detente in Egyptian- Iraqi 
relations. 

3. Speaking of the Turco-Iraqi Pact, he said that what Egypt mostly feared was 
isolation, i.e. , being left to face Israel alone. The result of such isolation would almost 
certainly be that Egypt would eventually be compelled to make peace with Israel on 
the worst possible terms. The recent speech by J ernegan of the State Department had 
confirmed Egypt's suspicions. Israel had to be brought into the Middle East defence 
picture as communications with the Northern Tier countries passed through her 
territory. What the Americans wanted, therefore, was first to bring Syria, the 
Lebanon and Jordan into the Turco-Iraqi Pact and then bring pressure on these 
countries to make peace with Israel. In this way Egypt would be completely out in 
the cold. 

4. Although these fears are nonsensical (and Evans told him so) they may 
nevertheless be real enough to the Egyptian leaders, who after their success in the 
Canal Zone negotiations almost certainly hoped to get the Western powers to 
squeeze substantial concessions, particularly the Negev, out of Israel in return for a 
peace settlement. 

5. Salah Salem also referred briefly to the Fertile Crescent Scheme and said that 
if Nuri had not persisted in getting out of step with Egypt, the Egyptian Government 
would not have opposed, and would even have helped, in the establishment of some 
link between the Fertile Crescent countries on the lines now proposed for the link 
between Egypt and the Sudan. Incidentally the Iraqi Ambassador here recently told 
us that at Sersank Egypt's attitude to the Fertile Crescent Scheme as defined by 
Salah Salem was not unlike that of Her Majesty's Government, i.e., that there was no 
objection to it provided the Syrians themselves favoured it. In other words Salah 
Salem's statement recorded above may not be far from the mark. 

6. I am sending a copy of this letter to the Chancery at Baghdad. 

594 FO 371/113579, no 33 11 July 1955 
[Review of developments in Egypt]: inward despatch no 111 from 
Sir R Stevenson to Mr Macmillan commenting on the changes during 
his ambassadorship 

Now that I have come to the end of my tour of duty in Cairo, it may be of interest to 
your Department, and perhaps to my successor, if I record my impressions of the 
developments of the last five years, their effect on Egypt and her prospects for the 
future . 

2. The first year (1950-51) was only marked by unavailing efforts on the part of 



422 COLLAPSING FACADE OF MIDDLE EAST DEFENCE [594] 

Her Majesty's Government to bring the Wafd Government to their senses on the 
subject of an Anglo-Egyptian settlement and by a progressive deterioration in the 
relations between the Wafd and King Farouk. The ensuing four years were eventful 
for Egypt. The abrogation of the 1936 Treaty with Great Britain, a period of quasi
guerrilla warfare in the Suez Canal Zone, the burning of Cairo with its attendant loss 
of British lives, the military revolution of July 1952, the abdication of King Farouk, 
the Anglo-Egyptian Agreement on the Sudan, the declaration of the Egyptian 
Republic, the attainment, after protracted negotiation, of an Anglo-Egyptian 
Agreement on the Suez Canal Base and the deposition of General Mohamed 
Neguib-such was the kaleidoscopic sequence of events during these years . 

3. It had been obvious for some time that King Farouk was pessimistic in regard 
to his own prospects. It had also been obvious that the rising tide of nationalism in 
Egypt and the general trend of international affairs would make an Anglo-Egyptian 
settlement imperative sooner or later. But I do not think that anyone, and least of all 
the Wafd politicians themselves, could have foreseen that the quarrel between the 
Wafd and King Farouk, which was the main reason for their abrogation of the 1936 
Treaty, would lead so swiftly and dramatically to the elimination of both parties to 
that quarrel and to a consequent Anglo-Egyptian settlement. They had so often 
quarrelled in the past and each time the force of inertia had produced the familiar 
cycle of the temporary subsidence of the Wafd, a succession of Palace Governments 
and then a Wafdist resurgence. This time however the yeast of nationalism was too 
strong for an organism weakened by the King's own excesses, by the defeat of the 
country in the Palestine War and by the corruption of the legislature and the 
administration. Moreover the strain of greatly embittered relations with Britain 
played its part also. Almost any kind of change was conceivable in the first half of 
1952, but matters were precipitated by the "Free Officers" of the Army and Air Force 
and the conspirators who organised the coup of the 23rd of July were quick enough 
and courageous enough to exploit to the full the good luck which attended their first 
moves. Within three days the King had left the country and, incidentally, the main 
obstacle to an agreement on the Sudan (an essential prerequisite of a general 
settlement with Britain) had been swept away. It may seem curious that there was so 
little reaction among the Egyptian people to the King's abdication and the 
subsequent disappearance of the Monarchy. But to the vast majority of the people the 
form of Government is a matter of complete indifference. Moreover the dynasty was a 
foreign one, its members had made no serious effort to identify themselves with the 
people and were generally unpopular, even with those elements, mainly of Turkish 
origin, whose forebears had benefited from the regime and might have been expected 
to react in its favour. 

4. It is difficult as yet to assess the effect of all these developments on Egypt. It 
can however be said that the internal changes, spectacular as they have been, are 
more apparent than real. The external changes, that is to say changes in Egypt's 
international position, are perhaps more profound but they have not yet had their 
full effect. These latter are due not only to the settlement of her long drawn out 
dispute with Britain but also to the rapidly growing wealth and independence of 
Egypt's oil-producing neighbours to the east. 

5. Despite the abolition of the monarchy, the breaking of the power of the 
land-owners through agrarian reform, the dissolution of the political parties and 
the eclipse of the Moslem Brotherhood, the Egyptian people remain what they 
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have always been; industrious, docile, quickly stirred up and as quickly quieted 
down. Centuries of subjection to foreign rule have made them and still keep them 
what they are . But the ferment of nationalism, comparatively new in the East, is 
working here as elsewhere and bringing with it strivings and aspirations towards 
betterment which, however pathetic, half-baked and ill-considered, are encourag
ing. A start must be made some time and it must be a purely Egyptian one. This is 
the aim of the present youthful rulers of the country. But on what can they build? 
The only really solid element in the country is the fellah1 on whose patient toil 
Egypt's civilisation past and present, her wealth and indeed her existence have 
always depended. But hard and unremitting work on the land leaves him with no 
time and no urge to cope with the business of government. No real middle class 
has as yet evolved and the material of which the administration must consist 
remains of the low quality of which Egypt's past rulers have bitterly, but always 
ineffectively, complained. The present regime is doing its best to surmount this, its 
greatest obstacle in dealing with the almost insuperable economic and demo
graphic problems of the country. The Council of the Revolution felt that until the 
power of the landowners and the political and financial bosses had been broken, 
there was no hope of healthy evolution. Maybe they were right; but it is always eas
ier and quicker to destroy than to build and they are now forced to try to fill the 
gap by centralising too much power and responsibility in their own hands while 
they seek for reliable collaborators. Material insecurity is not favourable soil for the 
production of high principles and integrity; but unless those qualities are present 
in sufficient quantity in the administration, the attainment of any degree of secu
rity is highly problematical. This is the vicious circle which these young men are 
trying to break. Their success is of course very doubtful but Middle-Eastern stan
dards are those by which the outcome must be judged. Meanwhile Egypt remains, 
by and large, what she has always been and retains her almost uncanny knack of 
skirting the brink of disaster without actually going over the edge. And this may be 
the main hope of the present regime in dealing with the fearful problem of a popu
lation increasing at the estimated rate of one million every three years, squeezed 
into an inelastic strip of cultivable land and depending on a one-crop agricultural 
economy for foreign exchange. Unless oil in large quantities is struck, only the uti 
lization of every drop of water she can get from the Nile and a respectable degree 
of industrialization can save Egypt. She cannot hoist herself up by her own boot
straps and her leaders know it despite the nonsense some of them talk about her 
financing her own development. 

6. The people as a whole, and the educated and semi-educated classes in 
particular, have not yet fully realised the implications of the Anglo-Egyptian 
settlement. The belief that, whatever the British Government might say, British 
troops would always remain in the country was so deeply engrained in the national 
consciousness that they can scarcely credit the evidence of withdrawal. Realisation of 
the truth is however gaining ground among the educated classes and the 
Government and with it comes the rather disturbing thought that no longer will it 
be possible for the country's leaders to divert attention from their own shortcomings 
by blaming the British. Nevertheless it is certain in my opinion that real friendliness 

1 The Egyptian peasantry. 
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towards us will eventually replace the semi-artificial friendliness which sprang from 
respect for visible strength more than from appreciation of what we have been able to 
do for Egypt. This will take time and Egypt will continue to need careful and 
sympathetic handling. The will is there but the deed will surely Jag. And it is not to be 
expected that these emotional and rather child-like people should be able over-night, 
as it were, to cast off the inherited complexes and prejudices born of centuries of 
subjection to foreign rule. Much patience on our part will be needed and on theirs 
more enlightenment such as was, I am credibly informed, experienced by Colonel 
Nasser on his recent visits to India and Pakistan where he saw at first hand and was 
struck by the new and healthy relationship between the people of those countries and 
the hated British "imperialists". But already, within only a few months of the 
conclusion of the settlement, the atmosphere is clearer and healthier and prospects 
for the future are good. Indeed, barring unforeseen developments in the next few 
years, I would not be at all surprised to see the Anglo-Egyptian Agreement on the 
Suez Base prolonged for as long as it suits us. 

7. Egypt's relative position among her Middle-Eastern neighbours is beginning 
to be threatened for the first time since they all emerged from foreign tutelage and 
this is happening at the same moment as she herself shakes off the last remaining 
vestiges of British control. This is confusing and disappointing for Egypt's present 
rulers as they feel that she is, or should be, now in a position to exploit to the full her 
leadership of the Arab States. The latter, especially those with new and vast wealth 
pouring into their coffers, are not so sure that they need any longer toe the line when 
told to do so by Egypt. The first Egyptian reaction to this state of affairs was the 
typical one of conjuring up an imperialist plot to isolate her and force her into a 
settlement with Israel. But the Council of the Revolution are realists and just as they 
know that a settlement with Israel is inevitable sooner or later they also know 
perfectly well that Egypt's international position, as well as her internal stability, will 
in the long run depend on the degree of success which they have in dealing with her 
economic and financial problems. 

8. It only remains to say something on the Sudan. As stated above the question 
of sovereignty was solved by the abdication of King Farouk which enabled the 
Council of the Revolution to declare that sovereignty over the Sudan lay in the hands 
of the Sudanese. From that moment it was clear that in the existing temper of 
politically conscious Sudanese rapid progress towards self-determination was 
inevitable, however unready the inhabitants of the Sudan as a whole might in fact be 
for such a development. Both before and after the conclusion of the Anglo-Egyptian 
Agreement on the Sudan the Council of the Revolution showed their worst and most 
inept side. So little did they know of the Sudan that they really believed at the outset 
that the inhabitants were only waiting to fly into the arms of the Egyptians. The 
Ansar2 disabused them of this fairly quickly so far as one part of the politically 
conscious Sudanese was concerned and they did not scruple to infringe the 
Agreement by bribery and propaganda so as to ensure the electoral success of the 
Khatmia3 whom they fondly believed to be genuinely in favour of union with Egypt. 
This belief in turn has been dissipated but the Council of the Revolution have not yet 
completely come to their senses in the matter as they are now apparently playing the 

2 See 556, note 2. 3 See ibid. 
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very risky game of weakening the position of the present Sudanese Government by 
stirring up the South. But their disappointment over the Sudan is not only in the 
political field . They have so far entirely failed to come to terms with the Sudanese 
Government over the division of Nile Waters. This difficult question is becoming an 
urgent one as well; for until it is settled, at any rate in principle, progress with the 
new High Dam, which Egypt must soon start building as part of the solution of her 
pressing economic problems, will not be possible. 

9. It is axiomatic that close and friendly relations between Egypt and the Sudan 
will be to the advantage of all concerned, including Great Britain. Egypt yearns for 
some face-saving constitutional link which it is very unlikely that the Sudanese will 
accept for many reasons . Nevertheless if her leaders were wise they would 
concentrate on the only genuine link between the two countries which is the river 
Nile. Some kind of joint Nile Board which would supervise and coordinate the use of 
the river to the best advantage of both countries would be a useful and practical form 
of bond and would moreover correspond to the realities of the situation which an 
artificial political link would not. 

10. I have said little or nothing about Egyptian internal politics in this already 
over-long despatch because politics in the sense of representative government have 
been absent from the Egyptian scene for the last three years and are likely to remain 
so for some time to come whatever gestures the Council of the Revolution may make 
in the direction of carrying out their promises to restore Parliamentary Democracy. 
But something should be added perhaps in regard to the character of the Regime and 
its prospects. Like that of all Egyptian Governments in the past, the popularity of the 
present Government did not survive more than a few months. This does not mean 
that a return to the monarchy is seriously contemplated by anyone; but there is 
much discontent and the air is thick with prophecies of disaster, none of which 
however are allowed to appear in the press. This censorship helps the regime in some 
respects to carry out its task but absence of criticism is unhealthy for inexperienced 
administrators such as these young men are. On the whole however it is true to say 
that this Government is as good as any previous Egyptian Government since 1922 
and in one respect better than any, in that it is trying to do something for the people 
of Egypt rather than merely talk about it. These young men have made many 
mistakes and they will doubtless make plenty more, but they have the courage of 
their convictions and they do not seek their own personal advancement. They 
deserve, in my view, all the help that Great Britain can properly give them. The 
stability of the regime continues to depend-apart from the assassin's bullet- on the 
maintenance of unity within the Council of the Revolution. They have had 
dissensions in the past and have overcome them with difficulty . I doubt whether they 
will allow themselves the luxury of any further serious quarrels . They must retain the 
support of the Army and this they will doubtless continue to do by keeping in close 
touch with the anonymous body of "Free Officers" who supported them in their 
original Coup. The situation however will remain essentially brittle. Over
centralisation clogs the administrative machine and there is a limit to human 
endurance. But even the bitterest opponents of the regime realise that a change can 
only be brought about by force and that would be acceptable to fanatics alone, of 
whom mercifully there are only few. 
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595 DEFE 5/60, COS(55)210 25 Aug 1955 
'Persian relationship to Middle East defence plans': COS 
memorandum by the JPS (ME) of the Commanders-in-Chief 
Committee, Middle East. Annex: report approved by the British 
Defence Co-ordination Committee, Middle East, 17 Aug 1955, on the 
advantages and disadvantages of Iranian membership of the 
Turco-Iraqi pact (DCC(55)23) 

We have examined the likely value of Persia as an ally should she become associated 
with Middle East defence plans. Our review is at Annex. 

2. We have the following comments connected with our review:-

(a) If the United States continues to encourage the amalgamation of the Middle 
East States into an effective Middle East Defence Organisation they would 
undoubtedly wish for Persia to be included and could provide her with the 
necessary backing. In these circumstances paragraph 18(b) (iii) of our review 
would not apply and there might be a marked improvement in the operational 
value of the Persian Armed Forces. 
(b) Should the Persians call on us to assist in the defence of Persia we would be 
placed in a somewhat embarrassing position as time and space problems, coupled 
with our lack of logistic resources, will prevent our going beyond the Zagros 
mountain passes in the foreseeable future. 
(c) In the long term the inclusion of Persia in the Western Group would improve 
communications with Pakistan through Persia. 

Recommendation 
3. We recommend that the Chiefs of Staff take note of our paper. 

Annex to 595 

Introduction 
The possibility of Persia acceding to the Turco-Iraqi Pact has raised the question of 
the value of such an accession to Middle East Defence Plans. 

2. The aim of this paper is to define the likely value of Persia as an ally should she 
become associated with Middle East defence plans. 

Aims of the paper 
3. Our study is divided into five parts:-

(a) The strategic importance of Persia; 
(b) An up-to-date assessment of the war potential and political attitude of 
Persia; 
(c) The role of the Persian armed forces in the event of war with Russia; 
(d) The logistic problems with which we might become involved; 
(e) The advantages and disadvantages of Persia acceding to the Turco-Iraqi Pact. 
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Strategic importance of Persia 

4. Persia's strategic importance derives mainly from the fact that it forms a 
barrier separating the Soviet Union from the Middle East, the Indian Peninsula and 
the Indian Ocean. Between opposing blocs Persia has so far remained neutral despite 
the Soviet pressure which is not difficult to exert through their common frontier. 

5. The Soviet short-term aim in Persia is to impose through real political and 
economic persuasions and by customary communist measures sufficient pressure to 
prevent Persia ever becoming strong enough to ignore Soviet threats and 
blandishments and to remain neutral rather than to openly side with the West. Her 
long term aim is a Communist Persia. To counter these aims Britain and the United 
States as the main representatives of Western interests in the Middle East, [? should] 
encourage Persian resistance to Soviet pressure and strive to promote a political and 
economic stability capable of withstanding Communism. 

6. Persia is rich in oil and at present a Western Consortium controls the vast 
bulk of oil production and the West buys nearly all of this. In war it would be in the 
strategic interests of both the West and the Soviet Union to control the oilfields or 
alternatively to prevent the other side doing so. The importance of Persia is not only 
the value of her own oil, but also as a means of access by the Soviet Union to the 
remainder of the oil producing areas of the Middle East. 

7. We consider that, in a war with the West, the Soviet Union would probably 
exploit the strategic significance of Persian territory by launching a campaign on D
day from the Caucasus into North West Persia with the initial object of securing the 
Persian oil and the vital ground in the Zagros mountains from which to threaten the 
Iraq plain and the Persian Gulf. 

The war potential and political attitude of Persia 

War potential 
8. The war potential of the Persian Armed Forces has been assessed by JIC(ME), 

the relevant extracts from this assessment are attached as Appendix 'A'.1 The main 
conclusions of this paper are that the Army would be incapable of offering any 
serious resistance to invasion by a major power, at best it would be capable of 
conducting guerilla operations and offering small scale resistance in the mountains. 
Neither the Navy or the Air Force could offer any resistance to an attack by a major 
power. 

Political attitude of Persia 
9. During 1954 very successful action against the Tudeh2 and firm control of 

all other opposition produced an unusually satisfactory state of internal security. 
At the time of General Zahedi 's3 dismissal in April 1955 the Tudeh had been so 
hard hit as to be incapable of overt action without a spell, probably prolonged, of 
favourable conditions for regaining its strength. This result, however, was pro
duced entirely by repression and little or nothing was done to cure the root causes 
of communism. Under the Government nominally headed by M. Ala4 there are 

1 Not printed. 
3 Iranian prime minister, 1953-Apr 1955. 

2The Iranian Communist Party. 
4 Iranian prime minister, Apr 1955-Apr 1957. 
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signs of stagnation and a deterioration of security although none as yet of a revival 
of the Tudeh. 

10. Traditionally Persia has always tried to maintain a policy of neutrality and to 
avoid becoming under the influence of any of the great powers. The Shah however is 
at present engaged in finding out the advantages to be gained by siding openly with 
the West. 

11. Should the Tudeh Party take over the Government, Persia would become a 
Soviet Satellite at the full disposal of Soviet policies. 

The role of the Persian armed forces 

12. The American view. It is understood that the US Mission has prevailed on the 
Persian General Staff to plan for a fairly rapid withdrawal to a line on the North 
Eastern slopes of the Zagros mountains, covering the Ruwandiz, Penjwin, Paitak and 
Khurramabad passes. It is the intention to set up bases in rear of this line though 
little has been done to date. Some demolitions, however, have been planned North of 
the Line. 

13. Our view. We consider that such a withdrawal would be contrary to Western 
military interests. In our view, other than fo rces required for Internal Security, the 
remainder of the Persian Army should be deployed initially as far to the North as 
possible and subsequently astride the main Lines of Communication to harrass [sic] 
the Russian advance. Trained and equipped for this role these forces, together with 
well-planned demolition and possibly assistance from the SAS and RAF, could 
impose a valuable delay on the Russian arrival in the passes. As the Russian advance 
will of necessity be confined to the Main Lines of Communication we consider it 
would be possible for Persian guerilla forces to remain in Persia and continue to 
operate behind the Russian lines. 

14. Some measure of re-equipment is now being undertaken under the US 
Military Aid programme and, in our opinion part of this should be directed towards 
the formation of lightly equipped and fast moving guerilla units. 

15. Persian reactions . Neither of the courses proposed in Paragraphs 12 and 13 
above will prevent Persia being overrun by Soviet forces and they are therefore 
unlikely to recommend themselves to the Persian Government. Nevertheless 
militarily it is not practicable in the foreseeable future to conserve the territorial 
integrity of Persia in the face of Soviet attack. 

Logistic problems 

16. We consider that the Persian guerilla forces envisaged in paragraph 13 above 
should be organised and equipped so that they are capable of living off the country. 
In these circumstances the supply of ammunition and explosives will be the most 
important. 

17. For many years to come we shall not be able to meet our present logistic war 
commitments in Iraq. It would therefore be impracticable for us to take on the 
additional task of supplying the Persian Army. The United States are unlikely to send 
supplies to Persia in war, therefore should it be agreed that a guerilla role is the most 
suitable for that part of the Persian Army not engaged in Internal Security, the US 
Mission should be persuaded to encourage the Persians to prestock supplies of 
ammunition and explosives in peace. 
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The advantages and disadvantages of Persian accession to the Turco-Iraqi pact 

18. The advantages and disadvantages of Persian accession may be stated as follows:

(a) Advantages 

(i) a properly organised guerilla force in Persia might help to impose a valuable 
delay on the Russian advance and so enable British and Iraqi forces to establish 
themselves in defensive positions in the Zagros passes, 
(ii) Russian aggression against Persia would be discouraged as the Russians 
would realize that an attack on Persia would probably involve other signatories 
of the Turco/Iraqi Pact, 
(i ii) other Middle East states might be encouraged to accede to the Pact, 
(iv) the US may be encouraged to take a more active part in the defence of the area. 

(b) Disadvantages 

(i) the Russians could be provoked into intensifying their efforts to subvert 
Persia. In the worst case the success of these efforts would mean that Russian 
troops would be based permanently in or near the passes, 
(ii) we should incur an automatic liability to declare war on Russia if she 
attacked Persia, 
(i ii) it would involve us in an alliance with yet another country which is not 
only militarily weak but also politically unstable, 
(iv) Allied intentions to hold positio~s no further forward than the Zagros 
mountain passes would ultimately have to be disclosed to the Persians with the 
inevitable loss of security about Allied plans. Furthermore, this disclosure might 
well persuade the Persians to relapse into neutralism, 
(v) Iraq and Turkey are already linked with the West by treaty and new 
arrangements with their weaker neighbours might only serve to blur and 
confuse the roles already envisaged for them, 
(vi) until they are re-equipped and reorganised, the Persian armed Forces are 
likely to be more of a liability than an asset to the West. 

19. Conclusions 
We conclude that:-

(a) Without substantial organisation and re-equipment, none of the Persian 
Armed Forces could play an effective part in the defence of the Middle East; 
(b) Given such re-organisation and re-equipment, the Persian Armed Forces 
might be able to offer some resistance to the Russian advance and thus give the 
Allies more time to establish themselves in defensive positions in the passes. 

596 DEFE 4179, COS 70(55)3, annex 30 Aug 1955 
'Middle East defence': report by the JPS to the COS, 11 Aug 1955, on 
Middle East reinforcements (JP( 55 )7 4) 

[The commitment to the northern tier had produced further talks with the Americans 
and the Turks in Aug 1955 which required the British to provide the kind of detailed 
information on planning and resources they would have preferred to keep quiet. On the 
other hand the importance of nuclear weapons was something that could be used to jus-
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tify Britain's weaknesses in Middle East conventional forces. Or it least it would have 
done if Britain had been able to deploy any of them before 1959 (see 621). The nuclear 
issue, combined with more defence cuts in 1955, led the military to attempt to define a 
long-term defence strategy in the summer of 1955. Central to this was the view that 
the hydrogen bomb would reduce the importance of preparations for global war and 
increase the importance of the strategic deterrent relative to how the 1952 global strat
egy paper had assessed them. The COS now defined priorities in terms of the strategic 
deterrent followed by the cold war, the use of tactical nuclear weapons and finally prepa
rations for global war (DEFE 4/77, COS 51(55)2, 29 June 1955) . In terms of aims the 
COS referred to the aim of winning a nuclear war rather than simply referring to the 
tactical use of nuclear weapons, and they also pointed out that fighting the cold war 
should include limited war (DEFE 5/59, COS(55)176, annex, 25 July 1955). In terms of 
Middle Eastern defence, the role of tactical nuclear weapons was deemed vital to the 
attempt to defend the region in a limited war. Thus it was important that the use of tac
tical nuclear weapons would come to be seen in similar terms to conventional weapons; 
this was now feasible as the hydrogen bomb would be more likely to deter the launch of 
global war. Unfortunately, successfully reducing the weight of the Soviet attack on the 
Middle East had been deemed, and was reaffirmed below, to depend partly on the US 
strategic offensive which of course would not be delivered in conditions short of global 
war.] 

Introduction 

l. Sir Roger Makins has asked for additional briefing on the following points 
which arose during the Middle East defence talks with the Americans which started 
in Washington on 24th June, 1955:-

(a) An indication in reasonably specific terms as to what extent reinforcements, 
particularly air reinforcements, are likely to be available in the Middle East in the 
event of war. 
(b) Our ability to concentrate effectively the British Armoured Division which, 
after redeployment, will be scattered over a large area. 
(c) The prestocking of atomic weapons in the Middle East. 
(d) The development of anti -subversion techniques in the area. 

Reinforcements 

U.K. land forces 
2. If war were to start without warning, the expected devastation of the U.K. 

would seriously prejudice our ability to despatch reinforcements overseas and would 
delay or even prevent their arrival. Our mobilisation and deployment plans are, 
however, designed to take the maximum advantage of any warning period, and we 
are planning to despatch the administrative backing for two divisions to the Middle 
East. We are also planning to despatch one division of the regular strategic reserve if 
the theatre proves of sufficient priority. The decision to reinforce the theatre can 
only be taken in the light of the circumstances at the time. 

U.K. air forces 
3. It is not at present the intention to send additional R.A.F. forces to the 

Middle East theatre on the outbreak of global war. On the basis of the theatre air
craft requirements produced at the tri-partite talks there will, therefore, be a seri
ous deficiency. It should, however, be remembered that this requirement was 
based on an academic study of the defence of the area virtually in isolation and 
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that the figures quoted refer to the worst case i.e. nuclear weapons not available 
until H+18. Furthermore, the deficiency is largely made up of defensive fighters 
whereas the most pressing requirement is probably for more offensive aircraft with 
nuclear capability, and for sufficient airfields on which to disperse them to avoid 
unacceptable losses on the ground. Before a realistic assessment of the deficiencies 
of air forces can be arrived at, an assessment of the effect of the overall Allied 
Strategic air offensive on the Middle East theatre must be made and the targets to 
be attacked by theatre aircraft related to the target plan of the strategic bomber 
forces. 

U.K. naval forces 
4. No reinforcements, beyond those shown in the report of the Tripartite Talks, 

are at present planned. 

Commonwealth forces 
5. The Federation of Rhodesia and Nyasaland have agreed to provide certain 

reinforcements for the Middle East. It is hoped that South Africa and Pakistan will 
also provide some reinforcements, though the size and composition of their 
contributions are still under discussion. It is not, however, likely that any of these 
contributions will meet the time requirement. 

Deployment of the armoured division 

6. With the movement facilities available at present and from its post
redeployment locations, we shall not be able effectively to concentrate the armoured 
division in the Levant for some six weeks. Its concentration forward thereafter at the 
Zagros Mountains as an effective fighting formation, will depend on the extent to 
which additional movement facilities become available and the necessary 
administrative facilities built up during the next few years. 

Pre-stocking of atomic weapons 

7. A Canberra force will be deployed in the theatre by 1957, though with pre
sent priorities we do not expect to be able to provide it with a nuclear potential 
before 1959. In any case it is not likely that by this date we shall have a sufficient 
number of weapons or aircraft to meet theatre requirements unaided. The whole 
concept, and consequently our ability to plan, depends on the availability of 
nuclear weapons in the theatre and the effect of the strategic air offensive. We 
should like clarification whether, as mentioned as a possibility at the London talks, 
the United States will provide a theatre nuclear potential until our own can be 
built up. 

Anti-subversion techniques 

8. Owing to the strict security which must be observed, we suggest that the 
Foreign Office and C's Organisation should be invited to brief Sir Roger Makins on 
this subject. 
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597 DEFE 4/79, COS 70(55)7 30 Aug 1955 
'Cyprus - military arguments against a leased base': report by the JPS 
to the COS on the importance of Cyprus (JP (55) note 17) 

[With the evacuation of Egypt underway, the importance of Cyprus to defence planners 
had grown significantly. In Dec 1954 the move of Middle East HQ to Cyprus further 
increased the importance of the island for Britain's claims to be defending the Middle 
East and symbolised the maintenance of Britain's Middle East position that was deemed 
vital to Britain's standing as a great world power. The CIGS described the island as the 
centre of Britain's military influence with its friends and allies and of outstanding 
importance for Middle East defence. Central to this conception was the general military 
belief that the Commonwealth's strategic priorities should not be discarded in favour of 
NATO priorities if they conflicted (DEFE 4/78, COS 56(55), 12 July 1955).) 

It seems probable that the Greek Delegation to the Tripartite Talks on Cyprus now 
being held in London will propose a solution based on transfer of sovereignty to 
Greece accompanied by an agreement to lease the defence facilities required by the 
United Kingdom. 

2. The Chiefs of Staff have already agreed that:-

"So long as it remains Her Majesty's Government's intention to continue to 
exert our influence and meet our treaty obligations in the Middle East, to 
work towards the establishment of a Middle East defence organisation, and to 
defend the area in war, it is essential that we should station forces in that 
theatre. Politically these should be located where they can exercise the 
greatest influence. Militarily they should be in an area which ensures security 
of tenure, reliable public utilities, and freedom to come and go as we please. 

Cyprus, being British, was chosen as the location of our Combined 
Headquarters as it was the only territory in the Middle East which satisfied 
the above conditions. Its strategic importance to us lies in the following 
qualities:-

(a) The natural advantages inherent in its geographic position. 
(b) Its ability to house the necessary elements of our land and air forces in 
the Middle East. 
(c) It provides the site for the Headquarters which in peacetime is the 
centre of our military influence with our friends and allies in the Middle 
East and will be the focal point from which we conduct our operations in 
that area in war." 

3. Important amongst the military requirements set out in general terms above 
are:-

(a) Airfields for use in staging strategic air attack in global war. 
(b) Air staging rights in peace time. Cyprus is an essential staging post on our 
world-wide reinforcement routes, particularly now that transit through Egypt will, 
after redeployment, depend on tacit Egyptian approval of the operations on which 
we are engaged. 
(c) The use of atomic weapons is an essential part of our Middle East forward 
strategy. Whereas the United States might be prepared to pre-position atomic 
weapons on British territory, it is most unlikely that they would be prepared to 
place them in leased bases on Greek territory. 
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(d) Secure locations for Radar stations, "Y" service installations and the existing 
signal link in our world wide communication chain. 

4. Based on the above factors the Chiefs of Staff therefore concluded:-

(a) British influence and prestige in the Middle East as a whole could not be 
maintained without the retention of our present military position in Cyprus, 
which is therefore strategically essential. 
(b) Our military requirements within the Island can only be met if control of its 
administration in matters of defence, external affairs and internal security remain 
in British hands. 
(c) In order to make full use of our present and planned military facilities, we 
require full user rights of all the Island's public utilities transportation and 
communications in peacetime, and complete control of the whole Island in war. 

5. How these requirements are met is largely a political matter. However, we 
have had recent experience in Egypt of the impossibility of maintaining treaty 
facilities in the face of local government opposition, in particular when this entails 
deliberate withdrawal of water, food supplies and local labour. This shows the 
military unsoundness of accepting a solution based on leased facilities particularly in 
view of the possibility that should the British and Greek Governments differ widely in 
Middle East policy the treaty granting such facilities might be strained to the point of 
denunciation. Should a Communist Government be formed in Greece we would 
expect the treaty to be denounced. 

6. A further danger is that of gradual erosion of treaty facilities in the face of 
nationalist feelings. Iraq is an example of the outcome of such pressure. 

7. At present Cyprus is the only territory in the Middle East in which our forces 
can be stationed by right. If this right is now to be limited by treaty or lease the 
tenure of our forces will be, at best, no more secure than it is in Iraq, Jordan or Libya. 
Such a situation would not meet our essential needs. 

598 DEFE 5/60, COS(55)216, annex 31 Aug 1955 
'Draft directive to the Commanders-in-Chief, Middle East': COS 
Committee memorandum on Britain's strategic aims 

Introduction 

This directive sets out United Kingdom policy and strategic aims, and details the tasks 
you are to undertake in both peace and war. It supersedes your previous directives. 

2. Your area of responsibility is as defined in the Terms of Reference for the 
British Defence Co-ordination Committee, Middle East, though you should include 
Turkey and adjacent NATO and national commands in your considerations. 

Aims in peace 

Policy 
3. The United Kingdom policy is to maintain peace, to prevent the spread of 

Communism by ensuring the stability of the area, and to work towards the 
establishment of a Middle East defence organisation. 
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Tasks 
4. It is neither desirable nor practicable to set out in detail the tasks of your 

forces in all contingencies which may arise. These will have to be determined in the 
light of the circumstances at the time and will, in certain cases, require Ministerial 
approval which it is not possible to obtain in advance. 

5. Your main tasks, not in order of priority, are:-

( a) To maintain our influence and position in the area; thereby providing 
assurance to the Arab States, Turkey and Israel that, in the event of war, a Russian 
invasion of the Middle East would be resisted. 
(b) To support our political and commercial interests and those of other countries 
of the Commonwealth. 
(c) To be prepared to go to the assistance of our nationals and those of other 
countries of the Commonwealth in emergency. 
(d) To fulfil the treaty obligations of Her Majesty's Government in your area of 
responsibility. These at present concern Iraq, Jordan, Libya and the Persian Gulf 
Sheikdoms. There are also obligations to consult and concert with other members 
of the Turco-Iraqi Pact. 
(e) To be prepared to take action under the Tripartite Declaration of May, 1950. 
(f) To prepare plans in conjunction with the Commander-in-Chief Mediterranean 
to ensure the free use of the Suez Canal to our shipping in the event of hostile 
Egyptian action. 

Aims in global war 

6. Our strategic aims in the Middle East in Global war, not necessarily in order of 
priority, are:-

(a) To assist in the allied air offensive. 
(b) To secure Turkey's southern flank. 
(c) To protect as much of the Middle East territory as possible. 
(d) To secure at least a proportion of the Middle East oil. 

Strategic concept 

The threat 
7. For all planning you should use the latest international estimate of the threat. 

Outline strategy 
8. Your strategy for the defence of the Middle East should be, in conjunction 

with our Allies, to meet and hold the enemy land forces in the passes leading from 
Persia to Iraq. 

Planning 

Basis for planning 
9. Against the background of an allied nuclear air offensive and within the 

foregoing concept which it makes possible, your plans should take into account the 
following factors:-

( a) You must assume that a nuclear capability will be available in the area at H + 
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18 from now on though it is realised that this cannot be produced from British 
sources before 1959. 
(b) It will be some years before resources are available fully to implement this 
concept. You must, therefore, produce an emergency defence plan, based on a 
forward strategy and current availabilities. This can be gradually developed as 
resources become available. 
(c) Whilst your plans must be sufficiently flexible to make the maximum use of 
any reinforcements which may, in the event, arrive, you must be prepared to fight 
with only those forces available to you on the outbreak of war. 
(d) The primary role of your air forces is the support of your strategy. 
(e) For Planning purposes, 1958 is the target date for the completion of logistic 
projects. This date will be reviewed from time to time. 
(f) The reactivation of the Canal Zone base will depend on the extent to which 
it proves possible and necessary to reinforce the theatre in war. Should it be 
necessary to reactivate the base, responsibility for arranging this will rest with 
the United Kingdom and you will not be required to employ any of your limited 
M Day resources for this purpose, other than to meet your own immediate 
needs. 
(g) Where conflict arises in priorities between Cold (including limited war) and 
Global War, priority should be accorded to the requirements of the former. 

10. The Commanders-in-Chief, Mediterranean and East Indies are charged with 
the provision of the necessary naval support for your theatre, and liaison with them 
is to be effected through the Flag Officer, Middle East. 

Planning with Middle East states 
11. Strict security of our intentions in war is to be observed in dealing with those 

countries who have not yet acceded to the Baghdad Pact. In the event of such 
accession, and subject to approval in each case by Her Majesty's Government, you 
may release similar information to that approved for the Iraqis. 

12. Countries for which special planning considerations apply are:-

(a) Pakistan . Although Pakistan is in a favoured position as regards security, 
being a Commonwealth Country, she is in the same position as other countries in 
the area with regard to the Tripartite Talks. 
(b) Turkey . You should plan with Turkey on the basis of the Tripartite Talks. You 
should not plan on Turkish forces being deployed in Iraq. 
(c) Iraq. You should limit your planning with the Iraqis to those subjects 
previously approved. 
(d) Jordan. You should continue to keep a close liaison with the Jordanians and 
the Arab Legion through the Anglo- Jordan Joint Defence Board. 
(e) The Lebanon. Your planning with the Lebanon should be confined to the 
provision of stockpiling and port, airfield, movement and base facilities together 
with their security. 
(f) Persia. Unless and until Persia joins the Baghdad Pact any military contacts 
with her will be the subject of a special directive. 
(g) Union of South Africa. Contact will normally be effected through London, 
should any direct contact become necessary, special direction will be given. 
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Planning with adjacent NATO commands 
13. You may discuss with adjacent NATO Commands the general concept for the 

defence of the Middle East, but you should not disclose that the Tripartite Talks have 
taken place. 

599 FO 3711113674, no 151 23 Sept 1955 
[Egyptian arms purchases]: minutes by CA E Shuckburgh and Sir H 
Caccia to Mr Macmillan on the implications of Egypt's purchase of 
Soviet arms 

[On 21 Sept the Egyptian government confirmed to the US ambassador the suspicions 
held for at least a month that the Egyptians were to receive arms from the Soviets. The 
information was then passed to the British by the Americans. The types mentioned were 
100 MIGs, 100 tanks and some submarines. The FO view was that the prime cause was the 
policy of restricting arms to Middle Eastern countries in the interest of 'balance' which 
meant preserving Israeli superiority against all the Arab states combined.] 

Secretary of State 
I have made some slight alterations in the draft telegram which you dictated last 
night. I hope they do not go beyond your thoughts. 

2. The turning of the Egyptians to Russia for arms demonstrates two things: 
first, the increasing freedom of conscience which waverers of all sorts are permitting 
themselves as a result of the Geneva spirit; and, second, the growing bargaining 
strength of the Arab world in its relations with the West. 

3. If Nasser will not respond to our protest and warning there may be a 
temptation for us to consider a policy of turning our favour away from Egypt towards 
either Israel or the other Arab group led by Iraq, or both. This idea has already been 
hinted at by Mr. Russell1 who has remarked that if Egypt goes really sour the United 
States might react by joining the Northern Tier Pact and giving Israel her security 
guarantee in advance of a settlement. 

4. Unfortunately such a policy is in my opinion wholly impractical and would be 
fatal to the Western position in the Middle East. The idea of a Northern group of Arab 
States, led by Iraq and accompanied by Turkey, is all right in the peacetime stages of 
building up a defence system, though even as such it has always been clear that the 
absence of Egypt and Syria was a grave weakness. Any idea that we could build a 

J; Northern Tier defence line with Egypt not only neutral but actually hostile and 
under Communist influence is completely unreal. On grounds of pure geography it 
would also be a fatal weakness if Syria were in the other camp as she almost certainly 
would be if Egypt were. 

5. These dangers would be greater still if the policy of turning to the Northern 
Tier bloc were accompanied by any move favouring Israel. It is inconceivable that 
Nuri or any other A~ab leader could align himself with a Western policy favouring 
Israel. The Egyptian position, posing as the most fanatical anti-Israeli, anti
Imperialist Arab power, would be irresistible to all Arabs. 

1 Francis Russell , counsellor, US embassy in Tel Aviv, Oct 1952-May 1955; Office of Near Eastern Affairs, 
US State Oept, May 1955-Sept 1955; special assistant to secretary of state, Sept 1955-0ct 1956. 
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6. The conclusion of this part of my argument is that if we lose Egypt we shall 
lose the rest of the Arab world.2 

7. There is an alternative policy of banking solely upon Israel, in which case 
again, of course, we lose the Arab world, together with all the oil.3 

8. Consequently we are faced with the disagreeable truth that we must somehow 
keep Egypt on our side even to the extent of paying a very heavy price which may well 
include having to abandon Israel. It has long been evident that we were retaining our 
position and interest in the Middle East only because the Russians were not 
interfering. Once they start bidding for Arab support (as they are now doing) we are 
compelled either to outbid them or to lose the main source of power on which our 
economy now depends. 

9. I apologise for this generalisation but it has long been my firm belief that the 
continued support of Israel is incompatible with British interests and this is an 
occasion on which it must be stated. 

I agree generally and am clear that we must go to great lengths to stop it. 

C.A.E.S. 
23.9.55 

The question is exactly what lengths and do we have to pay a heavy price in the 
sense of a complete abandonment of Israel? In other words a price; yes. What price 
depends on a lot of things which are not yet clear, including the US position. 

And before we come to a final answer on price we may have to get rid of Nasser, 
especially if he becomes politically committed to the contract. 

2 Against this paragraph Caccia wrote: 'I agree and sooner rather than later'. 
3 Against this paragraph Caccia wrote: 'And we cannot afford this'. 

H.A.C. 
23.9.55 

600 FO 371/113675, no 185 23 Sept 1955 
'Egypt and Russian arms': minutes by Sir R Hadow and Sir H Caccia 
on the importance of defining a common response with the 
Americans 

The question of an arms deal with Russia has been in prospect for some time. There 
are two letters on Mrican Department papers from Sir Humphrey Trevelyan 
reporting that the Americans were so alarmed they thought of selling arms to Egypt. 
The programme was for about 27 million dollars worth, though they were only 
seriously contemplating at the moment an initial programme of 10 million dollars. 
The Egyptians had asked for 30 B.26 Bombers. The arms would be paid for in local 
currency or the amounts concerned would be devoted by the Americans to 
expenditure in Egypt. 

2. In considering what our attitude should be to this latest development, as far as 
Levant Department is concerned, the main points are:-
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(a) We cannot get out of step with the Americans. It would be disastrous if a 
situation arose where we were seen to be backing Iraq while the Americans backed 
Egypt. 
(b) The Arabs know that Egypt has been working against the United Kingdom in 
the Sudan and Libya, they have got us out of the Canal Zone, they are actively 
hostile to the Turco-Iraqi Pact, they are trying to undermine us in Jordan and 
have joined with the Saudis and the Yemen in attackiQ.g us over Aden and Burami. 
(c) The Arabs are aware of Nasser's tendency to neutralism as exhibited at 
Bandoeng. We do not yet know how far Nasser intends to become the Nehru of the 
Middle East. At the present it does not look as though an arms deal with Russia 
meant that Nasser was going into the Russian camp-it is merely an expression of 
his impartiality between East and West. 
(d) If we and the Americans now give in to what is really Egyptian blackmail, 
the effect on the other Arabs is likely to be that they will consider it is more 
profitable to hold the West up to ransom than to co-operate with it. Iraq is being 
watched by the other Arabs since her bold decision to join the Turco- Iraqi Pact. 
After nine months her total reward from the West is going to be twelve 
Centurion tanks. 
(e) From the above it can only be deduced that a policy of generous arms supplies 
to Egypt (which will presumably have to be on favourable terms in order to 
compete with the Russians) will have the effect of weakening the pro-Western and 
loyal elements. 
(f) The problem of Israel remains. It is doubtful whether a liberal arms policy 
towards Egypt could long be maintained without a quid pro quo for Israel. This in 
turn will mean a quid pro quo for Jordan, who cannot afford to buy arms, and we 
shall be faced with having to increase the Arab Legion subsidy considerably and 
also giving Jordan an effective Air Force. 

Conclusions 
3. (a) Whatever policy we adopt we must bring the Americans along with us. 
(b) Whatever policy we adopt must avoid giving the other Arab States the 
impression that blackmail and neutralism pay. 
(c) Apart from this, it is a distinct possibility that we shall have to stop trying to 
control the arms flow to Egypt, once she behaves. This will entail a liberalization 
of arms policy to Israel. The result of this in turn will be that we have to consider 
spending a great deal more money on Jordan and possibly Iraq, to even the 
balance. 

R.M.H. 
23.9.55 

This again illustrates how it is easier to see how to use a stick to Nasser than to think 
of any safe carrot. 

H.A.C. 
24.9.55 
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601 FO 3711115878, no 300 28 Sept 1955 
[Middle East defence pacts] : letter from G G Arthur to Sir H 
Trevelyan on American attitudes to the modification of Middle East 
defence pacts 

Evelyn Shuckburgh, who has gone to New York to take part in discussions about the 
Egyptian arms deal with the Soviet Union, asked me to let you have our comments 
on Mr. Byroade's proposal, reported in paragraph 3 of your letter No. 10313/102/55G 
of September 12, to discuss with Nasser some kind of package deal on Alpha1 which 
would include "some modification of Middle Eastern pacts" . 

2. Suspecting that this proposal would turn out to be inconsistent with Mr. 
Dulles's assurance on the American attitude to the Turco-Iraqi Pact (Foreign Office 
telegram No. 539 of August 25 to Amman), we intended to raise it with Mr. Francis 
Russell2 during the Alpha discussions held here last week. In the event Mr. Russell 
himself brought up the matter and explained (as we already knew from Washington 
telegram No. 537 Saving of September 15) that the State Department intended to 
send Mr. Byroade a discouraging reply . The following is an extract from the agreed 
minutes of the meeting:-

Mr. Russell said that Mr. Byroade had pointed out that Egypt's role on Alpha 
could not be divorced from the general policy of the United States 
Government in the Middle East. Mr. Byroade's view was that we should relax 
our efforts to seek new members for the Turco-Iraqi Pact and encourage 
Egypt to take the lead in the formation of an Arab pact which would fit into 
the "defence in depth" of the Middle East. He thought that if the Egyptians 
saw that this was Western policy, they would be ready to cooperate on Alpha. 
The State Department intended to explain to Mr. Byroade that the Northern 
Tier concept, which they supported, must be promoted, though they were not 
making any effort to get additional Arab members for the Turco- Iraqi Pact 
now. They hoped that some role might be found for Egypt in the defence of 
the area, but they could not agree to abandon their support of the Turco-Iraqi 
Pact merely in order to allow Egypt to recover her leadership. 

1 Plan Alpha was a secret Anglo-American attempt to bring about a settlement to the Arab-Israeli conflict 
by using Nasser to gain acceptance of the plan by the Arab world. The basis of the plan, drawn up by 
Francis Russell of the State Dept and Evelyn Shuckburgh of the Foreign Office, involved seven elements. 
( 1) Territorial concessions by Israel designed to be essentially symbolic. The most important cession 
would be a small area of the southern Negev so as to give Egypt a land communication with Jordan. (2) An 
Israeli offer to readmit a large number of refugees as Israeli citizens (an offer only deemed likely to be 
accepted by a few) and to pay compensation for the property of those who did not wish to return. (3) An 
undertaking by the Arab states to repeal legislation based on the existence of a state of war and to raise 
their economic blockade of Israel. (4) The de jure division of Jerusalem with UN supervision of access to 
the holy places. (5) Agreement on the use and distribution of the Jordan waters. (6) Special guarantees of 
the new frontiers by the US and British governments to both sides. (7) Special inducements to Egypt in 
the form of economic and military aid and the prospect of playing a leading role in the Eastern 
Mediterranean in co-operation with the western powers. 
2 See 599, note 1. 
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Mr. Shuckburgh said that he was glad to hear that the State Department 
agreed that we should not say anything to Nasser which was inconsistent with 
the support of the United States and the United Kingdom for the Turco-Iraqi 
Pact. 

Mr. Russell later confirmed that instructions on the lines he had described had been 
sent to Mr. Byroade. 

3. The Prime Minister has asked that your attention should be drawn to this in 
the hope that you will be able to keep Byroade on the right lines. The problem may 
not now arise: but there is of course no objection to your letting him know about Mr. 
Dulles's assurance, to which I have referred above, and about the agreement between 
our two Governments that nothing shall be said to Nasser that is inconsistent with 
our support for the Turco- Iraqi Pact. 

602 FO 3711113676, no 260 3 Oct 1955 
[Problems raised by the Egyptian purchase of Soviet arms]: FO record 
of a conversation in the State Department between British and US 
representatives1 [Extract] 

Mr. Macmillan suggested that the discussion should begin with a review of 
developments in Cairo. Mr. Dulles enquired if there was any fresh information on 
quantities and dates. Mr. Hare said there was only old information that the contract 
would be completed in five months . Mr. Dulles said that Mr. George Alien had also 
heard in Egypt that the Soviet Government were following up the arms deal with 
offers of economic aid, including help for the High Aswan Dam. 

2. Mr. Hare said it had been hoped that the deal could be stopped either through 
the approach to Nasser or the approach to Molotov. The "fall-back" position from 
this was an attempt to get the scope of the deal restricted. The first approach had 
failed, and it was doubtful if the second would succeed. We were therefore left with 
the position that the deal would go through and we must now consider how to 
accommodate ourselves to it. There were three lines of action which might be 
adopted. An attempt could be made to press on with the ALPHA operation, as 
suggested by Her Majesty's Ambassador in Cairo. Simultaneously, action could be 
taken to prevent the rot spreading, e.g. to Syria and Saudi Arabia. If these policies 
failed consideration should be given to the adoption of a tough line with Nasser. In 
the first instance we could work against Nasser himself; at a later stage we might try 
to isolate Egypt. This raised problems: who could replace Nasser? Was it desirable to 
isolate Egypt? Was it desirable to split the Arab world, with the West backing one 
group and the Communists the other? 

3. Mr. Dulles said his inclination was against taking drastic action at this time. If 
a change in Egypt was desirable, it was better that it should not appear to be the 
consequence of threats from us, which would put the Arab world against us and 

1 Present: from the UK, Mr Macmillan, Sir R Makins, CA E Shuckburgh, W Morris, P F Hancock; from the 
US State Dept, Mr Du lies, L Merchant, D MacArthur 11, RA Hare, F H Russell, F Wilkins. 
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make it more susceptible to Soviet penetration. This would obviously be dangerous 
to our oil and strategic interests in the area. 

4. He had the impression that Nasser did not want to go over to the Communist 
side, but hoped to play the 'Tito' role of sitting in the middle and extracting what he 
could from both worlds . This was at least better than a decision to commit himself to 
the other side. Mr. Dulles therefore favoured temporizing until we could see how 
things developed-for example, how many arms were actually acquired and what use 
was made of them. It was doubtful how useful the arms would be to Egypt. We would 
have to be watchful of the effects elsewhere in the Middle East; but here the key 
factor would be Soviet rather than Arab actions. If the Russians decided to go in for 
economic and military aid in the area on a big scale it might gravely disturb our 
relations with the Soviet Union. In this case we might have to put pressure on the 
Soviet Government to desist. It seemed best, however, to try to insulate the present 
incident. This was not a very attractive policy and he put it forward only for lack of a 
better alternative. 

5. If it came to putting pressure on Egypt, the Sudan seemed to offer a suitable 
opening, though the American Government were not too well informed about the 
situation there. 

6. Mr. Macmillan said that he had the impression from the reports of Her 
Majesty's Ambassador in Cairo that Nasser had been quite shaken by our reactions to 
the arms deal, and that he was in fact not at all anxious to quarrel with us. A policy 
which seemed still to have a chance of success would be to go to him and say we were 
prepared to accept his statement of his difficulties, and were ready to cooperate with 
him in overcoming them. We should talk to him more in sorrow than anger and tell 
him that he must limit the deal to its present scope, and not have Communist 
technicians in Egypt. He ought, however, to be asked at the same time to give 
evidence of goodwill if we were to accept his action. One way, which would cost him 
nothing, would be to give full support to the Johnston Plan,2 (Mr. Dulles said there 
were difficulties in this. He doubted if the money was at present available for the 
Johnston Plan. Mr. Wilkins said that $150-$200 m. had been allocated for the 
resettlement for Arab refugees, but it had been nibbled away for refugee aid. Mr. 
Dulles said that it would be necessary to go to Congress again for money.) 

7. Mr. Macmillan said we should go on to argue to Nasser that the only way out 
of the difficulties in which he found himself over arms was to work for a settlement 
with Israel. We should use this opening to press for progress on ALPHA. If he were 
unwilling to proceed along these lines, we would have to put pressure on him. 

8. Mr. Russell suggested that a further point to make to Nasser was that however 
much he wanted to treat his arms deal as a purely commercial transaction, there was 
convincing evidence of a concerted Soviet plan, of which this was a part, to move into 
the Middle East- e.g. Soviet offers of economic aid as well as arms; the reported 
Soviet offer to guarantee Arab frontiers if the United States made a security pact with 
Israel; and Soviet approaches to Syria and Saudi Arabia. If Nasser was sincere in 

2 The Johnston Plan to irrigate the Jordan valley through the redistribution of the Jordan River waters 
(which would lead to refugee resettlement) was based on the Tennessee Valley Authority and named after 
Eric Johnston, Eisenhower's presidential emissary, who was sent to the Middle East to discuss it with the 
states of the region. 
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saying that he had no intention of putting his neck into the Communist noose, he 
would not want to serve the ends of this plan. 

9. Mr. Macmillan said that our policy would then be two-fold. We would tell 
Nasser we were ready to work with him in isolating the deal he had made and 
preventing the adverse political consequences which we feared. But this line of 
action should be accompanied by an effort to do more to show our support for the 
part of the Arab world which was cooperating with us . Together, these lines of action 
might offset the effect of an apparent Soviet diplomatic victory. 

10. Mr. Dulles asked if the United Kingdom had any information that Nehru had 
played any part. Mr. Macmillan said he had seen no indication of it. Mr. Dulles said 
he had a feeling that Nehru was involved. 

11. Mr. Hare drew attention to the danger of the example of Egypt's action to the 
rest of the Arab world. This strengthened the case for getting Nasser to do or say 
something which would show other Arab countries that his deal did not involve a 
political reorientation towards the Soviet [sic] . Whatever he might say privately, his 
public statements so far had gone the other way. 

12. Mr. Dulles then discussed the wider background of the Soviet move. He said 
it must be recognised that what had happened reflected the basic change in Soviet 
policy since Geneva. Before Geneva, "intolerance" was the keynote of Soviet policy: it 
worked on the assumption that all countries which were not within their system 
were hostile. This Stalinist assumption had now changed. Soviet policy was now 
based on tolerance. They wanted good relations and intercourse with everyone. We 
could not expect to follow up this policy and reciprocate ourselves, and yet at the 
same time expect other countries to keep to the old line. This new situation created 
serious problems which we would have to learn to deal with. We accepted the new 
Soviet attitude as marking a real change and had hopes that it would lead to 
important internal changes in the Soviet system which we would welcome. If we saw 
advantage in responding to this change of policy, we could not be hard on other 
countries which followed suit. We could tell them to be wary of a Soviet trap , but 
then we were taking similar risks ourselves. We could not therefore be too stern with 
Nasser for accepting the fruits of changed Soviet policy. If we tried to make 
Egyptians, or the Yugoslavs for that matter, deal exclusively with us, we might end 
up by driving them to deal exclusively with the Soviet Union. 

13. The Russians had the advantage in playing this kind of game since they 
could concentrate on an area or a country at a time and pick up their prizes con
secutively. It was surprising that they had not gone through with this policy in 
Afghanistan. The world-wide responsibilities of the United States made it difficult 
for her to counter this policy. Although her resources were much greater, they 
had to be thinly spread, and the United States Government was having a struggle 
to maintain the present level of commitments. It was necessary for them to sus
tain the whole structure in the Far East, especially in Korea and Japan, which 
involved an annual sum of $1 ,000,000,000. If it were not for these commitments, 
it would be possible to take $100,000,000 and buy Egypt off, but the nature of 
United States policies made it impossible to concentrate on individual targets in 
this way. 

14. It might therefore be necessary to ride out this one nasty experience and see 
what would happen. The United States Government had found that military aid was 
only the beginning of trouble . It was impossible to operate on a "one shot basis" and 
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military aid brought in its train military and economic support programmes. The 
Soviet Government and the Egyptian Government might both find that their plans 
did not work out as hoped. It might be well to be patient. If both were going to have 
regrets in the natural course of events, it would be a mistake to intervene. Mr. Dulles 
bel ieved the Russians might not want to invest heavily in Egypt which would be 
pinched off in the event of hostilities. The Soviet economy was suffering great strain 
and it was doubtful if the Russians could afford the follow-up which might be 
required. It was a basic economic fact that the Soviet Union, with one quarter of the 
productivity of the United States, could not operate a mutual aid programme and do 
all the other things they wanted to do. 

15. Mr. Macmillan commented that Mr. Dulles' analysis and conclusions seemed 
to fit in with the lines of the policy he had suggested. Mr. Dulles concurred in the view 
that we should think of pushing Nasser along with the Johnston Plan and ALPHA. 

16. Mr. Macmillari then turned to the problem of Israel with relation to the 
policy we would adopt. We would reason with Nasser. We would point out that 
getting arms from Russia or Czechoslovakia or from the West was no solution to his 
problems since Israel would arm in competition. The only way out was to move 
towards a settlement. But what in the meantime would have to be done to reassure 
Israel? 

17. Mr. Dulles said that the Israel Ambassador had been to see him on September 
30 and had argued that Nasser's action meant that the lines in the Middle East were 
now clearly drawn. The Egyptians had shown their intention of working against the 
West and it was now up to the West to give their support to Israel. Israel wanted a 
security pact in addition to military aid. Mr. Eban3 had not suggested that a 
preventive war would be Israel's alternative, but he hinted this later. Mr. Russell 
pointed out that Mr. Eban had repeated in a T.V. interview the same figure of speech: 
that Israel could not be expected to sit like a frightened rabbit and watch the 
Egyptian snake getting ready to devour her. 

18. Mr. Dulles enquired whether use might be made of the Tripartite Declaration 
of 1950. Mr. Macmillan observed that the Declaration had been written on the 
assumption of three power control. This had now broken down: in these 
circumstances it would be preferable to push ahead with a settlement between Israel 
and the Arab states. Mr. Shuckburgh suggested that the last section of the 
Declaration, about action in the event of violations, might be useful. Mr. Russell 
thought that a reaffirmation of the undertaking on frontiers in the Tripartite 
Declaration, without giving Israel the security guarantee she asked for, might be one 
means of reassuring the Israelis without arousing the same Arab hostility which 
would follow a treaty, or a promise to arm Israel competitively. Mr. Macmillan 
thought that this would be a helpful move. Mr. Dulles said he could not commit 
himself on this. There were constitutional difficulties about the Tripartite 
Declaration. 

19. Mr. Dulles enquired whether Mr. Macmillan ruled out the possibility of 
taking this problem to the United Nations. Mr. Macmillan said he would rule it out at 
this stage. We might resort to it later if we failed to get satisfaction out of the 

3 Abba Eban, Israeli ambassador to the US and head of the Israeli delegation to the UN. 
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Russians. Mr. Shuckburgh said the Foreign Office foresaw many complications in 
bringing the United Nations into this problem. They were particularly apprehensive 
of giving the Russians an opening for posing as friends of the Arabs. Mr. Dulles was 
inclined to agree. He foresaw many difficulties, particularly the fact that our past 
activities in regulating the supply of arms to the Middle East might have to be 
discussed. There was nothing dishonourable about those activities, but it would be 
undesirable to have them publicly debated. 

20. Mr. Macmillan agreed. Another objection was that if we failed to stop the 
Soviet Union's intervention and decided we must live with it, we would want to play 
down rather than play up its importance. A discussion in the United Nations would 
play it up. Our interests would best be served by playing up some countermeasure
i.e. to step up our support for the countries which did not take Soviet arms. We 
might encourage Persia's accession to the Turco-Iraqi pact and consider how we 
might favour our friends to the area. Mr. Dulles agreed. He thought that high 
priority should be given to considering whether economic aid could be switched 
from Egypt to Iraq. The fact that Iraq had oil revenues seemed to complicate this. Mr. 
Shuckburgh said that the Iraqis were devoting their oil revenues to economic 
development and were very reluctant to divert them to arms. It would be better 
therefore if any aid switched to them was devoted to the supply of arms. We would 
not want to do anything to discourage their interest in economic development. Mr. 
Dulles agreed. Iraq seemed to be the only country with oil revenues which was using 
them as we would wish, and we should encourage this. 

21. Mr. Dulles asked whether any announcement had been made about the 
supply of Centurion tanks to Iraq. Mr. Shuckburgh said that no publicity had been 
given to it. The Iraqi Government had been informed, and the news had been very 
well received. 

22. Mr. Macmillan suggested as a means of encouraging friendly countries in the 
area some further action to show approval of the Turco-Iraqi pact. He could himself 
attend the first meeting of the Council when it was set up. Consideration could be 
given to the repositioning [of] Britain's limited forces in the Middle East. Economic 
aid might be extended. He recognised that there were constitutional difficulties 
about United States accession, but the United States could perhaps send observers to 
the Council. 

23. Mr. Dulles said that there were more than constitutional difficulties 
involved in United States accession. The United States could not accede to the pact 
without giving Israel a security guarantee, and the net effect of this would not be 
helpful. Sir Roger Makins observed that the United States Government had 
informed Her Majesty's Government in August that they could only consider join
ing the pact after progress had been made towards a Palestine settlement. Mr. 
Dulles assented. 

24. It was agreed that Mr. Shuckburgh, Mr. Hare, and Mr. Russell should 
concert instructions for an approach to Nasser by the United Kingdom and United 
States Ambassadors in Cairo, and consider the other measures which we might later 
take to support countries friendly to us in the Middle East. 

25. Mr. Shuckburgh suggested that as our new approach might look like a 
surrender to Nasser there would be advantage in letting him cool off for a while 
before going back again. 

26. Mr. Macmillan agreed. He said that in any case he would wish to consult the 
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Prime Minister and Cabinet about the result of his discussions. He summarised the 
position reached as being that the two Governments would concert action:-

(i) for an approach to Nasser on the lines discussed; 
(ii) support for the "Northern Tier":-

(a) moral support, in the way of declarations, etc; 
(b) material support itt the form of military or economic aid. 

27. Mr. Dulles informed Mr. Macmillan that he might be in a position next week 
to raise the question of a possible message from the President to Bulganin.4 It would 
depend upon the President's progress. Mr. Macmillan said it seemed to be agreed 
that we could not take a toU'gh line with the Russians, and that we should not raise 
the question in the United Nations. The alternative seemed to be to take up the 
question with the Russians in terms of "the Geneva spirit." This idea was at the back 
of the Prime Minister's proposaf to send a letter to Bulganin, which would be half 
complaint, and half appeal. The purpose would partly be to put our view on record. 
There were also political difficulties in the United Kingdom, where there was 
mounting criticism of the Government for having apparently agreed to evacuate our 
forces from Egypt only to see the Russians move in. The Prime Minister was obliged 
to contemplate urgent action. 

28. Mr. Dulles foresaw difficulties if the Russians responded with a request to 
discuss Middle East problems at large with us. Mr. MacArthur noted that Mr. 
Molotov5 might in any event raise the general subject at Geneva under the heading of 
other business. Sir Roger Makins remarked that the approach to Mr. Molotov already 
gave them an opening for such a response. In this respect, letters from the Prime 
Minister and President would add nothing. Mr. Dulles did not share this view. If the 
United States, United Kingdom, and France allowed the matter to rest as at present 
he doubted if the Russians would propose further discuss ions, but messages to 
Bulganin might encourage them to do so. 

29. Mr. Dulles said that we were on difficult ground, since the 1950 declaration, 
on which our policies had been based, amounted to an assertion that the Middle East 
was our exclusive interest. We could not base an approach to the Russians on this 
premise. Mr. Macmillan thought the message could not rest on this basis. It should 
be put on a world plane: we would only say we were trying to cooperate with the 
Russians but they were not playing fair. He again referred to the circumstances 
pointing to early action by the Prime Minister. 

30. Mr. Dulles said he could not at this stage commit President Eisenhower to 
sending a similar message. 

31. Mr. Macmillan thought our decision that it would be unwise to raise the 
subject in the United Nations argued in favour of a message. The argument against 
going to the United Nations was very strong. We might find ourselves, quite unfairly, 
put in the do<;:k, instead of the Russians. One of the difficulties· was that the present 
situation had partly been brought about by French failure to keep in line and their 
insistence on supplying the Israelis with swept -wing aircraft. Mr Hare suggested that 
consideration should be given to our relations with the French in discussing future 
policy on the subject. 

4 Nikolai Bulganin, chairman of the Soviet Council of Ministers and the first Soviet premier to travel abroad, 
5 Vyacheslav Molotov, Soviet foreign minister. 
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32. Mr. Macmillan thought that if we ruled out action in the United Nations, and 
if our policy was to go "soft" with Nasser and not to follow up with the Russians, we 
would give the impression that we had simply swallowed the Russian intervention in 
the Middle East. A message dealing with the subject, not in terms of the area itself 
but on a world plane, relating it to the Great Powers' interest in avoiding causes of 
friction, would put the Russians on notice that we had serious objections. The 
balance of advantage and disadvantage was very even. If we did send messages we 
risked getting the Middle East put on the agenda at Geneva. 

33. Mr Dulles thought that any message which was sent should follow the lines 
of his own approach to Mr. Molotov. He had pointed out that since Geneva people all 
over the world had high hopes. He had now heard that the Soviet Union was planning 
to make shipments of arms to the Middle East. He had said he did not want to argue 
technicalities about the Soviet Union's right to take this action, but suggested that 
Mr. Molotov bear in mind that this action would have a serious effect on public 
opinion and that Mr. Molotov might well wish to take account of this fact. A 
restatement of our views along these lines would be useful. Mr. Macmillan agreed: 
the message would be obiter dictum and not an offer. 

34. Mr. MacArthur proposed that consideration should be given to the handling 
of this subject if it were raised at Geneva. It was agreed that this should be followed 
up in discussion between the Embassy and the Department of State .... 

603 CAB 128/29, CM 34(55)8 4 Oct 1955 
'Middle East': Cabinet conclusions on responding to the supply of 
Soviet arms to Egypt 

The Foreign Secretary said it was now known that the Egyptian Government had 
entered into a contract for the purchase of arms from the Soviet bloc. There were 
also indications that the Russians were making overtures for the supply of arms to 
Saudi Arabia, Syria and possibly other Arab countries. The implications of these 
developments were serious. It seemed likely that, with the situation in the Far East 
stabilised and a situation of stalemate in Europe, the Russians were turning their 
attention to the Middle East. Little information was available about the Egyptian 
contracts; but there was no doubt that, given the scale of their military preparedness, 
the Russians would be able to exceed even the United States in the quantity of 
obsolescent material which they could offer without damage to their defensive 
strength or to their economy. The Middle East offered a fruitful field for exploitation 
of this kind. As between Egypt and Israel, we and the United States had been 
pursuing a policy (through the Middle East Arms Co-ordinating Committee but with 
increasing difficulty because of the defections of the French) aimed at ensuring that 
the supplies obtained by each country would be both strictly limited and fairly 
shared. It would now be necessary to consider how this new Soviet move could 
effectively be countered. 

Both he and Mr. Dulles had spoken to M. Molotov on this subject in New York, 
without much effect. But he agreed with the Prime Minister's view that there would 
be advantage in making a direct appeal to the Soviet authorities if this could be done 
without giving them an opening to press for a discussion of the policy of the West 



[603] OCT 1955 447 

towards the Middle East countries. Although the Russians had started to stir up 
trouble in the area it was not certain that they had done so on the basis of settled 
objectives and it might be possible to convince them that a fresh outbreak of 
hostilities between Egypt and Israel would represent a real threat to world peace. As 
regards action directed against Egypt, he had come to the conclusion that the right 
policy now was to accept the existence of the arms contract and to concentrate our 
efforts on keeping its effect within bounds, e.g., by ensuring that no Soviet 
technicians were admitted. Nasser's Government had no legitimate basis but was 
maintained by the Egyptian army and depended on its success in providing the army 
with weapons. It was perhaps unfortunate that our own deliveries of arms to Egypt 
had been disappointing and behind promise. 

On the wider Middle East front, we should also take steps to make it apparent to 
the other Arab States, e.g., Iraq, that their advantage lay in not responding to Soviet 
overtures. It would lend weight to this if the United States were associated with the 
Northern Tier countries and accepted responsibility for helping them. But the fact 
that the Iraqi forces were armed with British heavy equipment created a difficulty, 
for the United States (although they could supply their own obsolescent equipment 
in substantial quantities) could only facilitate the supply of British types through aid 
funds which were limited. 

The Prime Minister said that these developments might seriously affect our 
interests in the Middle East as a whole. Indeed, the importance of the developments 
in Egypt lay in their potential effect upon the other Arab States. Our interests in the 
Middle East were greater than those of the United States because of our dependence 
on Middle East oil , and our experience in the area was greater than theirs. We should 
not therefore allow ourselves to be restricted overmuch by reluctance to act without 
full American concurrence and support. We should frame our own policy in the light 
of our interests in the area and get the Americans to support it to the extent we could 
induce them to do so. Our policy should be based on the need to help our 
acknowledged friends and allies, such as Iraq, and the Trucial States on whom our oil 
depended. The United States could well help by the supply of arms, and President 
Eisenhower had not seen difficulty in the use of aid funds for this purpose when the 
subject had been discussed with him at Geneva. 

The Prime Minister said that he did not know whether the Russians realised how 
explosive the situation between Egypt and Israel was, but he doubted whether they 
would consider it in their interests that the dispute should escape control. He was 
therefore in favour of a direct approach to Marshal Bulganin and invited the Cabinet 
to consider the text of a communication which he had prepared. He saw the risk of 
giving the Russians an opening to suggest a conference on Middle East affairs as a 
whole, but he believed that this risk must be taken. The alternative was to risk the 
enticement of all the Arab States away from the West. He saw no advantage, now that 
things had gone so far, in attempting to bring pressure upon the Nasser regime, e.g. , 
by withholding the release of sterling balances or obstructing Egyptian policies in 
regard to the High Dam. 

The Cabinet were in agreement that a message should be sent by the Prime 
Minister to Marshal Bulganin in the terms of the text which had been prepared, 
subject to certain drafting amendments which were suggested. 

In further discussion the following points were also made:-
(a) It would be inadvisable to attempt to subject the Nasser regime to 
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overwhelming pressure. It was doubtful whether such pressure could be made 
effective and a rebuff would be bad for our prestige in the Middle East 

(b) Our policy should be aimed as far as possible at isolating Egypt among the Arab 
States. But it was essential that the supply of Western arms to the Arab States allied 
to us should be expedited for, if this were not done, not all of them could be expected 
to remain stable in face of offers of Russian arms. 

(c) Public opinion at home would expect the Government to have made some 
representations regarding these Russian moves in the Middle East. It could be made 
known that a communication had been sent to the Soviet Government. The text of 
the message need not, however, be pubFished at this stage. 

The Cabinet:-
Took note that the Prime Minister would send to Marshal Bulganin a 
message, in the terms proposed, regarding the supply of arms to Egypt. 

604 DEFE 5/61, COS(55)233, annex 5 Oct 1955 
'Supply of arms to Egypt from the Soviet bloc': COS Committee 
memorandum on the military consequences 

In·troduction 

1. Egypt and Czechoslovakia have concluded an arms deal said to include 200 
aircraft (37 jet bombers and the remainder MIGSs) and 100 tanks. Some submarines 
and PT boats may also be involved. These quantities are conjectural and no detail's of 
the deal are known. 

2. The Foreign Office have asked for the military aspects of the supply of arms in 
these quantities to Egypt by the Soviet Bloc and of certain eounter-measures we 
might take. 

Military consequences of the deal 

Foreign Office question: "Mihat would be the military consequences of an arms deal 
of the size reported?" 

General 
3. In general the effect of Egypt successfully concluding an arms deal with the 

Soviet Bloc would be that the efforts of the Near East Arms Co-ordinating Committee 
to prevent an arms race would be nullified. World Jewry, particularly American, 
would probably attempt to restore Israel's superiority. In addition other Arab states 
may consider that they have found the way to extract concessions from the West. It 
might also encourage them to join the proposed Egypt/Syria/Saudi Arabia pact to the 
detriment of our prans for a Middle East Defence organisation. 

4. The acquisition by Egypt of arms of the types and in the quantities assessed 
would upset the present balance of power in the area and may lead to an outbreak of 
hostilities between Israel and Egypt. This could be either as a preventive war started 
by Israel, in the near future, before the arms can be effectively used against her, or 
later as a result of over confidence on the part of Egypt. 

5. Further, the Communi·sts would be able to increase their influence in Egypt 
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on the grounds of teaching Egyptian personnel how to employ and maintain the 
arms concerned. We do not place great faith in Egyptian assurances to the contrary 
since although they may start with this intention, they will find themselves obliged 
to seek Communist assistance in training and maintenance. This would give the 
Soviet Bloc its first foothold in the Middle East and Africa with its possible 
consequences to our position in the rest of that Continent. Furthermore, this might 
jeopardise our chances of obtaining a South African contribution to Middle East 
defence by confirming South African doubts about our ability to organise an effective 
defence system in the area. 

6. The extreme case of Egypt succumbing to Communist influence would have a 
very serious effect on our present strategy in the Mediterranean and Middle East. 

Effects at sea 
7. The possible acquisition of some submarines would have little significance 

unless they were manned by Russians. 

Effect on land 
8. The type of tank is unspecified but, assuming them to be T34/85, they would 

give Egypt approximate equality with Israel in both quantity and quality of tanks. 
Though superior in numbers to the United Kingdom tanks in the theatre, they would 
be inferior in quality . 

Effect in the air 
9. The MIG fighters and jet bombers would be the most modern aircraft of their 

types based in the theatre, including those of the Middle East Air Force, other than 
the Israeli Mysteres. This would give Egypt numerical superiority in the area. Even if 
the Communists provide considerable assistance in fighter control and direction and 
maintenance, however, the aircraft are not likely to be operated to the best 
advantage. 

Withdrawal of military co-operation 

Foreign Office question: "What forms of military co-operation could we withdraw 
from Egypt and what would we ourselves lose by so doing?" 

Present forms of military co-operation 
10. General. In the main the Egyptian armed forces are equipped with British 

material and arrangements are being made to give selected Egyptian officers 
instruction in the techniques of Joint Planning. Assistance which the individual 
British services are giving to the Egyptians is as fo llows:-

(a) Naval. Two destroyers are at present being converted in British private 
shipyards for the Egyptian Navy and the supply of a third has been requested but 
the order has not yet been confirmed. Egyptian ships are due to be refitted at Malta 
and small combined exercises are carried out from time to time. In addition 
Egyptian naval personnel attend Royal Naval courses. 
(b) Army. Egyptians attend courses at British Army schools in the United 
Kingdom and Middle East. 
(c) Air Force. The Royal Air Force provides specialist training in various subjects. 
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Effect on the United Kingdom of withdrawal of co-operation 
1 I. Militarily the effect of the withdrawal of military co-operation would result in 

our losing Egyptian goodwill, forcing them to look elsewhere for their supplies and 
t raining facilities and relinquishing any steadying influence we may have on them. It 
might also lead to Egyptian denunciation of the Canal Zone agreement. We should 
suffer from the results of non standardisation of arms in any war in which Egypt was 
our ally . 

Denunciation of the Canal Zone agreement 

Foreign Office question: "What should be our attitude if the Egyptians, in retaliation 
for our pressure, sought to denounce the Canal Zone agreement?" 

Importance of the Canal Zone base 
12. Under the Canal Zone Agreement we retain until 1961 a skeleton base which, 

in the event of an attack on Turkey or the Arab League states, may be reactivated if 
we so wish. The agreement also allows for overflying and staging facilities in the 
Zone providing 24 hours notice is given. 

13. The Canal Zone base is important to us for peace time base repairs for our 
Middle East garrison and for holding our stocks of war reserves. In war the Canal 
Zone base could play little part in our Zagros concept unless it had been reinforced 
and reactivated. This reactivation would take at least six months. Despite these 
shortcomings there is no practicable alternative in the Middle East which provides all 
the necessary base facilities to the same degree without incurring great expenditure 
and overcoming political difficulties. 

14. The overflying and staging rights, however, have considerable value in our 
aircraft movements within and through the theatre. Militarily the loss of our 
overflying rights in peace would be more serious than the possibility of not being 
able to reactivate the base in war. 

Attitude to denunciation 
15. We consider that denunciation must be regarded as a most serious 

breakdown, not only of our relations with Egypt, but of most of our aspirations for 
the stability of the Middle East as a whole. Consequently, any pressure we may bring 
to bear must avoid antagonising the Egyptians to this point. Should it occur, 
however, we shall be in a difficult dilemma, for to adopt a tough policy would only 
drive Egypt further towards Russia while to submit would be to incur a serious loss 
of face in the Arab world. 

Military isolation of Egypt 

Foreign Office question: "What would be the strategic implications of the military 
isolation of Egypt from the rest of the Arab world to the East?" 

Effect of isolation 
16. The isolation of Egypt might remove the most powerful influence at present 

preventing some of the smaller Arab states from joining the Baghdad Pact. With 
financial help and encouragement, we might then be able to persuade them to 
accede. On the other hand it would force Egypt further into the Communist camp. 
This would mean that at best she would remain neutral , and at worst that she would 
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actively sympathise with the cause of Communism with adverse effects on our 
strategy. 

Military/strategic counter action 

Foreign Office question: "U'hat action could be taken in the military/strategic field 
to forestall or redress the damage which would be caused to our interests if this deal 
went through?" 

Action to forestall the damage. 
17. There is no military/strategic action we can take to forestall the damage. 

Action to redress damage 
18. We consider that we should continue our present relations with Egypt whilst 

making it clear to her by increased assistance to other Arab states that her action in 
buying Soviet Bloc arms was unwise and not in her best interests. 

19. We do not consider that to restore the balance of power by the sale of arms to 
Israel can be contemplated as, not only would this increase the tension in the area, 
but also the arms might well be used against our own forces supporting Jordan 
under our treaty obligations. Political pressure in America may however force the 
United States Government to attempt to restore the balance of power in this way. 
This only emphasises the need for a concerted Anglo/American approach and the 
extreme urgency of a diplomatic solution to the Arab/Israel dispute. 

20. Furthermore, in order to ensure against the worst situation which could 
develop from this deal going through, consideration should be given to adopting a 
more amenable attitude to the Lebanon. Whilst we appreciate that financial 
considerations may in any case for the present prevent us from taking the action we 
desire, we would wish, in return for the arms and training facilities she has 
requested, to build up a limited base in that country for the initial support of our 
Zagros concept. We consider that we should also arrange with Syria to reduce the 
notice requ ired for overflying from 72 to 24 hours. 

21. The facilities at present available in the Lebanon are very small and even a 
limited base would be expensive and would take a minimum of some 4 years to 
complete after political agreement had been reached. 

22. We consider that it will be necessary to review the extent of the present 
subsidies to Jordan. Jordan has not yet joined the Baghdad Pact and Egypt might well 
buy Jordan's support to the Egypt/Jordan[?Saudi]/Syria counter pact by the loan, for 
example, of aircraft of which Jordan aspires and for which the present subsidies are 
inadequate. The Arab Legion is inferior in equipment to the armies of both Egypt and 
Israel. Continued frustration of Jordanian aspirations may drive her into the arms of 
the Egyptians. 

23. We consider it more than ever essential that the initiative of Iraq, who has 
provided the vital leadership for the defence of the Middle East and on whom we base 
our main hopes of forming a Middle East defence organisation, should be rewarded 
by increased arms assistance. 

24. The Sudan, Persian Gulf Sheikdoms and Libya can all be protected against 
undue Egyptian influence by building up the local forces with British equipment. 
The Sudan in particular, might in this way be kept as a bulwark between Egypt and 
East Africa. The importance of oil development makes it essential to maintain the 
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internal security of the Persian Gulf Sheikdoms both against Communist subversion 
and Saudi incursion. Relatively little assistance in arms and equipment to Libya 
would serve to counter Egyptian influence. 

American adherence to the Baghdad Pact 
25. The early adherence of the United States to the Baghdad Pact would be far 

the most effective rejoinder to the Egyptian action. 

Conclusions 

26. We conclude that:~ 

(a) The acquisition of these arms by Egypt would nullify the efforts of the NEACC 
and would he likely to lead to a serious increase in the tempo of the arms race in 
the Middle East. 
(b) We should continue our present military .co-operation with Egypt and avoid 
bringing such pressure ..on her as would force her into the Communist camp. 
(c) Any measures we ta:ke to isolate Egypt should stop short .ofprovoking Egyptian 
denunciation of the Canal Zone agreement. 
(d) There is no military/strategic action which can be taken to forestall the 
damage which would be caused to .our interests if the deal were to he concluded. 
(e) The following military/strategic action should be taken to redress the damage 
which might be caused if the deal were to be concluded:-

(i) Increase assistance to the other Arab states. 
(ii) Extent of continued arms aid to Israel to be very carefully weighed against 
its effect on our relations with the Arab states. 
(iii) Consider supplying the arms and training facilities to the Lebanon which 
she has requested. 
(iv) Seek improved overflying rights from Syria. 
(v) Review the present subsidies to Jordan and ensure that her military 
aspirations are not unreasonably frustrated. 
(vi) Review the measures which can be taken to maintain the friendship of 
lraq, (the bulwark of our hopes for a defence organisation in the Middle East). 
(vii) Assi5t with arms and equipment the defence fol'ces of the Sudan and Libya, 
and strengthen our posi"tion in the Persian Gulf. 

(f) It is most essential for Anglo/American Middle East policies to be concerted. 
The early adherence of the United States to the Baghdad Pact would be far the 
most effective rejoinder to the Egyptian action. 

605 FO 371/113677, no 282 5 Oct 1955 
'Egypt': minute by T E Bromley to CA E Shuckburgh on how to 
respond to the Egyptian arms purchase from the Soviets 

On your return you may like to have African Department's thoughts on what we 
should do about Egypt. These take into account as far as possible the telegrams 
which have been exchanged. 
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2. Before leaving for Washington you expressed the view in a minute that if we 
were to lose Egypt we should lose the rest of the Arab world. The alternative policy of 
backing Israel would also lose us the Arab world and the oil. 

3. These were, I know, early thoughts before the discussions in Washington but I 
think that reactions in the Arab world to the arms deal do suggest that if Egypt is 
permanently cut off from the West, the Arab world may indeed be lost to us not 
simply because of Communist penetration but because the bogey of western 
domination would always be used, and suffice, to bring the Arab states together. And 
the lure of neutralism-of taking what they want from either side, of escaping ties to 
blocs, is strong. 

4. The question arises what do we do now? In my view we should work for the 
following objectives:-

(a) For the reason mentioned above we do not want the present rift between Egypt 
and the West to widen so much that .it might become unbridgable. 
(b) We want to demonstrate to all the Arab world that the policy of concluding 
such deals behind our backs does not pay but for the reason given in (a) above we 
want to avoid precipitate action which might lead to lasting sc.ars. 

5. We have come to the conclusion that an all-out attempt to remove Nasser as a 
means of showing that crime does not pay, would bring with it too many difficulties. 
Any future Egyptian Government will need Army support and to get it will have to 
obtain arms. These will either be Iron Curtain arms (which we do not like) or 
western arms. A liberal supply of western arms raises awkward complications about 
Israel. (It could be overcome by "ditching" Israel but that I take it is politically not 
possible). 

6. Short of attempts to overturn Nasser, various suggestions were made in a 
telegram to Washington about positive action to show our support for those 
countries who have not behaved like the Egyptians. 

7. Adherence by the US. government to the Northern Tier Pact 
This would certainly be unwelcome to Nasser though there are certain dangers to 
which you drew attention in your minute of September 23. But it would have the 
merit of being a striking rejoinder to Nasser's action. It would show that we intend to 
help those who work with us and not those who try to play off the East against the 
West. The provision of Centurions for Iraq would be an essential part of the plan if 
this course is adopted. 

8. Sudan 
A comp-lication has arisen in that Sir H. Trevelyan has again talked to Colonel Nasser 
about the Sudan and Nasser has .said that he would accept a plebiscite. If we go out of 
step with the Egyptians on the Sudan it wi11 undoubtedly be fairly widely resented in 
Egypt but not so much in the Arab world. From our own point of view there are 
attractions in having a free hand to act in what seems the best British interest. The 
timing of any unilateral declaration or leakage of view in favour of immediate 
independence for the Sudan would, however, have to be carefully considered owing 
to political complications within the Sudan itself and the forthcoming meeting of 
Parliament there, and a separate submission will be made on this. 
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9. Economic measures 
We have come to the conclusion that we should try to avoid measures designed to 
strike at Egypt as a whole, such as the denunciation of the Sterling Releases 
Agreement or refusal to help at all in economic development. These will be powerful 
weapons certainly, but they would rally opinion behind Nasser and if really successful 
would probably lead to chaos in Egypt. That might bring the extremists in pretty 
quickly. Moreover in the earlier stage they would certainly lead to retaliation against 
British economic interests and possibly to denunciation of the Base agreement and 
the loss of overflying facilities which the Chiefs of Staff would much dislike. 

10. Arms 
We clearly cannot give in to Egyptian blackmail and therefore we cannot increase the 
supply of arms beyond the level at which they have so far been running. It may be felt 
necessary to reduce our supplies. Whatever the decision on that, I think it would be 
desirable to avoid an abrupt cessation of supplies now in the pipeline. We should not 
go back on past decisions in a fit of pique. Future policy is another matter. The surest 
way of limiting Iron Curtain supplies would probably be to increase supplies from the 
West (particularly if this included U.S. aid). But this would be difficult (a) because 
Israel would demand more and (b) because it would show that blackmail had paid off. 
On the other hand a cessation of or reduction in our supplies would increase Egypt's 
dependence on the Soviet bloc and a denial of training facilities to the Egyptians 
would almost certainly afford the Communists a splendid opportunity of penetration. 
(This is the Chiefs of Staff view; they are opposed to military "sanctions" against 
Nasser. Their views are about to reach us). If our ultimate intention is to keep the 
Soviet Bloc out there is something to be said for continuing to give training facilities 
and arms on about the same scale as previously. Israel is better armed than Egypt 
and our arms would not for some time anyway tilt the balance against Israel. The 
difficulty as I see it would of course be to resist Israeli demands for compensatory 
increases. 

11. Gulf of Aqaba 
To avoid a conflict with the Egyptians over their interference with shipping 
connected with the Israel blockade and before we knew about the new arms deal, we 
were disposed to reach a modus vivendi while standing firm on the illegality of the 
blockade. In a purely Egyptian context there is attraction in telling the Egyptians 
that we will not accept their limitation on the right of free passage and escorting our 
ships if, subsequent to that, they are fired at. The trouble is that this will probably cut 
across our policy of fostering relations with "good" Arab states, which are all 
supporters of the blockade. There is on the other side of the picture yet a further 
complication in that the Israelis want us to be tough and there is some fear that they 
will use force themselves if they find that neither we nor the Americans are prepared 
to take a firm line with the Egyptians. Against this must be set the fact that if we 
escort our own ships, this will not solve the Israelis' problem and could have the 
opposite effect of encouraging them to take some similar action. The only solid fact 
here appears to be that of Arab unity on the blockade of Israel and this suggests that 
we should continue our attempt to live with it. 

12. The greater part of the above does not suggest a very strong line with the 
Egyptian Government. So long, however, as our intention is to win back the Arab 
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world we have to move very carefully because it is almost impossible to prevent the 
Arab states from seeing everything we do in terms of their dispute with Israel and 
Egypt's powerful media of publicity must be remembered. The courses open to us in 
which we do not run the risk of rousing Arab opinion generally against us are 
unfortunately few. 

13. As to our general attitude, I think we must avoid scolding or publicly 
manifesting too much alarm. Nasser did try hard to get western arms and if his new 
step is unwise, it is hardly surprising. And the other Arabs naturally sympathise. Our 
counter-measures should not appear to spring from pique. Therefore rule out 
economic reprisals, time any action on Sudanese independence with care, and try to 
build up the Northern tier for good defence reasons. This is more dignified and gives 
less opening (a) for Egypt to rally the Arabs and (b) for the Arabs to feel that Egypt 
has scored off us. 

606 PREM 11/859 13 Oct 1955 
[Colonel Nasser's position]: inward telegram no 1437 from 
Sir H Trevelyan to FO on the strength of the Egyptian regime 

Following is my assessment of Nasser's present position. 
2. There are at present no reliable signs of the regime losing its grip of the 

situation, or of its opponents gaining ground. The acceptance of Soviet bloc arms has 
added to Nasser's prestige and has, perhaps, given him to some extent, at least 
temporarily, what he has always lacked, a measure of personal popularity. It has 
served to offset the fall in the regime's credit that resulted from the Bagdad Pact and 
the failure of Major Salem's Sudan policy. The politically conscious Egyptians, 
particularly the Moslems, like the idea of scoring off the British and Americans. 

3. Nasser's standing with the armed forces has certainly been improved. The 
trade unions can still be counted upon to give the regime useful support. Left-wing 
intellectuals are gratified and can be expected to maintain their support, for what it is 
worth. The fellaheen are, as usual, apathetic. Though they have not had a good year, 
they are unlikely to cause trouble. On the other hand, the uneasiness of the 
propertied and professional classes in the country has greatly increased . The Copts1 

have become more uneasy, particularly since the decision to abolish religious courts 
and many of them would welcome a change of regime. 

4. There are no signs that Nasser's predominance in the CRC is seriously 
challenged and the popular applause for the arms deal will have further strengthened 
his position in it. Although his relations with Salah Salem's brother, Carnal Salem, 
are bad and the latter can probably count on some support from the other two Air 
Force members of the CRC, Carnal Salem apparently made no trouble about Salah 
Salem's dismissal. Moreover, the decision to abolish the CRC in January of next year 
and to allow Nasser and colleagues of his choice to carry on the Government as a 
more or less normal Cabinet is believed to have been unanimous. This arrangement 
is apparently intended to allow Nasser to drop some of his more difficult colleagues 
without loss of face to them and to carry on with his closest collaborators, including 

1 Egyptian or Ethiopian Christians. 
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General Karia Mohieddin.2 There are reports that Nasser is also working for the 
elimination of the latter. I regard those reports as improbable, although some 
reorganization of the Intelligence Service, of which Mohieddin is head, is going on 
and some of Nasser's supporters, e.g., Wing-Commander Aly Sabry,3 are being put 
into it. Nasser and Mohieddin have for some time been drawing more closely 
together. They and General Amer appear to be the inner triumvirate. 

5. Little has been heard for some time of any of Nasser's potential rivals. 
General Neguib is generally considered to be a broken reed and his name is now 
rarely mentioned, even when the question of an alternative to Nasser crops up. He 
still has some appeal in the army and with the masses and might, therefore, con
ceivably be again used as a figurehead. We do not hear the Independents such as 
Aly Maher, mentioned in a political context. The Moslem Brotherhood is unlikely to 
throw up a leader or to reorganize itself in the near future, though it is showing 
some activity on a low level. Nahas .and Serag-ed-Din are lying low, though their 
supporters claim, (probably rightly), that they would sweep the Board in any fairly 
held election. They have no clear idea how the Wafd could come back to power 
without such an election. As far as is known, they have no organized following in 
the army capable of overthrowing the present regime. But if the regime broke down 
as a result of the assassination of Nasser, disunity in the armed forces or defeat by 
an outside Power, it is probably only the Wafd which has the organization and pop
ular appeal necessary to take over. Whether the army can throw up another mili
tary leader cannot even be guessed, but if it did, his policy might well be similar to 
that of the present regime. 

2 Egyptian minister of the interior; director of General Intelligence Services, 1954-1958. 
3 Member of RevohJtionary Command Council .and chief of air force intelligence. 

607 CAB 129/78, CP(55)152 14 Oct 1955 
'Middle East oil': Cabinet note by Mr Macmillan. Annex: report by the 
Middle East Oil (Official) Committee1 

The attached report by officials shows that, if United Kingdom fuel needs during the 
next twenty years are to be met, our imports of oil must be trebled. The Middle East 
is the only source. British oil companies own investments there valued at £600 
millions, and by their sales of oil abroad earn enough foreign exchange to cover the 
total cost of our oil transactions, including imports. 

2. There is a .serious danger that the Middle East will slip away from us. The 
Egyptians, the Saudi Arabians and now the Russians are making great efforts to 
undermine our position, and spending large sums of money. 

3. Apart from the sums spent to fulfi l our treaty obligations to Jordan and our 
contribution to United Nations Works and Relief Agency (Palestine refugees), Her 
Majesty's Government's total expenditure in the area is at present less than £2~ 
millions a year. 

1 The report was approved in principle by the Cabinet on 18 Oct (CAB 128/29, CM 35(55)6). 
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4. Although the defence of our position depends primarily on the solution of 
major political problems, our prospects could be considerably improved by an 
increase in Government expenditure .. A great deal could be done even within the 
range of£1 million a year. 

5. I therefore ask my colleagues to endorse the principle in the conclusion of this 
report that our position in the Middle East is vital to the economy of the United 
Kingdom and that Her Majesty's Government should be prepared to spend in the 
area on a scale more closely related. to our essenti·al interests there. The report 
recommends that a working party should be set up to make urgent 
recommendations for action in the light of this generaf principle. 

Annex to· 607 

The need 
Within the next 20 years the United Kingdom's annual fud reQLlirements seem likely 
to increase by over 100 million tons (coal equivalent). Coal production cannot be 
increased~ to meet this. The present atomic energy programme will be supplying 40 
miHion tons a year by the end of the period and this may be increased to 60 million 
tons a year. The remainder must come from oil. This means that within the next 20 
years our present annual consumption of 26 million toffs of oil must be roughly 
trebled. This increase will be required if our consumption of oil ri:ses by just under 6 
per cent. a year. The· increase so· fatr this year. over 1954 is 14 per cent. 

2. Our sales of oil abroad a-re likely to increase at a rate not far behind the rise in 
our own requirements. At present our oil companies play a considerable part in the 
international trade in oil, with corresponding advantage to our. balance of payments. 
Very much more oil is sold in this way than i·s supplied to the United Kingdom, and 
the increase to· be expected in this business wil'l therefore require an enormous 
increase in production, mainly from the Middle East. Even to-day, sales abroad by 
British companies earn. enough foreign exchange to cover the total cost of all our oil 
transactions, including imports. 

3. Although some of the extra oil required: will come from the Caribbean area, 
the greater part must come from the Middle East, where the major proved reserves of 
the world are situated and where our companies have their greatest interests. There 
is no alternative source, as the only other large producing area, the United States and 
Canada, has become a net importer. Therefore supplies of Middle East oil are 
essential to the economy of this country. If they were cut off or seriously interrupted 
irrevocable ha.rm would be done to our economic position, and a British investment 
now valued at some £600 millions would be lost. Western Europe as a whole is 
similarly dependent on the Middle East for its oil supplies, 75 per cent. of which 
came from that area last year. 

4. The massive growth to be expected in production will bring even more wealth 
than at present to the Middle East. This will make more urgent than ever the need to 
increase. our exports to that area in order to "mop up" the sterling which it will 
receive. Various means of stepping up our exports to this valuable market are being 
actively pursued by the Board of Trade. This probl'em will be the subject of a separate 
report by the Overseas Negotiations Committee, whose recommendations will have 
to· be taken into account in considering. action on this. report. 
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The danger 
5. The Middle East oil producing countries receive payment for their oil by tax

ing profits on crude oil production, under the various "50/50" agreements . They 
regard this payment as no more than their due. Indeed they still question the right 
of the oil companies to retain large profits on oil produced from their soil, and the 
right of Western Governments to derive large revenues from taxing the refined 
products. Pressure can therefore be expected from time to increase their share of 
the profits, i.e. the price at which they allow us to have the oil, and since they have 
a virtual monopoly they are well placed to extract more from us. New agreements, 
however, have recently been made between the oil companies and most of the 
Middle East States, and there would be a fair prospect of these enduring were it not 
for the unwillingness of the Saudi Arabian Government to come to terms with the 
American oil company (Aramco) holding their concession. It is important to main
tain the principle of equal profit-sharing. If it were breached, there is no knowing 
where the rapacity of the Middle East States would end, and there would be an 
increased cost to our balance of payments, including an increase in the net cost of 
our oil imports. 

6. Experience in Persia shows that mere increase in payments is not enough to 
ensure stability of supply. We need to promote internal political stability and in 
particular to influence individuals so that public opinion does not become so hostile 
to our oil companies that their commercial operation becomes impossible. The 
companies have themselves done much in this direction by their welfare services, 
education schemes, and "good employer" policies. They could do more, in particular 
by encouraging local industry and commerce, and by other indirect methods. They 
are in a better position to do so now that they can obtain relief from United Kingdom 
income tax in respect of their tax payments to the Middle East Governments. But the 
scope for oil company action is limited because they are suspect as interested parties. 
This is a field for Government action. Her Majesty's Ambassador at Beirut has 
reported as follows:-

" ... we are not doing nearly enough to protect our long-term interests in 
these countries. We should plough back a much greater proportion of our 
profits on oil, in our own interests, and build up for ourselves a position of 
greater strength, not only in the British protected territories and in countries 
where we have treaty commitments, not only in the sterling-area oil
producing lands, but, as opportunities offer, in every single country in the 
region, in the region as a whole. One rotten apple can spoil a barrel. We 
should concentrate particularly on Iraq; on the Sheikhdoms in the Gulf and 
on the 'transit' countries." (Syria and Lebanon.) 

7. The danger is that our enemies may play on the indigenous forces of 
nationalism and cupidity in order to disrupt the commercial operation of our oil 
companies. What are our enemies doing? 

(a) The Russians have recently increased their effort in the Middle East. Apart 
from the supply of arms to Egypt, they maintain bigger missions than we do in 
many Arab States, they have taken part in the Damascus trade fair for purely 
political purposes, and they have organised visits of many hundreds of young Arabs 
to Russia and to the Iron Curtain countries. They broadcast in Arabic, Persian and 
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Kurdish. They use their own Muslim population to emphasise their link with the 
Middle East. Finally, they organise and pay for a nucleus of support in each 
country in the shape of the Communist Party. 
(b) The Egyptians are exercising their influence against us. They claim the 
cultural leadership of the Arab world and their main weapons are press, radio and 
education. They subsidise the salaries of Egyptian teachers throughout the area (as 
the Greeks have done in Cyprus). The result is that, even where our influence is 
strongest, e.g., in Iraq and Kuwait, the majority of the teachers are Egyptian. They 
are also talking of sending a "trade mission" to the Persian Gulf. 
(c) The Saudi Arabians use a large proportion of the oil revenues for buying 
individuals abroad. By this method they are often able to neutralise our influence, 
even in Jordan. There are also signs of a drive for economic penetration of the 
Persian Gulf States. 

What can Her Majesty 's Government do? 
8. A major improvement in the area must depend on the solution of political 

problems. The effectiveness of any action taken must also depend on the degree of 
co-ordination with the Americans (who now own two-thirds of Middle East oil 
concessions) , and on the extent to which the producing countries themselves can be 
induced to follow social and economic policies designed to promote stability. But 
there is no doubt that an increase in Government expenditure, modest as compared 
with the value of the investment and of the fuel supplies which are at stake, would 
improve the atmosphere. 

9. Her Majesty's Government's expenditure in the Middle East excluding Aden, at 
present amounts to £15,350,000 a year, of which some £ 10.7 millions a year goes to 
the subsidy for the Jordan Government and the Arab Legion. This expenditure of 
£10.7 millions, which is a direct consequence of our Palestine policy (and which 
provides us with a division in the Middle East at very low cost), is not directly 
relevant to the protection of our oil interests . The same is true of our contribution of 
£2,500,000 to U. N.W.R.A. for relief of Palestine refugees. 

10. The remainder is spent as follows:-

(a) Her Majesty's Missions (Diplomatic and Commercial) 
(b) British Council 
(c) Technical Assistance (including Development Division and 

various subventions) 
(d) Information work 
(e) Various (largely Security Forces in Persian Gulf) . . . 

Total 

£ 
1,210,000 

330,000 

120,000 
150,000 
310,000 

2,120,000 

Her Majesty's Government receives some £8 mill ions in direct taxation on the profits 
of our oil companies' operations in the Middle East and a further £8 millions in 
British Petroleum dividends . 

11. Further action by Her Majesty's Government might include the following:-

(a) The British Council is perhaps the most effective instrument for spreading our 
influence. It is not able to meet the active demand for the facilities which it offers, 
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still less to go out and make converts. It has only this year been possible to open 
British Council offices in Tehran and Kuwait and these are under-staffed. An extra 
£250,000 would more than double the impact upon the educated and half
educated population of the area and go far to counter Russian and Egyptian 
influence in the cultural field. 
(b) A similar increase in our information effort should help to increase our influ
ence, though its results are more limited by the general political atmosphere 
than are those of the British Council. There is the new opportunity offered by 
television. The Iraq Government have bought a station, perhaps prematurely. But 
it would be highly desirable to help them to operate it. We could also provide the 
means for the B.B.C. to increase its transmissions to the Middle East and its help 
to local stations in the form of material for their own use. The number of visits 
to this country by important people might usefully be stepped up; and the range 
of visitors increased beyond the scope of those normally handled by the informa
tion departments. Finally, our supply of films to the area could usefully be 
increased. 
(c) Technical assistance in the mass form in which the Americans have used it, is 
largely discredited in the Middle East. But a discreet increase in the activities of 
the Middle East Development Division, a:nd establishment of a fund to enable Her 
Majesty's Government to provide or subsidise experts in fields where local 
governments are unwilling to pay adequately for them, would not only increase 
our influence but help the economic development of the area. Not more than 
£25,000 a year is required for this. 
(d) In education, the provision of teachers and if necessary the subsidising of their 
salaries would enable the Middle Ea:st Governments to recruit the British teachers 
whom they are already willing to employ, although in technical subjects the 
demand will still exceed the supply. The estabhshment of British schools, 
particularly that projected in the Lebanon, for the training of future leaders of the 
Northern Arab States, could not fail to have an important influence within 10 or 
15 years. The initial cost of the Lebanon school to Her Majesty's Government 
would be £100,000 and there might be a further contribution of £10,000 a year 
towards running expenses. 
(e) The possibility of supplying arms on credit should be further examined in the 
light of the latest Soviet moves. 
(f) In order to maintain the standard of staff in Her Majesty's Missions in the 
area, steps should be taken to make service there more attractive. At present 
members of Her Majesty's Foreign Service serving in the Middle East enjoy no 
advantages over their colleagues in other pleasanter areas, although it is 
intended that there should be some advantage for Arabists from the point of view 
of early promotion. There are other ways in which their conditions of service 
could be improved. 

Conclusion 
12. Middle East oil is vital to our economy. This is not a matter of priorities as 

between one area of the world and another in the cold war, but an essential need. We 
are vulnerable in this area, which is at present slipping away from us because of the 
indigenous forces of nationalism, and because our enemies are making a greater 
effort than' we are. 



[608] OCT 1955 461 

Recommendation 
13. Ministers are therefore recommended to endorse the principle that our 

position in the Middle East, and in particular in the oil bearing states of Iraq and the 
Persian Gulf, is vital to the economy of the United Kingdom, and that Her Majesty's 
Government should be prepared to spend in the area, in furtherance of their 
objectives, on a scale more closely related to our essential interests there . 

It is therefore recommended that Ministers should authorise the establishment of 
a Working Party under Foreign Office chairmanship consisting of representatives of 
the Foreign Office, Treasury, Board of Trade and Ministry of Fuel and Power, with the 
fo llowing terms of reference:-

"With a view to safeguarding the free flow of oil supplies from the Middle 
East, to consider urgently 

(a) what further action Her Majesty's Government should take; including 
action which involves increased expenditure: 
(b) what action the oil companies concerned should be urged to take: 

and to make early recommendations if necesary in the form of interim 
reports." 

608 CAB 128/29, CM 36(55)1 20 Oct 1955 
'Middle East': Cabinet conclusions on responding to Soviet policy in 
the Middle East 

The Foreign Secretary said that in the Middle East the Russians had clearly 
embarked on a deliberate policy of opening up another front in the cold war. It would 
be wrong, however, to be too despondent about the position. The Suez Treaties had 
created a vacuum in the Middle East and it was a common reaction for a nation 
which had been controlled by another for a period to turn against it on first 
obtaining freedom . This initial reaction might be expected to give place eventually to 
a more balanced view. In the meantime we should adopt a policy of moderation in 
our dealings with Egypt and we should endeavour to persuade the Americans to do 
the same. We should concentrate on helping other Arab States who behaved loyally, 
while at the same time demonstrating that there were limits to the extent to which 
we could be provoked. 

The Prime Minister said that the main objective of our policy should be to protect 
our vital oil interests in the Middle East. From this point of view the strengthening of 
the Northern Tier defence arrangements was more important than the attitude of 
Egypt. Turkey was the pivot to the Northern Tier defence. This factor should be kept 
in mind in all considerations of the Cyprus question. It must be admitted that Egypt 
had not received any large supplies of arms from the United Kingdom and some of 
the supplies which had been approved for release had been held up through lack of 
agreement in the Near East Arms Co-ordinating Committee. In view of Nasser's 
dependence on the support of the Army in Egypt, his decision to accept the Soviet 
offer was understandable if regrettable . But Persia's adherence to the Bagdad Pact, 
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although not of military significance, could be held to offset this decision in 
completing the chain of protection across the route to the oil. The allocation of the 
Egyptian High Aswan Dam project to the European consortium, if it could be 
secured, would be of immense value in restoring the prestige of the West and 
particularly of the older European Powers in the Arab world generally. In our 
dealings with Egypt it could be a trump card. 

In discussion the following points were made:-
(a) A policy of attempting to reduce tension in the Middle East by limiting the 

supply of arms could only succeed if the Middle East States could not obtain supplies 
from countries who were not signatories of the Tripartite Declaration of 1950. 

(b) It was the normal practice of the International Bank to require international 
tenders for any project which they supported; and the risk that this procedure might 
result in the High Dam contract being let to a Russian or satellite firm could not be 
excluded. The Chancellor of the Exchequer said that he recognised the political 
advantages of this project being undertaken by the European consortium. He was 
concerned, however, about the size of the United Kingdom's commitment. In view of 
the interest of the International Bank in the matter it would be advisable, before any 
further steps were taken, to consult with the United States Government with a view 
to securing their support for a policy with regard to international tender which 
would be acceptable to the Bank. In its present context such an approach might also 
result in getting further direct American support for the Egyptian economy. 

(c) It would be necessary at some point to consult with the French and German 
Governments about the proposed arrangements for the High Dam project, but this 
should be deferred until further progress had been made with the International 
Bank. 

Summing up, The Prime Minister said that at the forthcoming Meeting of Foreign 
Ministers in Geneva the Foreign Secretary should take the opportunity of impressing 
on M. Molotov the dangers of the recent Russian moves in the Middle East, which 
would upset the delicate balance in military strength which the Western Powers had 
been endeavouring to maintain in this area of tension. There was a real danger that 
war might break out between Israel and Egypt in which the Americans would be 
likely to support Israel. Once such a war had started it might well spread into a 
world-wide conflict. 

The Cabinet:-
(1) Took note with approval of the statements on Middle East policy made by the 
Prime Minister and the Foreign Secretary. 
(2) Agreed with the proposal of the Chancellor of the Exchequer recorded in 
paragraph (b) above for handling the financing of the High Aswan Dam 
project. 
(3) Invited the Foreign Secretary to emphasise to M. Molotov at the forthcoming 
Meeting of Foreign Ministers the dangers inherent in an arms race in the Middle 
East. 
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609 CAB 128/29, CM 37(55)3 25 Oct 1955 
'Egypt': Cabinet conclusions on the provision of aid for the Aswan 
dam 

The Cabinet resumed consideration, in the light of telegrams which had been 
received from Washington, of the question of ensuring that the European 
consortium secured the contract to build the proposed High Dam over the Nile at 
Aswan. 

The Prime Minister said that this contract, if it could be secured for the 
consortium, would provide the most effective counterpoise possible to Russian 
penetration in Egypt for it would give us a controlling influence over the Nile waters. 
The contract would also place us in a strategic position to safeguard our interests in 
the future of the Sudan. But it would be essential to act quickly if we were to avoid 
the risk of the contract slipping through our hands. This risk might well be serious if 
we were to become involved in long and difficult negotiations with the International 
Bank over the question of international tender. He wondered, therefore, whether the 
right course might not be to broaden the basis of the consortium by a direct 
invitation to American construction interests to undertake a proportion of the work. 
Such an approach, with the details left to be worked out, had proved very successful 
in the case of Persian oil. Alternatively, we should consider whether we and our 
European partners could shoulder the financial risks involved without assistance 
either from the United States or from the International Bank. It would certainly be 
dangerous to allow matters to take their course pending the outcome of a visit which 
Egyptian negotiators proposed to pay to Washington in mid-November to discuss 
Egypt's financial needs with the International Bank, for the contract might in the 
meantime have been awarded to the Russians. 

The President of the Board of Trade1 said that he thought it would be possible 
eventually to negotiate the participation of American interests in the consortium but 
it would take time to do so. The Germans, and not ourselves, had initiated the 
enterprise. As regards the financial burden, the cash payments to be made by Egypt 
up to the year 1962 would be covered in large part by her sterling balances which 
were due to be released. If, however, Egypt proved unable to find after 1962 the cash 
resources sufficient to meet the instalments due in the remaining years, there would 
be a further contingent liability of about £45 millions of which our share would be 
one-third. The Egyptians themselves were concerned at the margin between their 
resources and potential liabilities and were seeking financial assistance from the 
International Bank. But it would take time to negotiate an untied credit of about £50 
millions from the International Bank to cover this contingency. If, however, we were 
prepared to shoulder the risk ourselves he thought there would be a good chance of 
negotiating with the Egyptians a definite arrangement under which the sterling 
releases were tied to the payments due to the consortium. 

The Chancellor of the Exchequer said that he would not recommend embarking 
upon an independent course of action without first informing Mr. Black, the 
President of the International Bank, of the direction in which our minds were now 

1 Mr P Thorneycroft. 
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moving. But Mr. Black had not hitherto felt it possible to deviate from the principle 
of international tender for a project of this kind. He should now be informed that we 
were prepared to consider shouldering the financial risks ourselves. We should of 
course continue our conversations with the United States Government on Egypt's 
financial needs generally. 

The Cabinet:-
(1) Agreed that it was a matter of prime importance to secure for the European 
consortium the early award of the contract for the Egyptian High Dam and that, in 
order to ensure this, it might become necessary for the European Governments 
concerned to underwrite the financial risks themselves. 
(2) Invited the Chancellor of the Exchequer to be guided by the sense of the 
Cabinet's discussion in further urgent negotiations with the International Bank. 

610 FO 3711115469, no 19 30 Oct 1955 
'The Middle East': memorandum by Sir I Kirkpatrick on future British 
policy 

The following seem to be the premises on which our policy should be based:-

1. The Russians have deliberately elected to open a new Cold War front in the 
Middle East. Our recent exchanges show that they are not to be moved from this 
policy. 

2. In consequence we must be prepared to settle down to a long contest. This 
means that a consistent long term policy must be devised. There is no short cut. 

3. This Western policy must be based upon the need to have most of the 
inhabitants of this large area with the West and upon their willingness to let the West 
have easy access to their oilfields. 

4. The obligations of the Western Powers to Israel under the 1950 Declaration 
must be fulfilled. But Israel must be made to understand that the West cannot afford to 
estrange the Moslems. Otherwise the Arab States will fall away, come under Russian 
domination; and it will then be impossible for the West effectively to protect Israel. 

5. In the coming contest with Russia the West enjoy [sic] certain solid 
advantages. There is no reason to be stampeded into panic measures; or to give the 
Russians and the Arabs the impression that we have lost confidence in our ability to 
protect our interests. 

6. In particular the Northern Tier can constitute a solid bastion of Western 
influence. It must be sustained and strengthened. We must demonstrate that 
association with the West pays. 

7. Egypt is the largest of the Arab states and no Western policy in the Middle East 
which is actively opposed by Egypt will be entirely satisfactory. An effort should be 
made to prevent Egypt falling completely under Russian domination. If this fails we 
must try ruthlessly to isolate Egypt. 

8. In the meantime we must try to prevent the uncommitted Arab States joining 
the Egypt- Syria-Saudi combination. 

9. Finally we must recognise that it is the Israel- Arab conflict which has 
weakened Western influence in the Middle East and opened the door to Russia. If we 
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wish to maintain a position of influence with the Arabs we must bring the conflict to 
an end as soon as possible. This means strong pressure on Israel and also on those 
Arab states in which we still have influence. 

If the above premises are accepted, it would seem that our Middle East policy 
should be on the following lines:-

Northern Tier 
(a) The United States should accede to the Bagdad Pact or at least declare its active 

support. 
(b) Effective steps should be taken to supply arms to the participating states 

especially Iraq. In particular advantage might be taken of the forthcoming Bagdad 
meeting to announce the creation of machinery (with United States participation) to 
consider and satisfy the arms requirements of the countries concerned. 

Jordan 
(a) Put concerted pressure on Jordan to join the Bagdad Pact. 
(b) Press Jordan to open direct negotiations with Israel for settlement of the 

frontier. 

Lebanon 
(a) Bring pressure on Lebanon not to join the Egypt-Syria-Saudi combination. 

Offer arms and a joint examination of economic aid. This should be done 
urgently. 

(b) As soon as Jordan joins the Bagdad pact bring pressure on Lebanon to do the 
same. 

Israel 
(a) Israel should be allowed to buy sufficient arms for reasonable defensive 

purposes. But it would be a mistake to attempt to match Russian deliveries to Egypt. 
This would not only involve us in an arms race in the area but we should also have to 
give arms to Jordan to enable her to keep up with Israel. The question of arms 
deliveries to Israel should be the subject of Anglo-American joint study and 
agreement. 

(b) Israel should be urged in her own interests to try to reach a settlement with the 
Arab States. If she is to survive, she cannot afford to pursue a policy which estranges 
the Arabs from the West. 

Egypt 
Egypt constitutes the most difficult problem. We should not write her off or drive her 
irrevocably into Russia's arms. On the other hand it would be a mistake to give the 
impression that blackmail pays. 

An attempt should be made to detach Egypt from Russia. But it would be a mistake 
to make representations to Nasser at this stage. If he were to reject them, relations 
with Egypt would be exacerbated. If he complied, we should not be ready with 
measures to reward him and relations would once more deteriorate. 

Moreover reports from Cairo describe Nasser as being intoxicated with the 
popularity which defiance of the West has brought him. The moment does not seem 
propitious. 
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Finally, an approach to Nasser now would be regarded in Turkey, Iraq and 
elsewhere as appeasement. It would be better to fortify the Northern Tier before 
undertaking any move in Cairo. 

Nevertheless the United Kingdom and United States Governments should begin 
now to concert a package deal which should be put to Nasser at the first favourable 
opportunity after the necessary preparatory work has been done. The following 
would be the elements of the package deal. 

A. Nasser would undertake:-

(a) To turn away from Russia on completion of the present arms deal, which 
would be a once and for all commercial transaction. 
(b) To limit his arms purchases thereafter to an expenditure which the 
Egyptian economy can bear, having regard to the regime's commitments in 
social welfare. 
(c) To agree to open negotiations with Israel for a settlement on Alpha lines. 

B. The Western powers would undertake:-

(a) To licence the sale of weapons to Egypt within the limits defined in A (b) . 
(b) To bring concerted and strong pressure on Israel to agree to a just 
settlement. 
(c) To finance the immense cost of the High Dam. 
(d) To use such influence as they have in Iraq and the Sudan to put Egyptian 
relations with these countries on a sound footing. 

These terms would be negotiable, but if Nasser rejects collaboration with the West 
on these lines we should:-

( a) Refuse all economic aid to Egypt. 
(b) Cut off all further arms deliveries . 
(c) Endeavour to isolate Egypt. 
(d) Consider ways and means of bringing down the Regime, 

and make it plain to Nasser that we have vital interests in the area and will shrink 
from nothing to protect them from Soviet encroachments. 

Syria 
It is tempting to connive at the incorporation of Syria in Iraq. But there are at the 
moment substantial objections:-

(a) It would ill-dispose the French. 
(b) It would give Iraq a common frontier with Israel and so stimulate Jewish 
opposition to the delivery of arms to Iraq. 
(c) It is by no means certain that Iraq has the necessary resources to invade and 
hold Syria. 

In any event Syria is at the moment so much under Egyptian influence that the future 
of Syria may depend on developments in Egypt. We should consequently hold our hand 
there and in the meantime give what short-term encouragement we can to our friends. 

In the event that Syria falls under Soviet domination or seems likely to do so, 
we should encourage the liquidation of the country and its incorporation into 
Iraq. 
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Persian Gulf 
The Persian Gulf states are at the moment probably the only completely Western
minded Arab states. At any rate they represent a Western sphere of influence which it 
is essential to preserve from outside encroachment. 

This is primarily a United Kingdom responsibility. 

Saudi Arabia 
Saudi relations with Egypt and Saudi plans for territorial aggrandisement at the 
expense of the Persian Gulf states and the Aden protectorate have caused 
Saudi-United Kingdom relations to deteriorate to a point where the United Kingdom 
can profitably take no initiative. If progress is made in Egypt it will be for the United 
States Government to endeavour to induce Saudi Arabia to conform. But for the 
moment the situation warrants no move by the Western Powers. 

611 FO 371/113591, no 18 4-9 Nov 1955 
[Egypt and the Arab world]: minutes by A J Wilton and Sir R Hadow 
on the possibility of isolating Egypt in the Arab world 

The trouble with relying on other Arab leaders to take a line independent of Egypt 
is that as long as the Israeli problem remains, none of them dares take such a line 
lest he be denounced by the Egyptian propaganda machine as a traitor to the Arab 
cause. Few Arab statesmen are so firmly seated that they can afford to run such a 
risk. 

A.J.W. 
4.11.55 

What Mr Wilton says about Arab statesmen is generally true, and who can blame 
them with the example of King Abdullah of Jordan before them. 

I am however equally sure that the Egyptians while they will 'lead' in destructive 
policies will not ever feel sure enough of themselves (or at least say so) to give a 
lead towards constructive purposes vide the recent debacle over the Johnston 
plan. 1 

I also agree wholeheartedly with Mr Turton2 that there are many elements in the 
Middle East who resent the way the Egyptians throw their weight about. Surely we 
should now be prepared to take the Egyptians down in the Middle East. It is a 
question of a battle for influence-either the Egyptians or ourselves. I admit the 
Egyptians have a rallying cry in hostility to Israel, but if Iraq, Jordan, Lebanon and 
Syria were all in the Baghdad pact and prepared to negotiate with Israel from 
strength, I am not at all sure that Nasser's isolation would not force him to negotiate 
too. 

1 See 602, note 2. 

R.M.H. 
9.11.55 

2 Parliamentary under-secretary of state, FO. 
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612 FO 371/115471, no 2 4 Nov 1955 
[Colonel Nasser's policy towards the west]: inward telegram no 1625 
from Sir H Trevelyan to FO on Colonel Nasser's approach to Middle 
Eastern problems 

My telegram No. 1609: Egyptian Policy. 
The following points emerged in my conversation with Nasser last night. 
2. I suggested to him that it was up to him to reassure the West on his general 

political position by such actions as a declaration of his anti-Communist position, by 
refraining from attacks on Her Majesty's Government in the Press and by co
operating in discussions towards a Palestine settlement. I mentioned that up to that 
time I had noticed that the Egyptian Press had been relatively restrained on the 
Buraimi issue. He interjected somewhat shame-facedly that he had just sent a 
telegram to King Saud at his request which attacked Her Majesty's Government's 
action. (In the morning he had told Little of the Arab News Agency that he had 
persuaded Faisal that Saudi Arabia should not break off diplomatic relations with the 
United Kingdom, on the ground that there was so much trouble already with the 
West over the arms issue. He said to Little that the Arab world could not afford 
another major issue at the moment, and that he could not rally Egyptian public 
opinion on something which was not really a national issue. In any case, King Saud 
had plenty of oil, and should leave some for the poor Sheikhs). 

3. He reiterated to me that he was ready to discuss the Palestine issue with us at 
any time. During the conversation on the present fighting, he said that, speaking as a 
soldier but not as a Prime Minister, he considered that the only way to stop Israeli 
attacks on the frontier was to capture Beersheba, which was the Israeli forward base, 
but they were "not yet" ready for that sort of action. 

4. We had a general discussion on the Turco-Iraqi pact during which he went 
over much of the old ground. He said that he was not opposed to the Northern Tier, 
and admitted that it was useful to him as Egypt's first line of defence. He reiterated 
how he had hoped to construct a defence system in depth, based on the Arab 
countries themselves, but linked with the West by the various agreements between 
Her Majesty's Government and the Arab Governments. He said that he had noted our 
reaction to his new bilateral pacts. There was a danger of a series of actions and 
counter-actions, and one could not tell where this would lead. I asked him whether 
he had ever considered the possibility that at some time in the future the various 
Arab pacts might be brought into relationship with the Turco-lraqi pact. He gave a 
noncommittal rep ly, but did not rule this out. (He had told Little in the morning that 
he had no objection to a Syrian- Iraqi pact, provided there were no political 
provisions attached). He made it clear that he would regard the accession of other 
Arab States to the Turco-Iraqi pact as hostile to Egyptian interests . 

5. We discussed the dangers of Soviet penetration in the Middle East. He said that 
there was much less Communism in Egypt than in Iraq now, and that he would not 
allow the Russians to dominate either him or his country. We suggested that he would 
not be able to keep himself free from dependence on Soviet goodwill for spares and 
replacements, however much he bought initially. He replied that this would depend 
very much upon our attitude at the time when replacements would be necessary. He 
would then be prepared even to write off a portion of the Communist equipment if it 
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could be replaced from the West. He reverted to the announcement of the arms deal 
by the Foreign Office spokesman on September 27, indicating that he regarded it as a 
breach of confidence. He said that they had decided to keep the whole affair secret, 
since they knew that its disclosure would harm the Western position in the Middle 
East. He showed himself to be extremely sensitive to British Press reports, which he 
said that he read in detail every night before going to bed and volunteered that his pub
lic statements on the arms question had been his reaction to Western Press comments. 

6. He clearly realised our interest in the High Dam, and took the same line as his 
officials, that although they believed that they could theoretically finance it from their 
own resources, they would need a loan from the International Bank, as the Egyptian 
people would not be able to stand the austerity which would otherwise be required. 

7. Our general impression was that he still believes his interests to lie with the West, 
and that we may still be able to do business with him. It is not yet clear how much he 
minds on his own initiative to restore his position with the West, but he may be expected 
to react in accordance with his view of Western actions affecting his interests. 

613 FO 371/113591, no 20 10 Nov 1955 
[Colonel Nasser's diplomacy]: letter from Sir H Trevelyan to 
CA E Shuckburgh reporting a conversation with Colonel Nasser 

During my conversation with Nasser on Buraimi on November 9, Nasser made three 
interesting remarks:-

( a) He disliked this habit of sending telegrams to other Heads of States, and tried 
to avoid it, though sometimes he could not help it, because if they were not sent, 
the other people concerned would read something sinister into the omission; 
(b) He disliked bribery as a political weapon, and had always personally been 
against it in the Sudan. It was all right to bribe a few newspaper people or other 
people of no importance, but if one hoped to carry out a political policy by bribery, 
one was likely to fail, since the people bribed were totally unreliable and only 
interested in amassing a fortune; 
(c) He thought that the organisation of his Foreign Ministry and Egyptian 
Embassies abroad was thoroughly out of date, and he did not trust 60% of the 
Foreign Office people. In fact, in the Ministry itself, he only really trusted Dr. Fawzi. 

614 FO 371/115469, no 28 6 Dec 1955 
[Alpha and the Baghdad Pact]: letter from Mr Dulles to Mr Macmillan 
opposing moves to expand the Baghdad Pact.1 Minutes by C A E 
Shuckburgh and Sir I Kirkpatrick 

[King Hussein of Jordan signalled his willingness to join the Baghdad Pact on 9 Nov 1955. 
The foreign secretary was particularly keen to implement this policy, although Eden had 
doubts about the timing, and on 6 Dec General Templer left for Amman in order to bring 
it about. Dulles had been supportive of Jordanian membership at the end of October but 

1 This letter was sent through W W Aldrich, the American ambassador in London. 
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the British were aware in Nov that this support was now conditional on a settlement of 
the Arab- Israeli dispute. Dulles's latest message opposing Templer's mission came too 
late for it to be postponed. When Templer arrived on 7 Dec for his week-long visit, four 
Palestine ministers prevented Cabinet approval being given for Jordanian accession to the 
pact and their resignation while Templer was still in Amman brought down the 
government. Although a pro-Baghdad Pact government was then formed, riots and 
demonstrations led to the dissolution of the Jordanian parliament with Templer's mission 
a total failure. 2] 

appreciate very much your message of November 19 and also your firsthand 
account of the Baghdad Pact meeting with your impressions of the current 
atmosphere in the Near East. All the participants at the meeting are to be 
congratulated on the businesslike manner in which the new organization was 
launched. 

We certainly should not lose the impetus which has been developed. At the same 
time we need to keep in mind our present plans to make another try through Egypt 
towards an Arab-Israel settlement. I am encouraged by your assessment that the 
Arabs appear receptive to concrete moves towards a settlement and also by a report 
from Byroade of a conversation with Nasser in which the latter endorsed Fawzi's 
encouraging remarks to our two ambassadors . Accordingly, I think that the next 
order of business should be another major effort to secure Egypt's cooperation in 
moving towards a settlement. 

Sharett3 is calling on me again on December 6 and I shall stress anew the 
essentiality of Israel making its contribution to a settlement. 

An immediate move to expand the Baghdad Pact would probably deny us Nasser's 
cooperation. Therefore, I think we should wait a little before trying to bring in 
Jordan and Lebanon. If we are not successful in Egypt, we should endeavor to secure 
the adherence of those two states as soon as possib le. 

U.S. adherence to the pact would probably have to be coupled with a security 
guarantee for Israel. My thought is that such a guarantee should not be extended 
prior to agreement on Israel's permanent frontiers at least on the part of the 
northern Arab states. Otherwise, we would be giving up our strongest lever for use 
with Israel in obtaining a settlement. 

I was pleased that you mentioned the Buraimi incident as a matter of our mutual 
concern. I am disturbed by the possibility of this becoming another issue to be seized 
upon by nations in the area to attack the West and I believe a solution is urgently 
needed, possibly through a resumption of arbitration with an effective neutral 
supervisory commission in the zone of dispute. 

The question of Saudi Arabia's injudicious use of its large oil revenues is a most 
difficult problem. I believe it would be useful for us to exchange information 
regarding Saudi activities but it will be difficult for us to reduce or control Saudi 
Arabia's income. 

I am convinced as you are of the necessity of our continuing to work together 
closely in dealing with our problems in the Near East. 

2 S Lucas, Divided we stand: Britain the US and the Suez crisis (London, 1991) pp 73- 76, 82-83. 
3 M os he Sharett, former prime minister of Israel and Israeli foreign minister, 1955-1956. 
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Minutes on 614 

This message from Mr. Dulles is unsatisfactory at almost every point. In the first 
place it has taken him over a fortnight to reply to the Secretary of State's message. In 
that message Mr. Macmillan said "So we are going to do everything we can to induce 
Jordan to come in (to the Bagdad Pact) .. . We shall make an immediate effort to 
achieve this". Mr. Dulles now comes back, after the C.I.G.S. has left England in order 
to get the Jordanians in, and tells us he thinks we should wait a little before trying. 

2. He is of course thinking primarily of the Palestine problem, which naturally 
dominates his thought, and he is afraid of anything which might interfere with the 
possibility of a negotiation between Egypt and Israel. We, too, have taken this into 
account and there cannot be any question of hesitating at this stage in our attempt to 
bring Jordan into the Pact. We have informed the State Department of the C.I.G.S's 
mission and asked them to support it. Our best answer to Mr. Dulles is that Egyptian 
and Saudi action in Jordan was threatening our whole position there and that it had 
become quite impossible to leave matters where they stood. We shall do our utmost 
(and hope the Americans will do theirs) to prevent Nasser taking offence at the 
accession of Jordan to the Bagdad Pact. The recent amicable exchanges between Nuri 
and Nasser should help towards this. 

3. Mr. Dulles once again rejects United States adherence to the Pact, though this 
time he raises only the Israeli argument. He has dropped the argument to which he 
gave priority in Geneva, viz: that it would frighten and upset the Russians. 

4. The passage on Buraimi is thoroughly unsatisfactory and suggests that we 
shall be lucky if we get any American support beyond a "neutral" attempt to dissuade 
the Saudis from taking the matter before the United Nations. 

5. Finally, Mr. Dulles deals very briefly with one of the main threats to the Middle 
East-the misuse of Saudi revenues in the interest of Communism. But he does at 
least agree to exchange information, and I think we should pursue this, despite the 
fact that the occasion will no doubt be taken to put pressure on us over Buraimi. 

6. This message, taken as a whole, seems to point to the necessity of a further 
frank exchange of views with Mr. Dulles about Middle East policy. I do not know 
whether there would be an opportunity for this when the two Ministers meet in Paris 
on December 14th. 

C.A.E.S. 
6.12.55 

No one reading Mr Dulles' message could apprehend that we are faced by a dangerous 
Russian incursion into the Middle East. It might have been drafted six months ago. 

I.K. 
6.12.55 

615 DEFE 4/80, COS 85(55)4, annex 18 Dec 1955 
'Middle East defence': report by the JPS to the COS, 12 Dec 1955 (JP 
(55)109) on recent developments relating to the outer ring strategy 

1. On 11th August, 1955 a meeting was held in Washington to continue the 
exchange of views between the U.K. and U.S. Governments on the subject of Middle 
East Defence. 
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2. This paper is divided into two parts as follows:-

(a) Part I. An examination of the report submitted by Sir Roger Makins on the 
recent discussions. 
(b) Part Il. An outline of the next steps to be taken with regard to the development 
of the Baghdad Pact into a regional defence organisation. 

Part I- Examination of recent discussions 

The Soviet threat to the Middle East in peace 

3. We agree with the U.S. assessment of the peacetime threat to the various 
Middle East States, with the exception of that to Kuwait. We note that the U.S. 
Government will be approaching H.M. Government on the latter problem in due 
course. 

The Soviet threat to the Middle East in war 

4. As stated by Mr. Hoover,1 the US and British assessments of Soviet intentions 
in war do not materially differ. It is our belief, however, that the Russians would be 
unwilling to undertake a major campaign, involving prolonged effort, in the Middle 
East until they had seen the results of the initial nuclear phase of the general war and 
of their land campaign in Western Europe. They would, however, be prepared to 
advance on the outbreak of war, with forces already in position South of the 
Caucasus, to seize the Zagros Mountain passes as a startline for subsequent 
operations to achieve their objectives in the Middle East. 

5. We agree with the U.S. assessment of the likelihood of the Soviets 
accomplishing their objectives. 

Strategic aims in the Middle East 

6. In the past, there has been some doubt as to precisely what the U.S. meant by 
a Northern Tier defence system. At the Northern Tier Staff Talks, however, the 
Persian military representatives stated that they were studying a strategy which 
envisaged the loss of much of their territory and involved them in a fighting 
withdrawal to join British and Iraqi forces in the Zagros Mountain passes. This 
exposition may however have been influenced by American advice and may not 
reflect either the true aims or opinions of the Persian Government, or the ability of 
their Forces. Furthermore, at the Washington talks, it was clear that the Americans 
held the same view. It is now evident, therefore, that there is no difference between 
our concept of holding on the Zagros Mountains, and the U.S. concept for organising 
a Northern Tier defence system. 

Political factors 

7. We agree with Sir Roger Makins that the U.S. views on the political factors in 
the establishment of a Middle East defence organisation are encouraging and show 
few differences from our own. 

1 Herbert Hoover Junior, US under-secretary of state, Oct 1954-Feb 1957. 
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Persian accession to the Baghdad Pact 
8. The early accession of Persia to the Baghdad Pact is expected. Although this 

would involve the U.K. in an alliance with yet another country which is militarily 
weak and politically unstable we have already appreciated that Persian accession is 
desirable provided the U.K. gives no specific undertakings to defend her against 
attack nor to guarantee her territorial integrity. 

U.S. accession to the Baghdad Pact 
9. We welcome the U.S. decision to maintain close liaison with the Baghdad Pact 

countries and understand the unwillingness they expressed at the time of the talks to 
be formally associated with the Pact until Arab-Israel tension is reduced. However 
the Chiefs of Staff have emphasised that the early adherence of the United States to 
the Baghdad Pact would be far the most effective re-joinder to the Egyptian arms 
deal with the Communist Bloc. 

Accession by other countries 
10. We agree that Greece, France and Italy should not be encouraged to accede 

and that the case of South Africa need not be considered at present. As to Syria, 
Lebanon and Jordan, however, the new situation in the Middle East as the result of 
Egyptian acquisition of Czech arms may well affect our attitude to their accession to 
the Pact. 

Type of defence organisation 

11. We entirely agree with the line taken by Sir Roger Makins over the type of 
defence organisation to be set up and particularly with the need for a secretariat. We 
consider however, that a small planning staff must be set up if any progress is to be 
made. We consider that American participation in such an organisation is highly 
desirable. 

Concept of operations 

12. It has always been our view that the U.K./U.S.ffurkish Talks should only be 
used as what Mr. Hoover calls "a point of departure for further consideration of the 
nature and scope of military operations" since the talks were somewhat idealistic and 
considered the theatre virtually in isolation. We are therefore pleased to note that the 
United States accepts them in the same sense and not as posing a hard and fast 
concept and unalterable force requirements. 

Requirements for military operations 

Command structure 
13. Whilst we agree that it is premature to consider a command structure for the 

Baghdad Pact at the present time, we feel this question will have to be solved as soon 
as co-ordinated outline plans for the defence of the theatre have been prepared. Since 
it is desirable that the U.K. should exercise overall command and control of the 
Middle East in war, she must discreetly take the initiative in any discussions on this 
subject when the time comes. 
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Forces available 
14. We agree that the provision of the forces and facilities required for effective 

Middle East defence will be a long, difficult and expensive process. We also agree that 
the primary object of United Kingdom/United States military co-operation with 
Middle East States must be to lay a basis for future area defence, to keep up their 
morale and to encourage them to maintain and improve internal security. 

15. We do not agree, however, that in the foreseeable future Iraq is likely to 
permit the passage of Turkish forces through her territory. 

16. We note with satisfaction that the U.S. has initiated a study on the possibility 
of providing a small nuclear delivery capability in the Middle East itself, as the Zagros 
concept is only feasible if such a capability is held by some force in the theatre. 

Supply of arms, equipment and training facilities 
17. The American policy on the supply of arms to the Middle East States other 

than Saudi Arabia, as expressed by Mr. Hoover, accords well with our own approach 
and is therefore welcome. The whole question of arms supply, however, will have to 
be reviewed as the result of the recent reports of substantial sales by Czechoslovakia 
to Egypt. In general, we should now concentrate on supplying arms to those 
countries who have become or are likely to become members of the Baghdad Pact. 

Off-shore procurement 
18. Mr. Hoover's statement of the principles governing the off-shore 

procurement of British military equipment is reassuring. The situation is now 
reasonably satisfactory in the case of Iraq but as regards Pakistan it still leaves much 
to be desired. However, if the declared American policy is, in fact, followed and the 
directions given to the M.A.A.G. team in Pakistan bear fruit, we may hope for a 
distinct improvement in this situation. We consider, however, that the current 
discussions on Middle East defence are not the most suitable place for further 
discussion of this problem. If no improvement is forthcoming in the near future, it 
will be necessary for a further approach to be made at the highest level. 

Programme for meeting requirements 

19. We have already appreciated that to supply all the deficiencies in what is 
required for Middle East defence will be a long process, but it is our intention to 
build up the forces indigenous to the area over the next few years until the Zagros 
strategy is capable of achievement. We particularly agree with the need to stimulate a 
greater realisation of the dangers of infiltration and subversion and that this is a 
more immediate threat than military aggression. 

Part I! - Future action 

Establishment of a Middle East Defence Organisation 

Development of the Baghdad Pact 
20. We believe that the Baghdad Pact is the best foundation on which to establish 

a Middle East defence organisation. Now that four countries have acceded, the terms 
of the Pact require that a permanent Council at Ministerial level be formed. We 
consider that this Council might in due course develop into a council for M.E.D.O. 
when this can be formed . 
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21. If the impetus of the Pact is to be maintained and other countries 
encouraged to accede and to negotiate Special Agreements giving military 
significance to their accession, some positive action must be taken to develop a 
successful military organisation. If the U.K. is to retain her position in the area, it is 
essential that she should encourage this action and discretly [sic] taken the lead. 
Care must be taken, however, to ensure that the impression is not given that the 
Western powers are forcing the pace. In the past this impression has led to the failure 
of our attempts to form a Middle East defence organisation. 

22. Once the Council is formed we consider that the first step should be the 
establishment of a small allied planning staff from the countries concerned to 
educate them in strategic thinking and to teach them to plan together against the 
communist threat. 

Liaison with NATO 
23. We believe, that in the early stages, liaison with N.A.T.O. could be 

satisfactorily effected informally through the U.K. and Turkey as members of both 
organisations. As the Middle East Defence Organisation grows in stature and 
effectiveness, however, a better defined liaison will clearly be required, but we 
consider its exact form need not be settled at this stage. 

Timing 
24. We hope the Baghdad council can be established before the end of this year 

and we see no reason why the planning staff should not be formed early in 1956. 

Deductions 

25. Our deductions are:-

(a) That our policy is in general in line with that of the United States, and that 
therefore there are no principles of disagreement with the United States which 
should hold us back from pressing on with the Baghdad Pact. 
(b) That the United States though willing to assist with equipment and nuclear 
potential, is content to leave the political development of the Defence 
Organisation, the tactical plans, and the physical provision of troops in case of 
need, to the United Kingdom. 
(c) That the Defence Pact should be used as a platform on which to base our cold 
war efforts to keep the states of the Middle East aligned with the West. 
(d) That our practical efforts to build up the backing to make the Zagros concept 
possib le should be only sufficient for the purposes of (c) above. 

616 FO 3711113580, no 59 23 Dec 1955 
[Egyptian attitudes to an Arab- Israeli settlememt]: minute by A J 
Wilton on the use of military aid as an incentive for a settlement 

It seems to be generally accepted- and I see no reason to dissent from the view
that if a democratically elected government could come into being in Egypt, it would 
be a Wafdist government. I am less inclined to believe that it would be led by 
overwhelming sentiments of gratitude to align itself with the west. It would be under 
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the same pressures as the present Egyptian government, with an even sharper need 
to assure the loyalty ofthe armed forces . In these circumstances its attitude to the 
west would be dictated not by gratitude, but by keen calculation of the extent to 
which western aid, and especially arms aid, would enable it to secure its position. 

Presumably we could not offer such aid in large or early quantities without tying it 
to progress towards a settlement with Israel. We should therefore place the new 
government in the position of having to work fo r an Israeli settlement in order to get 
the arms to secure its position. This is the wrong order for an Egyptian. No Egyptian 
statesman I can think of would have either the courage or the inclination to expose 
himself to the sharpest criticism over Israel, while he was still in only dubious 
control of his own internal situation. 

617 FO 371/121241, no 4 1 Jan 1956 
'Middle East defence': inward telegram no 5 from Sir H Trevelyan to 
FO on Colonel Nasser's attitude to the Baghdad Pact 

Nasser expounded to me on January 1 his position on Middle East defence and the 
Bagdad Pact. He was not neutralist. He had been anxious to organise the defence of 
the Arab world without dependence on the Great Powers, but on Arab initiative. He 
would have provided for the construction of such roads and airfields as we thought 
necessary for the defence of the area. He had wanted to give the Arabs time to feel 
that they were really independent before bringing them into such an organisation. 
From the signature of the Base Agreement until January 20, 1955, he had been 
confident that we should be able to cooperate closely. He had told us on many 
occasions that he had no objection to the Northern Tier outside the Arab world. But 
the signature of the Bagdad Pact had produced a shock. It had led to counter action 
by them. He liked to see clearly ahead of him, but a series of actions and counter 
actions might lead anywhere. Subsequently he had informed my predecessor that he 
had no objection to Pakistan or the United Kingdom joining the Northern Tier. But 
he had strong objection to a policy of including Jordan in the Bagdad Pact, as he 
believed it to be a policy intended to lead to the inclusion of the Lebanon, the Sudan 
and Libya in the Pact, and the progressive isolation of Egypt. They had, however, had 
no idea of doing anything until General Templer's visit to Jordan. They were then 
told that we were putting pressure on Jordan to come into the Pact under the threat 
that the subvention would be cut off if Jordan did not do so. So they had decided with 
the Saudis to offer a subvention in place of ours. He implied that this would mean the 
loosening of the connexions between Jordan, in particular the Legion, and the United 
Kingdom. He did not wish to undermine King Hussein, nor to cause him any 
troubles. His policy was to support him. Nor did he wish to divide the west and east 
banks. They could not exist apart, and he had not told Woodrow Wyattl that this was 
his policy (Amman telegram No. 713). He thought that he had only said that the 
present troubles in Jordan would cause a division between the east and west banks. 
Our policy would fail. We could only get Jordan into the Pact by force exercised by 
one or two people without popular support, and there would be popular reaction in a 
year or two, since the Pact was regarded as being a relic of colonialism. 

1 Newspaper editor/journalist and broadcaster; MP (Lab) 1945-1955, 1959-1970. 
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2. I put forward the arguments in favour of the Pact, and denied his charges of 
pressure exercised on Jordan. I then asked him what he had to offer on the basis of 
existing facts, in particular the existence of the Turco-Iraqi Pact. Supposing for the 
sake of argument that its membership remained as at present, would he look forward 
to an overlapping grouping by which the Arab countries, working through their 
Security Pact, would have some link with the Turco-Iraqi Pact, Iraq belonging to 
both groups, as at present? Nasser replied that it would now be more difficult. Some 
spur would have to be applied to revivify the Arab Security Pact. It would need careful 
t iming and very careful preparation. He could not be definite, but something of this 
nature was not impossible, and he would be prepared to discuss it. 

618 DEFE 5/64, COS(56)4 4 Jan 1956 
'Base facilities in the Middle East': note by the War Office for the COS 
on the British position in Egypt [Extract] 

The current agreement 
The current Anglo-Egyptian Agreement is due to expire on 18th October 1961. 
Under that Agreement we have undertaken to consult with the Egyptians during the 
final year of the Agreement, in order to decide on such arrangements as may be 
necessary when the Agreement terminates. 

2. The Egyptian Government could take the initiative in any one of the three 
following ways:-

(a) To deny us future base faci lities beyond October 1961 by refusing to extend the 
existing Agreement in any shape or form . 
(b) To negotiate with us for extension of the current Agreement or for some other 
international Agreement whereby the Canal Base could be used by Britain in 
certain eventualities. 
(c) To abrogate the present Agreement, or at least make it unworkable, before 1961. 

British need for a base in the Middle East 
3. The use of the Canal Base, though convenient, is not absolutely essential to us 

in peace time because we have redeployed all our stocks (except War Reserve and 
Project Stores) to other Middle East locations, and we could rely on our work-shops 
in Libya, up to and possibly after December, 1958, and the U.K. for base repairs. 
Hence for cold war and internal security we are not dependent on the Canal Base. 
However, we cannot do without a main base in global war. The size of the base 
initially will depend on our plans for the first 6- 12 months of such a war and can 
only be determined as a result of a joint study. 

Nuclear threat 
4. Numerous studies have been conducted on the problem of providing an 

alternative to the Canal Base, it is clear that no other area can offer the same 
advantages of an adequate supply of local labour, fresh water and transport facilities . 
However, in view of the nuclear threat, it is preferable not to rely upon one large 
base, but it should be borne in mind that to develop other areas would be extremely 
costly and would take a number of years to carry out the constructional work. 
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Future British policy 
5. Although it may be possible that the Egyptians will renew the Agreement in 

1961, we should plan on the assumption they will not. 
6. If the Egyptians make the Agreement unworkable between April 1956 and 

October 1961, we would not have time to make alternative storage plans in the 
Middle East. A separate study is being undertaken to examine the problems which 
would arise and the measures which we could take to minimise the effect on our 
abilities if the Egyptians were either to abrogate the Agreement or make it 
unworkable before 1961. We should however be prepared for the Egyptians to refuse 
in 1961 to negotiate a new Treaty. For this reason we must consider:-

(a) What arrangements should be made for the storage elsewhere of our War 
Reserve and what area or areas should be developed. 
(b) What base repair facilities should be provided in peace to meet both peace and 
global war commitments in the Middle East. 
(c) What proportion of our base facilities must be redeployed and what proportion 
could be left in the Canal Zone Base, for use in the event of war prior to 1961, to 
show the Egyptians that we are neither wholly dependent on them nor yet willing 
to abandon all our facilities in Egypt . ... 

619 FO 3711121241, no 18 10 Jan 1956 
[Co-operation with Egypt]: outward telegram no 69 from Mr Selwyn 
Lloyd to Sir H Trevelyan on his response to an invitation from Colonel 
Nasser to visit Egypt 

I would like you to see Nasser at once and speak to him on the following lines. 
2. In the first place, please thank him for his invitation to visit Egypt (your 

telegram No: 3) and say that I would welcome an opportunity to discuss our affairs 
with him. I will communicate further with him as to possible dates . 

3. I am convinced that it should be possible for us to find common ground over 
all the problems, political and economic, with which we are concerned, once we can 
clear away misunderstanding. He has spoken to you of his suspicion that Her 
Majesty's Government desire to isolate Egypt from other Middle East countries in 
order to re-establish a position of dominance over her. You should say that your 
experience during the Conference in London1 has satisfied you that there is no truth 
whatever in this . You can deny that we have any intention to promote a defensive 
pact between the Sudan and Ethiopia (your telegram No: 4) and you can quote our 
helpful attitude over the High Aswan Dam and our reliance upon Egypt to take the 
lead over Palestine as evidence of our genuine desire for cooperation. If you think 
useful you can say all this in my name. 

4. You may add that you found Her Majesty's Government anxious to work for an 
improvement in relations between Egypt and Iraq, this being in their view the surest 
way of repairing the divisions in the Arab world and countering the efforts now being 
made to subvert the area in the interests of international Communism. 

1 A conference of British Middle East representatives. 
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5. But you should also make it plain that our future relationship must depend on 
a cessation of Egyptian manifestations of hostility. In particular Egypt is inciting the 
people of Jordan to civil war and to attacks on her British Ally. I am sure he will be 
the first to realize that unless this anti-British campaign ceases in a country where 
we have long established treaty rights and obligations our relations must deteriorate 
still further and there will be no basis for any fruitful discussion between us. This I 
should regret. 

6. I have particularly in mind the wireless about which you should press for 
immediate action. 

620 DEFE 5/64, COS(56)20, annex 13 Jan 1956 
'Military problems in the Middle East': COS Committee memorandum 
on cold war and global war strategy [Extract] 

Global war strategy in the Middle East 
1. Our strategy in global war is founded on so descreasing [sic] the Soviet air and 

land forces by nuclear attack that the comparatively few Allied forces available can 
arrest the Soviet advance by an air/land campaign. 

2. The Soviets are capable of launching a simultaneous attack as follows:-

(a) On West Turkey and Grecian Thrace with the aim of controlling the 
Bosphorus and the Dardanelles . 
(b) On Persia and Iraq from the Caucasus, the Caspian Ports and Turkmenistan, 
with the aim of capturing the oil fields and advancing up to the Levant coast. 

Russian air and land forces available before the first nuclear phase would far 
outnumber those available to the Allies. 

3. The present concept is to hold on the line of the Zagros Mountains, possibly 
with a forward position on the Elburz Mountains, while reducing the Soviet scale of 
attack with nuclear weapons. It is hoped that plans now being formulated under the 
Baghdad Pact will lead to sufficient forces, with logistic support, being provided to 
make this concept workable. It is particularly important that plans are properly co
ordinated beforehand, including plans for an effective command organisation under 
British leadership. 

4. It is not at present planned to reinforce MEAF, with the possible exception of 
an all-weather squadron from Malta. It is not likely that land reinforcements on any 
appreciable scale will be available from the United Kingdom during the first 6 
months. The United Kingdom contribution will therefore consist of those forces 
which are stationed in the area in peace, but from their present location there will be 
a considerable delay before they can be deployed effectively. 

5. Whilst we should like to receive Commonwealth reinforcements for this area, 
particularly from Pakistan and South Africa, there are no concrete plans for them to 
be made available. Although Pakistan is already a member of the Baghdad Pact she 
has to balance her contribution against her SEATO commitments. The South 
Africans have so far firmly refused to commit themselves to contribute forces to the 
Middle East, though low level staff talks are at present proceeding on general lines. 
Rhodesia has however promised one DF/GA squadron and one transport squadron on 



480 COLLAPSING FA<;:ADE OF MIDDLE EAST DEFENCE [621] 

D day and the personnel for a second DF/GA squadron by D+3 months. It is hoped 
that the first DF/GA squadron and the transport squadron will be fully operational by 
the end of 1956. 

6. The difficulties of reactivating the Canal Zone Base without substantial United 
Kingdom reinforcements, Egypt's possible attitude, and the need for stockpiles 
nearer the scene of operations all require further consideration, and the whole 
subject of logistic support in global war is now under review. 

7. An agreed policy with the United States is still urgently needed. Middle East 
defence talks took place in Washington in June and August, 1955. The Zagros line 
concept was originally developed in conjunction with the United States, but further 
detailed agreement is required, especially on the provision and delivery of nuclear 
weapons, on which our present strategy stands or falls. 

Cold War strategy in the Middle East 
8. Under present conditions the primary problem in the Middle East is not to 

build up a suitable organisation to combat the Soviet threat in global war. It is to 
prevent direct or indirect Soviet action from undermining the Middle East stability 
in peace, and thus threatening our vital oil interests and frustrating our hopes of 
holding the area in war. In face of these problems, our main political action is 
concerned with supporting the Baghdad Pact, resolving the Arab/Israel dispute, and 
preserving stability throughout the Arabian peninsula. Our available military 
resources are strained to the limit in giving firm backing to these policies ... . 

621 DEFE 6/34, JP(56)10 (Final) 18 Jan 1956 
'The Baghdad Pact: background brief': JPS report to COS Committee. 
Annex 

In anticipation of instructions we have prepared, in consultation with the Director of 
Forward Plans, a brief, which is at Annex, for use by the United Kingdom Deputy and 
Planning Staff at the next Baghdad meetings. 

2. The Appreciation of the Military Situation and the Interim Concept of 
Operations1 are closely in line with the United Kingdom Deception Plan for the 
theatre. This is because, since we adopted the Northern Tier concept, our plans have 
necessarily been somewhat optimistic; optimism is also the theme of our deception 
plan. The Director of Forward Plans is furnishing the United Kingdom Deputy with a 
copy of the full Middle East Deception Plan for his background information, and is 
instructing his Middle East representative to make himself available for consultation 
with the United Kingdom Deputy if required. 

3. Whilst our concept of operations in global war is not capable of 
implementation at the present time it is realistic in the long term provided sufficient 
funds are made available in the future and sufficient effort is made by the member 
states of the Pact. As progress takes place, further deception plans will need to be 
prepared but in the meantime the United Kingdom concept will not in the Baghdad 
Pact have been uncovered as a deceit. 

1 See 622. 
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4. Since our appreciation and concept follow the United Kingdom Deception 
Plan so closely very little "shading" of these papers has been necessary and this brief 
is, accordingly, concerned solely with subjects which we consider to be delicate and 
to require careful handling. 

Annex to 621 

Introduction 

1. The Appreciation of the Military Situation and the Interim Concept of 
Operations have been written with regard to the lack of security in certain of the 
Baghdad Pact countries, and have accordingly been prepared to conform with United 
Kingdom deception plans for the area. These papers also:-

(a) Present a sufficiently realistic outline for the defence of the area to (appear) 
militarily acceptable to the other Signatorey [sic] States. 
(b) Are politically acceptable to Iran. 
(c) Conform to a large degree with the United Kingdom/United States/Turkish 
Tripartite2 talks. 

2. In this paper we have prepared, in consultation with the Director of Forward 
Plans, a brief for the United Kingdom Deputy and Planning Staff at the forthcoming 
Baghdad meetings on those matters which, from a national point of view, require 
careful handling. 

Sensitive subjects 

United Kingdom aims 
3. The United Kingdom aims in the Baghdad Pact are:-

(a) To bolster up resistance to Communism in the area in cold war. 
(b) To build up an effective defence organisation in the Middle East under British 
command. 
(c) To achieve (a) and (b) above with the minimum financial expenditure and 
without incurring any increased British military commitment in the theatre, but 
at the same time to maintain the momentum of the Pact. 

4. The United Kingdom representatives should not disclose H.M.G's. reluctance 
to become financially involved. Any questions involving financial obligation should 
be parried on the grounds that agreement on details must await agreement on the 
overall plan and consequent requirements. 

The strategic air plan 
5. Due to the very high secrecy accorded to the Allied strategic air plan, no 

information, other than that included in the Appreciation of the Military Situations, 
should be disclosed. 

2 See 580. 
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Theatre nuclear effort 
6. Since no United Kingdom nuclear weapons are expected to be available in the 

Middle East before 1959 and since no agreement has yet been reached for the 
employment of the United States Sixth Fleet or other United States forces with 
nuclear capability in support of the Baghdad Pact area even our interim concept 
could not be substantiated if subjected to detailed examination. It is the primary 
concern of existing deception plans for the Middle East to cover up this nuclear 
deficiency by portraying a nuclear capability for our forces in the theatre now. 

7. The present lack of nuclear capability must therefore on no account be 
revealed. When this question arises the United Kingdom representatives should state 
that neither H.M.G. nor the United States Government is prepared to release 
information on the quantity, deployment or detailed plans for using nuclear 
weapons. However, the United Kingdom representatives are authorised to state that 
the existing United Kingdom plans for the theatre in war are based on the availability 
of nuclear weapons from H-Hour, and that these would be available in support of 
operations under the Baghdad Pact. 

Deception plans 
8. The current United Kingdom deception plan for the Middle East is designed to 

give the impression that nuclear weapons will be available in quantity at H-hour. Our 
interim concept of operations is based on this premise. 

9. Since we are, in fact, deceiving both the Soviets and our Allies with regard to 
our nuclear capability, it is essential that any questions on deception plans for the 
area be handled with great reserve. The United Kingdom representatives should 
make no mention, themselves, of deception plans and if this question is raised they 
should suggest that the discussion of such plans would be best left until the concept 
of operations had been agreed. 

Command 
10. We are of the opinion that little progress in the development of a military 

organisation can be expected until a command system for the area has been agreed 
and a command headquarters set up. H.M.G. would be most reluctant to accept 
overall direction of military operations in the area being in other than British hands. 

11. Should this question be raised the United Kingdom representatives should 
agree to the requirement for a command system to be established in peacetime, but 
should suggest that details cannot be decided until overall force requirements and 
deployments have been agreed. If pressed in a discussion of the command system, 
the United Kingdom representatives should state that on first examination, and 
without commitment, it would appear from the vital importance of air operations 
that the theatre commander should be an airman, thereby ensuring that he is 
British. 

Reinforcement by British forces 
12. It is not planned to reinforce R.N. or R.A.F. forces in the Middle East on the 

outbreak of war and no significant land force reinforcements from outside the 
theatre can be expected. Although some land force units could be deployed to the 
Levant relatively quickly, the armoured brigade stationed in Libya could not be 
concentrated in the Levant in under 42 days with the existing transport facilities. 
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13. The United Kingdom aim is to develop the indigenous capability of the area 
rather than to commit additional British forces to the theatre. The United Kingdom 
representative should state that:-

(a) Whilst H.M.G. have plans to reinforce the area in war, should sufficient 
warning be given, this reinforcement cannot be relied on and the concept must be 
based on forces likely to be immediately available. 
(b) The resources of the R.N. will be stretched to the limit in maintaining world
wide sea communications and that it will be impossible for this force to undertake 
mine counter-measures and defence of ports in the waters of the other Signatory 
States. 

NATO plans 
14. NATO plans for the defence of Europe should not be revealed. Although some 

discussion may be necessary on the concept for the defence of Eastern Turkey, it 
should be limited to general terms. 

United Kingdom/United States/Turkish tripartite talks 
15. The Turks may well intend to table an appreciation and concept based on the 

Tripartite Talks. The United Kingdom representatives must advise them prior to the 
formal meeting and in confidence of the reasons why the United Kingdom has 
diverged from the concept agreed at the Tripartite Talks, (excluding any mention of 
deceptive intent) namely:-

(a) The doubtful security of certain Signatory States which prevents inclusion of 
details, at least until the security organisation has been properly established. 
(b) The necessity to include some measure of forward defence for Iran. 
(c) The need to encourage the expansion of the armed forces of other states. 

In view of this, the Turkish representatives should be encouraged to support the 
United Kingdom appreciation and concept. 

16. The fact that these Tripartite Talks have taken place should not be revealed to 
other Baghdad Pact Powers. The Turks and United States observers should be 
reminded not to refer to them in open discussion. 

The threat 
17. The United Kingdom representatives should use every endeavour to avoid 

tabling the paper on the threat, despite the fact that it has been prepared in a forum 
suitable for tabling if necessary. In any case our estimate of Russian capabilities 
should always take into account the effect of our nuclear counter attack. As soon as a 
Baghdad Pact appreciation of the threat has been agreed it should be used in the 
preparation of all Planning Staff papers. 

Subversion 
18. The intelligence appreciation of Soviet intentions in the area contains no 

significant military threat in conditions short of global war. The main threat in 
peacetime is one of subversion. Liaison and Counter-subversion Committees have 
been set up under the Baghdad Pact Council specifically to deal with this problem 
and the United Kingdom representatives should avoid discussion of this topic. 
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Assignment of forces 
19. There may well be a movement for signatories positively to assign forces to 

the area. The United Kingdom representatives should, if possible, defer discussion on 
this subject. If pressed, however, they should agree, in principle, the need for this but 
point out that such assignment could not be effective until a command system and 
the overall force requirements have been agreed. 

Attitude of Iran to nuclear bombing of their territory 
20. The Iranians may well show disquiet at a concept involving the use of nuclear 

weapons against targets on their territory. Should this be the case, they should be 
assured that the nuclear plan, when this is prepared in detail, will, so far as possible, 
avoid damage to Iranian life and property. We should try to convince the Iranians 
that the alternative of being quickly overrun by Soviet forces and then suffering the 
effects of the inevitable nuclear attack during the subsequent allied offensive stage 
would be far worse. 

622 DEFE 4/82, COS 10(56)1, annex 19 Jan 1956 
'The Baghdad Pact interim concept of operations': report by the JPS 
to the COS, 18 Jan 1956 (JP(56)3) [Extract] 

Introduction 

1. The concept for the defence of the Middle East in global war is based on the 
effects of the strategic air offensive and nuclear attack on the Soviet forces 
constituting a threat to the theatre and on their airfields, support areas and lines of 
communications. 

2. The success of operations in the Baghdad Pact area will depend to a cer
tain extent on close co-ordination with NATO which is responsible for the 
defence of Western Turkey and the Allied Ls. of C. through the Mediterranean. 
Since defence plans for those areas already exist they are not further considered 
in this paper. 

3. The Baghdad Pact organisation is in the process of evolution and the military 
potential of the signatory states for the defence of the area has not yet been fully 
developed. The concept outlined below is, therefore, of necessity an interim one, and 
will require revision as the Allied defence capabilities improve. 

Outline concept 

4. The present concept of operations for the defence of the Baghdad Pact area is 
to rely on the strategic air offensive and theatre nuclear bombing to reduce the 
Soviet forces to manageable proportions. The main allied defensive position is to be 
based on the Zagros Mountains. Covering land forces should be established initially 
on the Elburz Mountains and operate under cover of the Allied air forces . If forced to 
withdraw, these covering forces would fight a delaying action back to the main 
position on the line of the Zagros Mountains. 
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Air operations 

Strategic air offinsive [sic] 
5. The Western strategic air forces are deployed without regard to military 

theatres and would, in war, be under separate command. The main effect of the 
strategic air offensive would be to isolate the Soviet land forces deployed against the 
Middle East and reduce the Soviet air threat to the theatre. 

6. Co-ordination of target selection between the strategic and theatre air forces 
is required so as to avoid duplication of effort. 

Theatre air forces 
7. Tasks 

(a) The neutralisation, by attack at source, of those elements of the Soviet Air 
Force which threaten the Baghdad Pact area and which are not scheduled for 
attack in the Allied strategic air offensive. 
(b) Interdiction of the Soviet land forces and Ls. of C. including shipping on the 
Caspian Sea. 
(c) Provision of air reconnaissance for the air plan and for the land forces. 
(d) Air Defence. 
(e) Maritime reconnaissance in the Gulf of Oman and Persian Gulf. 
(f) Close support of the land forces . 

8. Nuclear targets. Within the above tasks, nuclear weapons will be required to 
attack the following:-

(a) Airfields. 
(b) Mountain passes. 
(c) Ports and concentrations of shipping in the Caspian and Black Seas which are 
supporting operations into the Middle East. 
(d) Supply and troop concentrations as opportunity occurs. 
(e) Centres of communication. 
(f) Marshalling yards when concentrations of rolling stock and supplies are of 
such magnitude as to warrant the use of nuclear weapons. 

Air defence 
9. Until a comprehensive air defence system is established, those air forces not 

covered by such a system will need to be dispersed in rear areas before D Day to 
withstand the Soviet nuclear assault. These dispersed units would be staged forward, 
as necessary, in order to mount the Allied air superiority phase of the theatre air 
battles. 

Land operations 

Eastern Turkey 
10. NATO plans exist for the defence of eastern Turkey. 

Iran -forward covering position - Elburz position 
11. Covering forces should be deployed on the Elburz Line to hold the Soviet 

advance as long as possible. Thereafter, if forced to withdraw, they should, in 
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conjuction with nuclear attack, demolitions and guerilla action, harass and delay the 
Soviet advance. 

Iran -final position- Zagros position 
12. Left sector. Allied ground forces should be deployed to deny the Ruwandiz, 

Penjwin, Paitak and Khurramabad passes to the Soviets and to give the maximum 
support to the covering forces operating between the Zagros and Elburz Mountains. 

13. Right sector. Ground forces should be deployed to cover other routes which 
give access to the Persian Gulf between the Khurramabad pass and the Straits of 
Hormuz .... 

623 FO 3711121242, no 68 30 Jan 1956 
[Statement by Colonel Nasser]: inward telegram no 182 from Sir H 
Trevelyan to FO reporting Colonel Nasser's views on Jordan and Iraq 

My immediately preceding telegram: Nasser's Statement. 
Nasser showed that he was suspicious that Nuri and we were together pursuing an 

active policy in Jordan against Egypt's interests. He said that the new Jordanian 
broadcasting station had now been opened under Younis Bahri, who had broadcast 
from Berlin under Goebbels in the last war.- Younis Bahri had been subsidised by 
Nuri to run a newspaper in the Lebanon. He believed that his appointment was made 
against the wishes of the Jordan Prime Minister by perhaps the Palace under other 
people's influence. He knew that King Hussein had recently paid a visit to Habbaniya, 
and had long conversations there. He also knew that Nuri has paid Hazza Majali 
£10,000 for journalistic work (he presumably meant the recently published 
pamphlet) and had been ready to pay him £200,000 if he had continued in power. It 
was not only the Saudis who bribed. Nuri might, therefore, be paying for the new 
station. Up till now it had attacked Egypt indirectly, though it was using the device of 
quotations from Younis Bahri's paper attacking him. He would answer it in the same 
terms, and was now preparing for this. If it attacked Egypt directly he would have to 
answer in kind. 

2. He said that he had not ordered propaganda against Glubb. If he had there 
would not have been only one or two references but a proper campaign. However, he 
had complaints against Glubb who was being singled out for praise in the new 
broadcasting station. He then detailed some of the evidence in his possession that 
Glubb had been taking part in political activities in Jordan directed against Egypt. He 
had photostat copies of letters sent by Glubb to the Minister of Defence including, for 
instance, a protest that the Egyptian Embassy were giving his picture free to anybody 
who asked for it and accounts of the students who visited the Egyptian Embassy. He 
mentioned also talks given by Glubb in the Arab Legion such as that to the 4th 
battalion on November 9. These lectures included figures showing the superiority 
of the Israeli to the Arab forces-2 1 to 12 brigades- and comparative strengths of 
the Turkish, Israeli and Egyptian forces. One of them mentioned that Egypt had 
refused to give money for the Jordan National Guard. Then there were speeches 
made in different parts of Jordan by Arab officers of the Legion (he mentioned several 
names and the date of December 25 last) , advocating the Bagdad Pact and attacking 
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Egypt. The burden of all this was that Glubb was not confining himself to his military 
functions, but was actively taking part in Jordan politics. I remarked that he could 
hardly be surprised at the Legion conducting propaganda against Egypt on December 
25 when Egypt was inciting the Jordanians to civil war. Our views and his of Glubb 
differed absolutely. We regarded Glubb as a loyal and faithful servant of the Jordan 
Government who had given the greater part of his active career to the country. I 
sincerely hoped that they would not start a propaganda campaign against Glubb. It 
would be strongly resented. He indicated according to my understanding, that he 
would not do so, at any rate at present, though I should not like to record this as a 
definite assurance. 

3. Throughout the conversation Nasser pursued his familiar line that he was 
only reacting and that the initiative was with the other side. I said that I realised that 
in some cases he was reacting to what he considered hostile moves against him, but 
that very often his actions appeared to the outside world to be Egyptian initiatives 
and he could not always assert that the initiative was with us. I said that he talked 
about his immediate tactics but some time I should like to learn from him what his 
long-term plans were. He replied that he had no long-term plans but would be 
interested to learn something of ours. I then asked him on a purely personal basis 
whether he still thought, as he had on January 1, that a possible development would 
be the Arab collective security pact with Iraqi membership, having some links with 
the Bagdad Pact also with Iraqi membership. He said that that was still his opinion. 
At the time of the signature of the Bag dad Pact Salah Sal em had announced, with his 
authority, that Egypt would withdraw from the Arab collective security Pact. He had, 
however, reversed his position on this and had remained in the pact since he had 
destroyed all the other bridges, but wished to retain this one. Anything of this sort 
would of course not be possible at the moment (here he referred to Egyptian-Iraqi 
relations); but he believed that it would be possible in the future. There might be no 
formal link, but there would be a link in fact by Iraqi membership of both bodies and 
there might be some practical cooperation between the two. He also confirmed his 
wish to have a discussion with you. 

624 DEFE 4/83, COS 16(56)1 7 Feb 1956 
'The application of United Kingdom policy in the Middle East': COS 
Committee minutes on a new strategy for Middle East defence 

[Extract] 

J.P. (56) Note 2 
The Committee had before them a Note by the Directors of Plans in which the major 
changes in the Middle East were assessed, Her Majesty's Government's defence policy 
in the context of the Middle East was studied and a course of action for the future, 
which might merit further detailed study, was suggested. 

The following points were made in discussion:-

(a) The note presented a new concept, in that hitherto the Middle East had been 
regarded as a pillar of United Kingdom strategy and it was now suggested that the 
pillar should be divided into two to take account of the air and sea barrier which, 
running from Syria to the Sudan, now divided the Middle East. 
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(b) Whilst there were cogent reasons for maintaining forces in Kenya, these were 
not directly connected to the maintenance of our position in the Middle East. 
(c) Any redeployment of our land forces from Libya would probably have serious 
repercussions on the Baghdad Pact. 
(d) Our land forces had originally been put into Libya because of the possibility of 
our wishing to intervene in Egypt if that country collapsed internally. 
(e) With reference to paragraph 24 of the paper, consideration might be given to 
Masirah Island, off the south east coast of Arabia, as a possible alternative base for 
stores. 
(f) Account in the long term should be taken of the possible military ceiling in 
Cyprus, whose economy would be disturbed unacceptably if too many troops were 
stationed permanently in the island .... 

625 DEFE 5/64, COS(56)56, annex 8 Feb 1956 
'The Canal Zone base': COS Committee memorandum on the courses 
of action if the Egyptians abrogate the agreement 

Introduction 

The Anglo-Egyptian Agreement on the Canal Zone Base is due to expire on 18th 
October, 1961. Although it is possible that the Egyptians will renew the Agreement 
in some form after 1961, we must plan on the assumption that they will not. 
Meanwhile, they may at any time abrogate the Agreement, or by indirect means make 
it unworkable. For the purpose of this paper we have assumed that the present 
regime, or one with a similar attitude towards the Western Powers, will continue in 
power in Egypt during the period under review. 

2. The aim of this paper is to consider the courses of action which the United 
Kingdom might follow if the Egyptians either abrogate the Agreement before 1961 or 
by indirect means make it impossible to operate the base. 

Value of the Canal Zone agreement 

Present value 
3. The value of the base is discussed in P.A.O./P. (56) 5. In general the base 

carries out four main functions:-

(a) The storage of war reserves for the Army, mainly of ordnance stores, engineer 
stores and ammunition. 
(b) The storage of aviation and ground fuels. 
(c) Base repair of Army vehicles and other equipment. 
(d) Oiling facilities for Royal Naval ships at Port Said. 

4. In addition under the Canal Zone Agreement we enjoy important air staging 
rights on airfields which do not form part of the base itself. 

Limited war 
5. The agreement does not allow the United Kingdom to reactivate the base in 

the event of an Arab/Israel War. However, if as a result of Israeli aggression the 
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United Kingdom is involved in support of the Arab States, it can be assumed that we 
should be able to continue to make use of the present facilities of the base, although 
these would inevitably be subject to some degree of interference from the actual 
hostilities. 

Global war 
6. If it is assumed that a large base in the Middle East will be required in global 

war, the Canal Zone is of value in that it provides the only ready-made facilities of the 
appropriate size. Any alternative arrangements will involve considerable time and 
money to develop. However the base would take about six months to reactivate and 
this presupposes that the necessary reinforcements could be supplied immediately 
from outside, which is highly problematical. Furthermore a base of this size and 
concentration is undesirable in the face of a nuclear threat. Thus the use of the base 
in its entirety in global war is doubtful, and its value should not be assessed solely on 
its possible use in this context. 

Alternative facilities 
7. The base represents a very substantial capital investment and its present 

functions give some measure of return, particularly as far as base repair facilities are 
concerned. 

8. These functions could, at greater inconvenience and expense, be carried out 
elsewhere to suffice our needs in cold and limited war, but the development of other 
areas to carry out the functions of a main base in global war would be extremely 
costly and would take a number of years, apart from the difficulty of finding a 
suitable site with security of tenure. 

Courses of action 

9. There are three courses of action which the United Kingdom might follow if 
the Egyptians were to abrogate the Agreement before 1961 or to make it impossible 
for us to operate the base. They are:-

(a) To attempt to maintain our Agreement rights by force. 
(b) To attempt to maintain our rights by all means short of force. 
(c) To abandon our rights and evacuate the base under pressure. 

Maintenance by force 
10. Whether the denial of our rights was officially sponsored by the Egyptian 

Government or not, we would be forced to deal with the Government so long as there 
was not a complete breakdown of law and order. The despatch of troops to ensure the 
functioning of the base would constitute an act of war against the Egyptian 
Government. This would involve defeating the Egyptian armed forces and 
subsequently operating the base in hostile territory. We do not consider this course 
practicable and therefore do not give it any further consideration. 

Maintenance by diplomacy 
11. Diplomatic action has in the past had little effect on the Egyptian 

Government. At the moment there is no effective diplomatic action which could be 
taken to bring pressure to bear on the Egyptian Government. We conclude, 
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therefore, that the course of trying to maintain our rights by diplomacy is unlikely to 
have any result beyond delaying our evacuation for a short time. It might, however, 
buy us enough time to effect a more economical removal of our property. 

Evacuation under pressure 
12. There remains the third course of evacuation. The consequences of such 

action would be serious. Considerable financial loss would be involved, and the 
military functions of the base could not be effected so conveniently or economically 
elsewhere. More serious would be the effect on our prestige. In particular such loss of 
prestige would severely shake the confidence of the other Baghdad Pact Powers, and 
open up greater opportunities for Soviet infiltration. 

13. The military consequences would be mitigated if we had alternative plans for 
such an eventuality. The effect on our prestige could be mitigated if evacuation could 
be shown to be in our own interest and premeditated in consequence of our new 
strategy in the Baghdad Pact. 

Pre-meditated withdrawal 

14. Our examination shows that, if faced with the fact of abrogation, we should 
have no alternative but to evacuate. We therefore consider it appropriate to discuss a 
course of action designed to cut our losses and to regain the initiative in the 
following ways:-

( a) Preparing alternative administrative facilities in the Middle East. 
(b) Initiating, if necessary, a proposal to end the Agreement in anticipation of any 
action by Egypt. 

15. This course of action requires that alternative sites are selected and when 
this has been done the Egyptian Government should be told of our intention not to 
seek renewal of the Agreement. Militarily it would be desirable to allow time for 
logistic preparations to reach an advanced stage before informing the Egyptian 
Government. On the other hand, the longer our notification is delayed, the greater 
the danger that the Egyptians will anticipate our action by abrogating the treaty, 
with the consequances outlined in paragraph 12 above. 

16. This course offers a possibility of minimising our losses in prestige in the 
event of abrogation and anticipates action which in any event is likely to be necessary 
when the present agreement expires in 1961. The more we can appear to withdraw 
because it is in our own political and strategic interest, the more we shall avoid the 
appearance of acting under pressure from an Arab State. 

17. An incidental advantage of the line suggested above might be that we would 
be able to negotiate in an atmosphere of good will those residual facilities , such as 
overflying and staging, which in any case we would still require in the future. 

Conclusions 

18. We conclude that:-

(a) If our rights under the Agreement were denied to us, we should have no option 
but to evacuate. 
(b) The consequences of evacuation under pressure would not be militarily 
serious provided adequate alternative arrangements had been made; but our 
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prestige in the Middle East and elsewhere would be seriously affected and we 
should suffer considerable financial loss. 
(c) These consequences could best be mitigated by making alternative plans and 
preparation and then announcing that we do not seek to renew the agreement. If 
this course of action is followed it might improve our chance of negotiating 
valuable residual facilities . 

626 FO 3711121243, no 83 18 Feb 1956 
[Egyptian and Turkish attitudes to the Baghdad Pact] : letter from Sir 
E Chapman Andrews (Beirut) to C A E Shuckburgh reporting a 
conversation with his Egyptian and Turkish colleagues 

You may be interested in the following points that I picked up in the course of my 
farewell conversations with my Egyptian and Turkish colleagues here. 

2. The Egyptian, Major General Abdul Hamid Ghaleb,l whom I have known and 
been on first-name terms with since 1937, told me that at the recent Heads of 
Missions meeting in Cairo there was a strong general feeling in favour of keeping 
Egyptian foreign policy in harmony with the West, short of joining a pact. Most of 
those present recognised the dangers of becoming too involved with the U.S.S.R. 
They wanted to keep Egypt out of the communist sphere of influence. They would 
prefer neutrality but being practical men, and soldiers many of them, saw the 
uselessness of that. We had made a big mistake by joining the Bagdad Pact, not 
because we were not fully entitled to do everything we thought necessary to protect 
our interests, and the Egyptians knew how important our interests were in Iraqi oil, 
but because it was just the wrong moment to make such a move. By very careful 
preparation beforehand and taking advantage of the right atmosphere, the Arab 
League Political Committee had just come down in favour of a resolution declaring 
that the countries of the Arab League wanted to collaborate with the West. That 
resolution had not been adopted casually. All the genuine friends of Britain in Egypt 
had warmly welcomed it and had hoped and expected that it would lead by degrees to 
working out sensible joint policies between the Arab States and Britain and America. 
Yet just at that moment the Bagdad Pact had come like a bolt from the blue. It had 
been extremely unfortunate. Nevertheless the Egyptians still hoped that a system 
might be worked out based on the Arab League Security Pact in which Iraq would 
participate and on another pact which could include Turkey and Persia etc. and that 
there should be some relationship between the two systems. 

3. I thanked General Ghaleb for telling me this and told him that as a result of 
our Heads of Missions talk in London I was certain that the British Government 
wanted nothing more than a friendly understanding with Egypt which meant an 
Egypt under Colonel Gamal Abdul Nasser. We knew that there was no equally good 
alternative to his Government in Egypt to-day and we wished him well. We greatly 
hoped that in the course of the next few months relations could be improved between 
Cairo and Bagdad on the one hand and between both these capitals and London on 

1 President of Egyptian UN delegation, 1953; ambassador to Lebanon, 1954-1967. 
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the other. I felt sure that the promotion of friendship, trust and understanding 
between these three would be the best policy for all. 

4. To this General Ghaleb replied that he would agree but unfortunately Nuri 
could not be trusted. He gave me one or two examples to prove his point, tending to 
show that Nuri had lied when he had said that he had told Carnal Abdul Nasser about 
his intention to promote the Bagdad Pact and that the latter had agreed. But I need 
not go into all that here. 

5. In regard to the Turk, he made no secret of his belief, which I gathered was 
shared in Ankara, that no progress could be made with the extension of the Bagdad 
Pact so long as Carnal Abdul Nasser remained in control in Egypt. He did not enlarge 
upon the implications of this. He seemed very agitated, fidgety and fussy all the time 
he spoke and seemed particularly concerned lest the Bagdad Pact structure should 
flop . He said he hoped that when Mr. Selwyn Lloyd attended the next meeting he 
would be able to bring something "palpable". As he said this he rubbed the thumb 
and index finger of his right hand together which is the gesture people make out 
here when they mean that money should be forthcoming. I asked him what he meant 
by this and he said that his country needed help and he had been very disappointed at 
the communique put out after the recent Washington talks. He had hoped that the 
Americans would accede to the Pact. Short of that he hoped that there had been 
some secret understanding between Britain and the United States whereby American 
economic aid would be forthcoming. I made no comment. 

627 FO 3711121370, no 6 20 Feb-1 Mar 1956 
'United Kingdom strategic policy in the Middle East': minutes by J H 
A Watson, C A E Shuckburgh, P H Dean and D M H Riches on the 
new strategic concept 

For some time the Planning Staff have been considering the relevance of our present 
strategic dispositions in the Middle East to our changing requirements there. Their 
main ideas are as follows:-

1. It is unlikely that a major war would start from Middle Eastern causes (except 
by miscalculation), nor would action in the Middle East significantly affect its result. 
British military policy in the Middle East should therefore not be unduly influenced 
by global war considerations. 

2. H.M.G. might be involved in limited war on account of:-

(a) The Arab-Israel dispute 
(b) Saudi aggression 
(c) Action by the Yemen against the Aden protectorates. 

3. In order to deal with these problems we need air strike forces , ground forces 
which can easily be moved by air, and naval forces for blockade and coastal work. 
These must be able to reach the target areas easily. 

4. In the age of rising nationalism, British troops on foreign soil create 
difficulties, especially land forces. By removing forces and bases before we are faced 
with a demand for withdrawal, we forestall political difficulties and the dangers of 
nationalism becoming anti-western. 
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5. A barrier to the movement of troops now stretches across the Middle East, 
from the north of Syria to the south of the Sudan. The oil-bearing areas which we are 
anxious to protect, and the three likely sources of local war, are on the eastern side of 
this barrier. But most of our forces are on the western side. 

The conclusions of the planners are that we ought to move the bulk of our striking 
capacity to the south and east of the barrier, and keep them where possible on British soil. 

The Chiefs of Staff, especially the First Sea Lord, found this idea stimulating and 
useful. They agreed that what we still retain in the Canal Zone would be of little use. 
But they thought we should go carefully, considering what value would be derived 
from our present bases in Cyprus and Libya in various circumstances. 

The planners have now re-written their paper, which is attached.1 The Chiefs of 
Staff will take this paper early next month. It is unlikely to lead to any immediate 
decision, but will doubtless affect long term planning increasingly as time goes on. 

Sir H. Caccia 

J.H.A.W. 
20.2.56 

This minute comments on the paper of which you have already seen another copy. 
You asked me whether the paper indicates "a back-sliding on what C.I.G.S. said to 
Nasser and Nuri last year about the forward strategy". I cannot say that it necessarily 
does indicate any back-sliding from the Zagros range concept, though it looks very 
much as if the planners' minds were working in that direction. Ostensibly, all the 
paper says is that we ought to keep our forces in British territory and to the south 
and east of the so-called barrier from Syria to the Sudan. This need not necessarily 
mean that we would not use them in support of the Northern Tier in case of war. I 
think we shall have to probe this further when the paper comes before the Chiefs of 
Staff. There is no need for the Secretary of State to withdraw in any way, in talking to 
Nasser and others, from the Northern Tier concept. 

2. The planners' paper seems to me a little vague in another respect. It does not 
indicate which are the positions from which we should remove our troops. As far as I 
can see, Libya is the only one which fits their analysis. They are presumably not 
thinking of Cyprus. (If they are, it is an odd commentary on our Cyprus policy.) 

C.A.E.S. 
22.2.56 

I drew the attention of the Directors of Intelligence to this paper this morning. Both 
the D.M.I. and the A.C.A.S. (I) were extremely critical of the paper and thought that it 
was both ill-timed and highly dangerous . They are likely to brief their Chiefs heavily 
on this; (the D.N.I. has not yet seen the paper). 

I said that there were very considerable doubts in the Foreign Office about any 
plan which involved backing out of the so-called forward strategy in the Middle East 
and that I at any rate could not see how we could combine a Bagdad Pact policy with 
a policy of retreat to Kenya and the MacKinnon Road. In any case I think that the 
Planners' paper is based on a serious misconception if they think that British forces 
are likely to be much safer or more popular in British Colonies than they are in some 
foreign territories. Cyprus shows how dangerous such a situation can be and I think 

1 Not printed. 
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we shall have the same trouble shortly in Singapore. In principle I think that 
probably we are better off and likely to be safer if we have our troops in foreign 
territory under properly recognised treaty arrangements which give colour both in 
theory and practice to the principle that the troops are there in the joint interest and 
in the joint defence of the U.K. and the territory concerned. 

The paper is at present scheduled to come before the Chiefs of Staff on March 2, 
and I hope that Mr. Shuckburgh will be able to go and do any necessary probing and 
if necessary point out the dangerous political implications of this light-hearted 
abandonment of the Northern Tier policy. 

P.H.D. 
23.2.56 

So far as Eastern Department are concerned, some increase in the forces east of 
the barrier is necessary in order to meet the increased threat from the Saudis, 
the continuing threat from the Yemenis and internal security in the Persian 
Gulf. This may be met by the permanent stationing of a British battalion in Aden 
which has been recommended by the planners. This paper is also being taken 
tomorrow. 

D.M.H.R. 
1.3.56 

628 DEFE 5/65, COS(56)79 21 Feb 1956 
[Increasing the effectiveness of the Baghdad Pact]: COS Committee 
memorandum by the Ministry of Defence on the financial and other 
difficulties of backing the pact [Extract] 

At their meeting on the 25th November, 1955 the Chiefs of Staff invited the Ministry 
of Defence to consider the form of briefing the U.K. representatives in Baghdad on 
the line which should be taken in discussing ways and means of increasing the 
effectiveness of the mutual defence efforts of the signatory States in the Baghdad 
Pact. 

The measures outlined in J.P. (55) 157 (Final) and in the loose minute from the 
Secretary of the Chiefs of Staff Committee have been discussed with the other 
departments primarily concerned. Before setting down our views upon these 
measures, there is one general issue which needs to be considered in relation to the 
extent of our participation in the Baghdad Pact. 

2. No matter how successful we may be in evading at this stage the issue of how 
far we are prepared to back the Pact with forces and money, it seems inevitable that 
we shall be forced into the open before long. The course of the joint planning 
discussions already taking place in Baghdad seem bound to lead from the definition 
of the threat to an assessment of the forces requir~d to meet it and, if any operational 
planning is to proceed, to the question of the assignment of forces and the provision 
of facilities for their deployment. The current availability and location of British 
forces in the Middle East theatre and the possibilities of reinforcement in conditions 
of global war are clearly out of line with Baghdad Pact planning as it is now 
proceeding, and could only be brought even partly into line by changes in our 
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current policies and by expenditure on a scale which could not be accommodated 
within the current or future levels of the Defence Budget. In short, we have neither 
the men nor the money in current circumstances to make the Baghdad Pact effective 
militarily, and on all grounds it seems desirable that planning should be restricted to 
what is realistic and practicable and that the other signatories to the Pact should be 
under no illusion about the U.K.'s position. 

3. It may however be decided for political reasons, that the U.K. is now too far 
committed to do this, and that despite the risks involved and the embarrassing 
position in which we may end, some measures should be instituted to maintain the 
impetus of the Pact. It is in this context that we make the following comments upon 
the various measures set out in J.P. (55) 157 (Final). 

(a) Command system 
In the absence of integrated forces, any conception of command arrangements on 
NATO lines is out of the question and consideration should be restricted to plans 
for the command arrangements which would come into being on the outbreak of 
war. 
(b) Assignment of forces 
It appears to be politically and militarily unacceptable that the U.K. should assign 
forces for the defence of the area. The most that might be done is to agree to the 
earmarking of such British forces as are located in the Middle East theatre on the 
clear understanding that their size and location would be dictated by U.K. strate
gic requirements. It must be recognised, however, that it will be difficult to avoid 
declaring the size of these forces and our policy for reinforcing them, if at all, in 
global war conditions. Even limited action of this kind will make for difficulties 
in the future if we wish to change the size and location of our forces in the the
atre and the Chiefs of Staff and Ministers will probably wish to consider this 
point. 
(c) Training 
The only forces which might participate in joint training exercises with the forces 
of other Pact members are the R.A.F. Squadrons based permanently or temporarily 
in the Middle East, and particularly those rotated through Iraq, and to a much 
lesser extent, the Armoured Regiment in Jordan. It seems likely therefore that 
opportunities for combined exercises involving United Kingdom forces will be 
limited and virtually confined to those carried out in conjunction with R.A.F. 
Squadrons. 
Both Pakistan and Turkey have Defence Staff Colleges, and for higher training of 
Commanders and Staffs, the existing College facilities in the area should be used. 
Steps would need to be taken to ensure that the Colleges adopt a common doc
trine and agree upon the same Staff procedures based either on U. K. or NATO 
practice. 
(d) Stationing of forces 
In the circumstances described above, we could not discuss the question of the 
deployment of forces in the area whether for training or for war. Further, 
discussion on this point is unlikely to be welcomed by certain other members of 
the Pact since we understand that the stationing of forces in each others 
territories would give rise to political difficulties. The U.K. , of course, already 
enjoys certain rights under the Anglo/Iraqi treaty .. . . 
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629 CAB 128/30/1, CM 16(56)5 22 Feb 1956 
'Egypt': Cabinet conclusions on the forthcoming meeting between Mr 
Selwyn Lloyd and Colonel Nasser 

The Foreign Secretary said that he would shortly be meeting the Prime Minister of 
Egypt in Cairo. Subject to the Cabinet's views, he proposed, in his discussions with 
Colonel Nasser, to take a firm line about the tone of Egyptian propaganda on British 
policy in the Middle East and to make plain the advantages to Egypt of a friendlier 
relation with the United Kingdom. It was not to be expected that, if Egypt showed 
such hostility towards us, we should continue to treat her as a friendly State and, for 
example, to give her financial assistance towards the construction of the Aswan High 
Dam. His object would be to make it clear that Egypt could not expect further help 
from us unless she changed her policy towards us . 

In discussion it was pointed out that our decision to make a financial contribution 
towards the construction of the Aswan Dam had been taken, after full consideration, 
because it was thought to be in our interests to prevent the Soviet Government from 
obtaining contracts which would give them a foothold in Egypt. We could not lightly 
withdraw from this undertaking and certainly could not do so without prior 
consultation with the United States Government. 

The Foreign Secretary said that he was not asking the Cabinet to reverse their 
decision about the Aswan Dam and would not propose, in his forthcoming 
discussions, to threaten to withdraw the offer of British assistance in this project. He 
need not at this stage be specific about the consequences which would follow if the 
Egyptians failed to modify their policy towards us. He need go no further at present 
than to emphasise the common advantages to both countries of a better 
understanding and friendlier relations between the United Kingdom and Egypt. 

The Cabinet:-
Took note with approval of the line which the Foreign Secretary proposed to take 
in his forthcoming discussions with the Prime Minister of Egypt. 

630 FO 3711119303, no 1 23 Feb 1956 
[Egyptian propaganda]: minute by J HA Watson on Cairo radio's 
interference in British East African affairs. Annex 

We protested to the Egyptian Government about their Swahili broadcasts late in 
1954. The situation then improved somewhat, and on November 30 last, the 
Colonial Secretary was able to tell the House that Egyptian broadcasts to East Africa 
were not having a serious effect at that time. 

2. Since then the situation has grown worse. The Colonial Office have written to 
say that the broadcasts are doing a good deal of harm both in Zanzibar and in Kenya. 
They raised the question of a protest to the Egyptian Government. I have written to 
ask for the views of H.M. Ambassador at Cairo. 

3. The most vicious broadcast is the "East African News Letter", which is 
apparently run by a Zanzibar Arab and is particularly directed to that Sultanate. 
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Recent broadcasts have opposed co-operation with the Sultan's government and have 
been directed particularly to ensuring a boycott of Mr. Coutts,1 who was sent to 
enquire and make recommendations into future methods of selecting the unofficial 
members of the Zanzibar Legislative Council. Mr. Coutts' report will shortly be 
published and will say that he encountered a complete refusal on the part of the 
Arabs to co-operate in any way with his enquiry. The Cairo broadcasts have featured 
personal abuse of Mr. Coutts and other European officers of the Zanzibar 
Government. These broadcasts undoubtedly have an intimidating effect on people 
who would otherwise be prepared to co-operate with the government, since such so
called traitors are named and abused in the broadcast. 

4. The Government of Kenya have also complained recently of the undesirable 
effect of broadcasts for Cairo which portray Mau Mau terrorists as patriots fighting 
for freedom, and abuse people like General Lathbury.2 

5. This question was raised with the Secretary of State at the Conservative 
meeting on February 15. 

Annex to 629: Cairo press and radio on Middle East defence 

"Akhbar al Yom"- January 14 
"The Iraqis were about to revolt againstNuri in opposition to the Bag dad Pact and Nuri's 
dictatorship. H.M.G. had, therefore, sent troops to Cyprus should Nuri need them." 

"Ahram"- February 7 
"The West had no right to discuss Middle East affairs without consulting Middle East 
countries. Egypt would never accept foreign troops on her territory." 

'Ell Gumhouria"- February 24 
Colonel Anwar Sadat: "The Bagdad Pact was a conspiracy hatched by Britain and the 
U.S. to draw Arabs into indirect association with Israel by concluding a separate 
agreement with the latter after the Arab accession." 

'El Akhbar"- February 24 
"The victims of the Bagdad Pact were hundreds of killed and wounded in Jordan and 
the Lebanon when the imperialists attempted to bring them into the Pact." 

1 W F Coutts, minister for education, labour and lands, Kenya, 1956-1958; special commissioner for 
African elections, Feb 1955. 
2 Gen Sir G Lathbury, c-in-c, East Africa, 1955- 1957. 

631 CAB 128/30/1, CM 17(56)4 28 Feb 1956 
'Foreign secretary's mission to the Middle East and India': Cabinet 
conclusions on the role of the Baghdad Pact [Extract) 

Egypt 
The Foreign Secretary said that, on his way to and from the forthcoming meeting of 
the Council of the South-East Asia Treaty Organisation in Karachi, he would be 
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visiting various capitals in the Middle East and India. In connection with these visits 
there were three points on which he would be glad of the advice of his colleagues. 

Since the Cabinet's meeting on 22nd February1 he had again considered the 
line which he should take in his conversations with the Prime Minister of Egypt. 
He intended to make it clear that in the Middle East we had no Colonial purpose, 
and that our sole interests were to protect the sources of our oil supplies in the 
Persian Gulf and to prevent Soviet encroachment. Those interests were, however, 
vital to our security and we were resolved to protect them. We were in particular 
determined to uphold the Bagdad Pact. We desired friendlier relations with Egypt, 
but these could not be established unless the Egyptian Government discontinued 
their hostile propaganda and their attempts to undermine our position through
out the Middle East. If they changed their attitude towards us, we could do much 
for them in return-by assistance over the Nile waters and in their relations with 
Iraq. 

The Prime Minister said that he was in full agreement with the line which the 
Foreign Secretary proposed to take. We must show no lack of resolution in our 
support of the Bag dad Pact. If it collapsed, there would be nothing to prevent Soviet 
influence from reaching down to the Persian Gulf. 

The Cabinet:-
(1) Approved the line which the Foreign Secretary proposed to take in his 
forthcoming discussions with the Prime Minister of Egypt. 

India 
The Foreign Secretary said that the Prime Minister of India was also likely to express 
disquiet about the Bagdad Pact. He had been disturbed at the suggestion that Jordan 
might join the Pact, and he might ask for an assurance that no other Arab State 
would adhere to it. The Foreign Secretary said that, if this point were raised, he 
would point out that these were independent sovereign States, which could not be 
prevented from joining regional pacts if they wished to do so. He could, however, say 
that, if India accepted the existing membership of this Pact, the United Kingdom 
would not urge other Arab States to join it. 

In discussion the suggestion was made that India's dislike of this Pact was due to 
Pakistan's attempts to use it as a means of assuring herself of support in a war with 
India. The Foreign Secretary said that under the Bagdad Pact the members only 
agreed to "co-operate for their security and defence" and that our obligations to 
Pakistan under the [Bagdad] Pact added nothing to our obligations to her as a 
member of the Commonwealth. There was certainly no obligation on members of the 
Pact to give assistance to Pakistan in the event of an attack by Pakistan on India. If, 
therefore, India had no aggressive intentions against Pakistan, she had nothing to 
fear from the Bagdad Pact, and a firm assurance to this effect could be given to the 
Prime Minister of India. 

The Cabinet:-
(2) Took note with approval of the arguments which the Foreign Secretary 
proposed to use in favour of the Bagdad Pact in his forthcoming discussions with 
the Prime Minister of India .... 

1 See 629. 
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632 FO 3711121243, no 85 2 Mar 1956 
[Alpha and the Baghdad Pact ]: inward telegram no 413 fro m Mr 
Selwyn Lloyd (Cairo) to Mr Eden reporting on a meeting with Colonal 
N asser [Extract ] 

[On 1 Mar, while Selwyn Lloyd was in Cairo, King Hussein of Jordan ordered the 
dismissal of the British commander of the Arab legion, General Glubb . The initial 
reaction in London was to blame Nasser and the anti-British Egyptian propaganda of 
Cairo radio. In fact there were internal reasons for Glubb's dismissal which had nothing 
to do with the Anglo-Egyptian battle for prestige and influence in the Middle East. The 
men on the spot concluded that Nasser had no knowledge of the dismissal and that there 
was no evidence of it being instigated by Egypt (FO 371/118831, no 11, Egyptian political 
report, 8 Mar 1956.] 

I had a three hour conversation with Nasser tonight in which no mention was made 
of developments in Amman. I did not know of the latter till I returned to the 
Embassy . I find it difficult to believe that Nasser did not know, but he gave no hint. 

2. We discussed the Bagdad Pact. I put forward our position along the lines 
agreed with you. Nasser made it clear that his wish was no fresh Arab membership. 
He also made it clear that any modus vivendi depended on this . Subject to that he 
appeared willing to revive the Arab Security Pact with Iraqi membership and did not 
rule out its association in time with the Bagdad Pact. The link between the two would 
be common Iraqi membership. As regards Iraqi membership of the Bagdad Pact I 
drew the conclusion that Nasser would continue to accept it unless Iraq showed 
signs of weakening in which case he would encourage Iraq to come out. 

3. If he came to an agreement with us on the above lines he would be ready to 
call off propaganda against the pact and against Britain, both as regards the Middle 
East and as regards British colonialism. He would also not make propaganda against 
any bilateral arrangements which we might have anywhere in the Arab world . 

4. On Israel he said he saw no chance of a settlement as long as there was a 
division of opinion in the Arab world . He referred to propaganda against him by the 
Iraqi controlled Press on the ground that he was sacrificing Arab interests to a 
settlement with Israel. He said that made it very difficult for him to proceed. He said 
the Iraqis were alleging that western help over the Aswan Dam was the price paid for 
his betrayal of the Arab cause on Israel . ... 

633 CAB 128/30/1, CM 19(56)1 6 Mar 1956 
'Jordan': Cabinet conclusions on the dismissal of General Sir J Glubb 

The Prime Minister said that, since the Cabinet's meeting on the previous day, he 
had held a preliminary discussion with some of his colleagues on the effect which the 
dismissal of the Commandant of the Arab Legion was likely to have on our future 
relations with Jordan and on the general situation in the Middle East. Our general 
policy in the Middle East must be founded on the need to protect our oil interests in 
Iraq and in the Persian Gulf. The main threat to those interests was the growing 
influence of Egypt. This we had sought to counter by strengthening the Bagdad Pact; 
and there was no doubt that United States adherence to that Pact would be the 
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greatest single contribution which could be made towards the easing of our present 
difficulties in the Middle East. 

In discussion it was suggested that, if the United States Government remained 
unwilling to join the Bagdad Pact, they might be persuaded to pursue the alternative 
course of supporting a policy of greater firmness towards Egypt. Hitherto, they had 
been hoping that a friendly policy towards Egypt might lead to a settlement of the 
dispute between Israel and her Arab neighbours. If, however, Iraq's relative position 
in the Arab world could be strengthened-either by the growing strength of the 
Bagdad Pact or by a reduction of Egypt's influence- Iraq might be able to take the 
lead in bringing about an accommodation between Israel and the Arab States. This 
was a further reason for seeking, in present circumstances, means of strengthening 
Iraq's position. 

The Prime Minister said that, at the meeting of Ministers which he had held on the 
previous evening, it had been agreed that our next move should be to urge the 
Government of Iraq to make a direct approach to the Jordan Government about the 
situation created by King Hussein's dismissal of British officers from the Arab 
Legion. We should indicate to the Iraq Government that we could not be expected to 
continue our financial support to Jordan if the reliability of the Arab Legion was 
undermined, and should suggest that the time might have come for them to take 
over some of the responsibilities which we had hitherto assumed in Jordan. He read 
to the Cabinet the draft of a telegram in this sense which it was proposed to send to 
H.M. Ambassador in Bagdad. 

The Cabinet then discussed the handling of the debate which was to be held in the 
House of Commons on the following day arising out of the dismissal of British 
officers of the Arab Legion. It was pointed out that, in view of the consultations 
which were now to be held with the Iraq Government, it would not be possible for 
Government spokesmen in this debate to make any new pronouncement of policy on 
our future relations with Jordan. It would therefore be preferable that the debate 
should range more widely over the general question of policy in the Middle East. 

The Cabinet-
Took note of the Prime Minister's statements, and approved the terms of the 
telegram which was to be sent to H.M. Ambassador at Bagdad instructing him to 
urge the Government of Iraq to make a direct approach to the Jordan Government 
on the future of the Arab Legion and the question of Jordan's future relations with 
the United Kingdom. 

634 FO 3711121235, no 70 10 Mar 1956 
[Failure of plan Alpha]: minute by CA E Shuckburgh to Sir I 
Kirkpatrick on the implications for Britain's Middle East policy 

The active effort to find a Palestine settlement by negotiation between Nasser and 
Ben-Gurion has been the (hidden) linch-pin of our Middle East policy. So long as 
these efforts had any prospect of succeeding we were able to avert our eyes from the 
basic dilemma in which we stood. The collapse of Alpha last week has removed the 
linch-pin. We now have nothing which we can offer the Israelis as an alternative to 
the terrible choice-either to attack soon or to be slowly strangled by the 
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unreconciled Arab world, which grows stronger every day in wealth, self-confidence 
and Soviet arms. 

2. We are left without a Middle East policy of any kind. The Tripartite 
Declaration is a mere stop-gap; its sole justification was that it held the ring while a 
settlement was sought. Now that no settlement is in sight, it operates only to 
sharpen the Israelis' dilemma. They now have no prospect of peace; no prospect of 
Jordan waters without a fight; they also have no prospect of arms, while their 
enemies grow stronger. 

3. I think this is a situation of grave national emergency. If the Jews attack, then 
perhaps we can find means of saving ourselves by falling upon them. But if they do 
not, the tension and despair of their position will grow rapidly and public opinion in 
the U.K. and U.S. will find it impossible not to support and arm them, despite the 
appalling consequences of doing so. This will destroy the Bagdad Pact and put in 
jeopardy our oil supplies. It will lead us direct towards a conflict, with the West 
supporting Israel and Russia the Arabs. In fact, unless the Israelis commit an 
aggression, we are becoming daily more deeply committed to go to war against a 
Soviet-armed Arab world as soon as they feel strong enough or fanatical enough to 
attack Israel. Every time we refer to the Tripartite Declaration as an "obligation" to 
defend Israel, we get ourselves more deeply in this position. 

4. The first observation I have to make on this situation is that it seems tragic 
that the Government and the Opposition should be so entirely at odds in regard to it. 
There seems to be no vestige of common ground, even as regards the facts and 
dangers. I venture to suggest that the first step ought to be to try and evolve a 
national attitude to this problem. Sir Anthony Eden's former practice of consulting 
with Mr. Attlee and Mr. Morrison in similar emergencies ought, I submit, to be 
revived at once. Mr. Gaitskell1 is badly in need of some antidote to his pro-Israeli 
inclinations . 

5. The second necessity is a further conference with the Americans. We must 
have a common policy with them. I suggest it is important that Mr. Dulles should be 
invited to London for three or four days as soon as possible. He ought to be given 
time to return to Washington and to get his own Government's thoughts clear, but it 
would be a a very great advantage if he could come here before Bulganin and 
Krushchev [sic].2 

6. The main questions before us seem to be:-

(1) Can we find any other Arab route to a settlement now that Nasser is definitely 
unwilling to take a lead? The weakness of Jordan, Syria and the Lebanon hardly 
suggest that we can. 
(2) If not, ought we to draw up our own settlement and try to impose it by 
announcing it publicly and declaring that we will guarantee it and nothing else? 
(This would involve Israeli sacrifices of territory and would be very difficult unless 
there were a bipartisan approach in this country. The U.S. election is also an 
unfavourable factor.) 
(3) If we have despaired of Nasser, ought we to seek to overthrow him and, if so, 
how? We must have full American co-operation in any such effort. 

1 Hugh Todd Naylor Gaitskell, leader of the Labour Party, 1955-1963. 
2 Nikita Khrushchev, first secretary of the Soviet Communist Party who succeeded Bulganin as chairman 
of the Council of Ministers in 1958. 
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(4) How can we sustain Nuri and the Bagdad Pact? 
(5) Can we detach Saud3 from Nasser; and what price could we pay for such a 
prize? 
(6) To what extent should we try to widen responsibility for Middle East peace and 
security by getting the United Nations (and hence the Russians) more involved? 
What should be said to Bulganin and Krushchev? [sic] 

3 King Ibn Abdul Aziz al-Feisal Saud, King of Saudi Arabia from Nov 1953. 

635 CAB 128/30/1, CM 24(56)5 21 Mar 1956 
'Middle East': Cabinet conclusions on countering Egyptian policy 

The Foreign Secretary recalled that, before leaving on his recent tour of the 
Middle East, he had discussed with the Cabinet the line which he should take in 
his conversations with the Prime Minister of Egypt. As a result of those conversa
tions he was satisfied that Colonel Nasser was unwilling to work with the Western 
Powers or to co-operate in the task of securing peace in the Middle East. It was 
evident that he was aiming at leadership of the Arab world; that, in order to secure 
it, he was willing to accept the help of the Russians; and that he was not prepared 
to work for a settlement of the Arab dispute with Israel. Despite the conversations 
in Cairo, there had been no slackening in the Egyptian propaganda against the 
British position in the Middle East. It was now clear that we could not establish a 
basis for friendly relations with Egypt. That being so, we ought to realign our pol
icy in the Middle East: instead of seeking to conciliate or support Colonel Nasser, 
we should do our utmost to counter Egyptian policy and to uphold our true 
friends in the Middle East. Thus, we should seek increased support for the Bagdad 
Pact and its members. We should make a further effort to persuade the United 
States to join the Pact. We should seek to draw Iraq and Jordan more closely 
together. We should try to detach Saudi Arabia from Egypt, by making plain to 
King Saud the nature of Nasser's ambitions. We should secure further support for 
Libya, in order to prevent the extension of Egyptian or Communist influence 
there. We should seek to establish in Syria a Government more friendly to the 
West. We should counter Egyptian subversion in the Sudan and in the Persian 
Gulf. There were also possibilities of action aimed more directly at Egypt-e.g., 
the withholding of military supplies, the withdrawal of financial support for the 
Aswan Dam, the reduction of United States economic aid and the blocking of ster
ling balances. In all this we should need the support of the United States 
Government. The first task would be to seek Anglo-American agreement on a gen
eral realignment of policy towards Egypt. 

The Prime Minister said that the Foreign Secretary had already discussed with him 
and some of his senior colleagues the proposals which he had now outlined to the 
Cabinet. He was in full agreement with this approach to the problem. It might not be 
easy to secure United States support for a new policy on these lines. We must, 
however, do our utmost to persuade them of the importance and urgency of 
checking Colonel Nasser in his bid for leadership of the Arab world. He had therefore 
authorised the Foreign Secretary to put these proposals to the United States 
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Secretary of State, through H.M. Ambassador at Washington, and he had reinforced 
this approach by a personal message to the President. 

In discussion there was general agreement that every effort should now be made to 
persuade the United States Government to go forward with us in a new policy 
towards Egypt on the lines indicated by the Foreign Secretary. In the course of the 
discussion the following particular points were raised:-

(a) Since the Foreign Secretary's visit to Cairo the Egyptians had made a further 
attempt to supplant us in Libya. No further time should be lost in promising further 
financial support to the Libyan Government. 

(b) British influence in the Persian Gulf must be maintained. For this purpose 
British forces must be readily available, so that they could intervene without delay to 
restore law and order in an emergency. The Army must have sufficient hot-weather 
accommodation, whether at Aden or at Sharjah, to enable them to undertake these 
duties . The Navy must have at their disposal a sufficient number of ships equipped 
for duty, under all weather conditions, in the Gulf. 

(c) Further study should be made of the economic aspects of the policy outlined 
by the Foreign Secretary. The Foreign Secretary should arrange for this study to be 
carried out by officials of the Foreign Office, Treasury and the Board of Trade. The 
results should be reported to Ministers . 

(d) An early increase in Israel 's military strength might deter the threatened 
aggression by Egypt. At the moment Israel's greatest need was for interceptor 
aircraft. We had recently supplied them with some Meteor night fighters ; and some 
Mystere fighters were on their way from France. The United States Government 
might, however, be asked to consider urgently whether any further assistance could 
be given to Israel in this respect. 

The Cabinet:-
(1) Took note with approval of the approach that had been made to the United 
States Government with a view to the formulation of a new Anglo-American policy 
towards Egypt. 
(2) Invited the Minister of Defence to follow up the points noted in paragraph (b) 
above. 
(3) Invited the Foreign Secretary to arrange for further study of the economic 
aspects of this policy in accordance with paragraph (c) above. 
(4) Invited the Foreign Secretary to take up with the United States Government, 
as suggested in paragraph (d) above, the question whethe r further fighter aircraft 
could be supplied to Israel. 

636 DEFE 4/86, COS 46(56)1 3 May 1956 
'The Baghdad Pact - future planning': COS Committee minutes on 
the implications of the decisions taken at the Baghdad Pact meetings 
in Tehran 

J.P. (56) 86 (Final) 
The Committee had before them a report by the Joint Planning Staff reviewing 
United Kingdom action made necessary by the decisions taken at the Baghdad Pact 
meetings in Teheran. 
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The following points were made in discussion:-

( a) It was essential that the probable commitments caused by the United 
Kingdom's membership of the Baghdad Pact both in forces and in infrastructure 
should be brought to the notice of Ministers at an early date and advice sought on 
how far our foreign policy will enable us to underwrite the Baghdad Pact in money 
and resources. 
(b) There was a great danger that during the next round of planning studies our 
Planners might be forced into the position where they were in fact committing 
non-existent forces in order to keep the Baghdad Pact alive. This risk should also 
be put to Ministers. 
(c) The air study now being prepared by the Air Ministry was a crucial paper, as 
exaggeration of the threat to the area by the other countries of the Pact would 
continue until this paper had been tabled. On it would also depend the 
infrastructure requirements for airfields etc. which would be needed to provide 
evidence of our air intentions. 
(d) It had been our policy for a long time to provide land forces for the area in war. 
It would be a blow to the other Baghdad Pact countries if we were now to change 
this policy. However we could continue to plan on moving small forces into the 
area fairly quickly in war without committing ourselves to the specific size of force 
or its date of arrival. If a realistic threat were adopted, it was likely that only 
comparatively weak enemy forces would penetrate the Zagros Mountains and 
reach Iraq, and the presence of a small British land force might therefore have a 
considerable effect. 

In further discussion The Committee agreed that:-

( e) A report should be prepared by the Joint Planning Staff, in conjunction with 
the Ministry of Defence, in a form suitable for submission to Ministers showing in 
round terms the commitments which we should have to meet within the Baghdad 
Pact, both in the provision of forces and in our probable contribution to logistics 
and infrastructure. The logistic Annex of the report of the Turkish/U.K./U.S. 
studies carried out in 19551 could be used as a basis for this latter purpose. The 
report should be ready for their consideration by the end of May. 

I. See 580. 

637 FO 3711118862, no 31 5 May 1956 
[Relations with Colonel Nasser] : letter from Sir H Trevelyan to 
J H A Watson on Colonel Nasser's suspicions of British hostility to 
Egypt 

[In Mar the British policy of working for co-operation with Egypt to achieve an Arab
Israeli settlement ended and a policy of greater hostility to Nasser was adopted. British 
desires to use this to undermine and ultimately remove Nasser were complemented by 
the American decision that co-operation with Egypt was not presently obtainable and the 
decision to adopt overt and covert anti-Nasser measures in plan Omega (see 640, note). 
These were designed to convince the Egyptian leader of the need to revert to co-operation 
with the west by weakening his position in the Arab world and within Egypt.] 
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Foreign Office telegram No. 1236 referred to my first interview after a period of 
coolness. (The interview, incidentally, has not yet materialized.) I think that this 
perhaps requires some comment. Though I may be able to get back to a position 
where I can see Colonel Nasser at intervals, I think that it would be an illusion to 
suppose that we can easily regain the previous relationship, if indeed we want to. 
What has happened in the last six weeks has made him suspect, perhaps almost to the 
point of conviction, that we regard him as fundamentally hostile to us and are 
fundamentally hostile to him. 

2. If our policy is to be to continue to try to work with Colonel Nasser and not 
against him, then with great patience and in time it may be possible to get on terms 
of some confidence with him again. If, however, that is not our policy, then this will 
be impossible, as he will have periodical evidence of our actions in a sense hostile to 
him, e.g. efforts to detach King Saud. 

3. I am putting this to you as I do not think that we should harbour any illusions 
that we can have our cake and eat it; otherwise that we can work against Colonel 
Nasser in the Middle East and at the same time improve our relations with him. He, 
of course, has made this mistake himself, as he seemed to believe that he could 
maintain reasonably friendly relations with us at one level, while attacking our 
interests at another. 

638 FO 3711118862, no 31 8 May 1956 
[Relations with Colonel Nasser]: letter from Sir H Trevelyan to 
J H A Watson on the problems of the 'cover policy' 

I wrote to you on May 51 concerning the future atmosphere of my dealings with 
Nasser, if I get back to having dealings with him. I have one further thought on this 
subject, which I should like to put at this stage. 

2. If we are to adopt what you call a "cover policy" and at the same time 
increasingly take action aimed at deflating Nasser and spoiling his plans, the cover 
plan is likely progressively to work less and less effectively and Nasser's hostility to us 
will probably be progressively increased. In fact it may never work very effectively, as 
I have already suggested, since he is now practically convinced of our hostility. This 
being so, we should surely be now thinking not only of offensive but also of defensive 
moves, to meet hostile moves by Nasser against our interests in Egypt. 

3. The first example which we think we should plan for is the possibility of 
Egyptian action to make the Base Agreement unworkable. We shall be examining 
this question in detail here and shall make firm proposals for such a situation. We 
must clearly be prepared for it. Meanwhile you may already be thinking about this 
too and may like to consider whether we should not slow up the movement of 
material into the Base, in order to keep our potential losses to the minimum. I 
notice, for instance, that Vehicles Limited, is replacing a number of wooden ramps, 
worth about £200, by hydraulic lifts, worth about £20,000. Are we, in the present 
uncertain circumstances, really justified in putting expensive equipment into the 
Base on the calculation that it will be required for the whole period of the 
Agreement? 

1 See 637. 



506 COLLAPSING FA(:ADE OF MIDDLE EAST DEFENCE [640] 

639 FO 371/118862, no 31 12 May 1956 
[Relations with Colonel Nasser]: letter (reply) from J HA Watson to 
Sir H Trevelyan on the importance of Omega 

[The file from which this document has been drawn contains withheld correspondence 
almost certainly making specific references to Omega and the covert plans, involving the 
intelligence services, to subvert Nasser's government.] 

Thank you for your Top Secret and Personal letters of May 5 and 81 about your future 
relations with Colonel Nasser. 

2. I think We realise that we cannot hope to have our cake and eat it with Nasser. 
If we are to preserve our essential positions in the Middle East, and particularly the 
oil, we must continue and intensify our discreet operations to detach other Arab 
powers from Egypt, and also to weaken Nasser's ability to interfere in other Arab 
countries (and our own colonies) against us by stirring up public opinion. This 
process will take some time to bear fruit; and in some areas, like Libya, has scarcely 
begun. But as it takes effect Nasser will inevitably be aware of what is happening. 

3. I therefore quite agree that we need, along with such measures as I have described, 
precautionary moves to meet hostile action by Nasser against us, both in Egypt and out
side. We are already thinking actively on these lines. I explained to Ralph Murray our 
ideas on what we could do to lessen Nasser's influence and what he might do to us in 
return. We are considering the consequences of Egyptian action to make the Base 
Agreement unworkable. Your second letter therefore came at a timely moment. 

4. The essence of the problem, as we see it, is that Nasser has committed himself 
to uniting the Arab world and to getting rid of "foreign imperialism" (including 
Israel). Since he cannot obtain from the West the means of achieving these ambitions, 
he has been driven to obtain them from Russia. The Communists seem to be ready to 
give him what he wants in instalments, and then to turn the screw. He may already be 
unable to break loose from the Communists without visibly abandoning his basic 
aims. It is probably true that Nasser does not trust the Russians; that he intends to 
suppress Communism internally in Egypt; and that far from being a willing agent of 
the Kremlin, he would like to preserve his links with both camps. Indeed as the 
Russians turn the screw, he may make considerable efforts to improve his position 
with ourselves and the Americans on non-essentials. But, unless he gives up his bas ic 
aims, which we cannot permit him to realise, we see little prospect of being able to 
work with him, much as it would suit us to collaborate with a friendly Egypt. 

1 See 637 and 638. 

640 FO 3711118863, no 42 27 May 1956 
[Anglo-Egyptian relations]: inward telegram no 908 from Sir H Trevelyan 
to Mr Selwyn Lloyd on Colonel Nasser's reaction to the new British policy 

[Eden had been annoyed by Nasser's anti-British campaign that began in 1955 and was 
focused on the Baghdad Pact as the embodiment of British imperialism. It would have 
been personally difficult for Eden not to have felt betrayed by this , as since 1952 he had 
taken a more realistic and sympathetic line towards Egypt than Churchill and the more 
diehard Conservative imperialists in and out of the Cabinet. Nasser's campaign involved 
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attacks on British policy towards the dispute with Saudi Arabia over the Buraimi oasis 
crisis and on British colonial policy in East Africa. Along with the views of MI6 
(increasingly influential after Dec 1955 when an agent codenamed 'Lucky Break' claimed 
to have access to the Revolutionary Command Council), who believed Nasser was 
planning to take over the whole of the Middle East in order to hand it to the Soviets, this 
led in March 1956 to the abandonment of co-operation with Nasser, as required by plan 
Alpha, and to an Anglo-American campaign, devised in Washington and codenamed 
Omega, to undermine Nasser internally and to isolate him in the Middle East and the 
Arab world. Closer links with Saudi Arabia, the withdrawal of economic assistance, anti
Egyptian trade measures, black radio broadcasts and the overthrow of the pro-Nasser 
Syrian government were among the measures envisaged in Omega.] 

My two immediately preceding telegrams: Anglo Egyptian relations. 
Following is a continuation of Nasser's points. 
2. Nasser denied that the Egyptians had made any suggestion that the recent 

Egyptian- Saudi-Yemeni pact was directed against the United Kingdom. I replied 
that, while I admitted that there was no official statement made to suggest this, it 
was the tenour [sic] of Egyptian propaganda that this was a diplomatic defeat for the 
British and that he should realise the effect created in London by this propaganda. 
He said that the accusations made against him about Aden and Bahrain were totally 
without foundation, implying that he was taking no action against us there. He then 
repeated, as applying to his own position, the story of the man who had been 
sentenced to 15 years imprisonment for murder. On his release from gaol, he met 
the man whom he was supposed to have murdered, took out his revolver and shot 
him. I said that it might be that he was believed to have done things which he had 
not done; but that that was the result of his propaganda, he would have seen a report 
in the Times from Amman that Egypt had, in the opinion of the correspondent, 
probably much less to do with Glubb's dismissal than had been originally thought. 
But it was perfectly natural for people to suspect that it had been entirely engineered 
by Egypt, in view of the concentrated attack on Glubb by the Voice of the Arabs 10 
days before the event. He replied that this, as he had told me, was the result of the 
evidence which he had received of Glubb's anti-Egyptian speeches in the Legion. He 
then complained that you had apparently believed that he knew all about Glubb's 
dismissal on your first evening's conversation on March 1. This was not true. He had 
not known until after the conversation. 

3. Apart from saying that he had read the debates on the Suez Canal and the 
High Dam, he had no comments on these questions. He said little on the Bagdad 
Pact except that his offer to stop propaganda against it in return for an 
understanding that it would be "frozen" was quite genuine. He repeated that he did 
not want to deprive us of the oil which we needed. He also again took the line that in 
general he had no policy. He agreed that there were no specifically Anglo Egyptian 
questions outstanding but said that they could not treat Egypt as being something 
completely apart and could not ignore the area around Egypt. His approach to the 
problems of the area was strategic and he thought about it as a soldier. I asked him to 
elucidate and he gave as an example his opposition to the Bagdad Pact, saying that he 
regarded it as designed progressively to isolate Egypt. 

4. As another irritation to him he quoted the Foreign Office spokesman's 
statement that the British Government had no intention of inviting him to England, 
and referred to the remark by the Secretary of State for War on his visit in March that 
he should visit England sometime. He said that he had been asked by Thompson (his 
English publicity agent) whether he would object to visiting the United Kingdom. He 
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had naturally replied that he would not without intending it to be assumed that he 
was angling for an invitation. The Daily Sketch had then distorted this and the 
Foreign Office spokesman had made the comment quoted above. I said that the 
Foreign Office spokesman could hardly have said less without some correspondent 
interpreting it as indicating that the British Government were about to issue an 
invitation. He did not pursue the point. 

5. He said that it would be difficult for him to make any statement indicating 
friendship to the United Kingdom without somebody saying that this was his 
response to pressure and that it paid to be tough with Nasser. He referred to the cries 
for a gun-boat policy in the British Press. This, he said, was a suitable policy for 
Farouk but not for him who had no throne, no hereditary position and no property. 
Moreover, he could not go on describing his views since when he did so he was 
regarded as being double faced and tricky. He would, therefore, give no further 
interviews to British Press representatives for publication. 

6. He now felt that British policy was hostile to him and cited:-

(a) the Prime Minister's statement of March 7;1 

(b) the Foreign Office spokesman's statement of March 25; 
(c) the campaign in the British Press; 
(d) his report of the Prime Minister's suggestions to Bulganin about arms for Egypt; 
(e) the statement by Mr. Home (sic) of the British Embassy Washington in a 
speech to some public institute in which he described Colonel Nasser as Public 
Enemy No. 1 (I interjected that it was ridiculous for him to deduce Her Majesty's 
Government's policy from an alleged statement of a member of a British Embassy 
abroad at some function of no importance). He would not submit to pressure and 
was not afraid of a tough policy. 

7. I answered all these points on the lines of my immediately preceding telegram 
and ended by saying that I hoped we could continue the discussion at a dinner on the 
lines of our previous dinners, at the house of the Oriental Counsellor before he went 
on leave. He said that he had no objection. 

1 In a Commons debate on the Middle East on 7 Mar Eden stated that for some time past Egyptian 
broadcasts had kept up a stream of abuse against General Glubb which had been distributed all over 
Jordan. To try and disrupt a treaty between Britain and Jordan (Jordan's proposed accession to the 
Baghdad Pact) was inconsistent with Egyptian assurances of friendly relations. If Egypt wanted friendly 
relations with the western powers they could be obtained but not at any price. One way of ensuring Egypt 
did not obtain them was to pursue a policy which on the one hand professed friendship and on the other 
hand incited hostility. 

641 CAB 134/1315, PR(56)3 1 June 1956 
'The future of the United Kingdom in world affairs': memorandum by 
officials of the Treasury, Foreign Office and Ministry of Defence for 
Cabinet Policy Review Committee [Extract] 

[In a prefatory note Sir N Brook explained that a paper on the future of the UK in world 
affairs had been prepared 'as an initial basis for the review of national policy which Ministers 
are to undertake in the light of recent changes in the international situation'. It was in part 
inspired by questions raised about defence policy in a joint memo submitted to Eden by 
Macmillan and Monckton in Mar 1956 (CAB 134/1315, PR(56)2, 20 Mar 1956, reproduced 
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in BDEEP series A, vol3, D Goldsworthy, ed, The Conservative government and the end of 
empire 1951-1957 part I, 20). In response to the full report by the officials (the complete 
text is reproduced in Goldworthy, op cit, part I, 21), Eden appointed a Cabinet Policy Review 
Committee with the prime minister in the chair and with Salisbury, Macmillan, Selwyn 
Lloyd and Monckton as the other members. Brook defined the committee's functions: 'In 
the course of the next few weeks the Prime Minister proposes to consider, with the Ministers 
immediately concerned, what adjustments should be made in Government policy in view 
of changes in the methods, if not the objectives, of the Soviet Union. This review, which 
will take account of our economic and financial circumstances, will cover changes in 
domestic and overseas policy and adjustments in our defence programmes .... [The] 
Committee will lay down the broad lines on which the review of policy and programmes 
should be undertaken, and will receive and consider reports on progress made with the 
review. Other Ministers will be brought into consultation, as required, as the review pro
ceeds' (CAB 134/1315, PR(56)3, note by Brook, 4 June 1956). Reproduced here is an extract 
from the officials' report which appears in a section on political and military objectives. 
Eden's overall review was never completed because of the Suez crisis (see Goldsworthy, op 
cif, part I, 25 for details of the areas of policy scheduled for review) but a report was pro
duced on non-military methods of promoting UK interests in the Middle East. It is repro
duced in this volume as document 645.] 

The Middle East 
47. The uninterrupted supply of oil from the Middle East is vital to the economy 

of the United Kingdom and of Western Europe. It now depends more upon our being 
able to obtain the friendly co-operation of the producing and transit countries than 
upon the physical strength we can deploy in the area. This means not only ensuring 
their defence against external threat but also providing economic and technical 
assistance in the rapid development of their economies and countering hostile 
influence and propaganda within the countries themselves. It is increasingly a 
political rather than a military problem. 

48. The physical means at our disposal for protecting this vital interest are two-
fold [sic]:-

(a) the forces we maintain in the Persian Gulf area and in Aden for the defence of 
the Sheikhdoms under our protection; 
(b) the arrangements we have made through the Bagdad Pact for the security of 
Iran and Iraq; 
(c) the bases serving these areas (Cyprus, Libya, Jordan, Suez). 

49. There can be no question of reducing the (very limited) amount of force we 
maintain in the Persian Gulf, nor of jeopardising the stability of Iraq and Iran by 
failing in our support for the Bagdad Pact. Subject, however, to these two conditions, 
we should review the British commitments and positions in the Middle East in order 
to see what alleviation is possible. They are as follows:-

(i) the headquarters and forces in Cyprus; 
(ii) British forces and air bases in Jordan; and the Arab Legion; 
(iii) right to use air bases in Iraq; 
(iv) the civilian-operated base in Egypt; 
(v) British forces in Libya; 
(vi) Aden and the Protectorate; 
(vii) the Gulf. 

Our military expenditure in the area amounts, from the balance of payments point 
of view, to about £25 millions a year. In addition Her Majesty's Government are 
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spending about £15 millions a year of Exchequer money on grants to Jordan and 
Libya and the United Kingdom contribution to Palestine relief; and about £5 millions 
on other Government services, such as a loan to Jordan, grants to Aden and the 
Middle East information services. 

50. The scope for reductions in military expenditure in this area, on account of a 
recession or the threat of war, is in no way comparable to that in Europe. We are 
spending relatively little on global war preparations in the Middle East, apart from 
the Canal Zone base. And under the Bagdad Pact, which is one of our main 
instruments for preserving our interests, we shall certainly be pressed to undertake 
new military expenditure, for example, contributions to infrastructure projects such 
as airfields in Iraq. Other adverse factors are that the military strength of trouble
makers like Egypt and Saudi Arabia is likely to increase and that the potential air 
barrier between the United Kingdom and parts of the Middle East is likely 
increasingly to limit our flexibility in the use of forces . 

51. The main lines of policy we should pursue are these:-

(a) We should not allow the Bagdad Pact to be treated simply as a military 
association. We should work out with the Americans definite plans to build up the 
political, economic and social side of the Pact, and to transform it from a purely 
mi litary alliance into an association which is demonstrably to the political, 
economic and social advantage of its members. It should be our policy to make it 
plain that such aid as is given to member States is the consequence of their 
membership of the Pact and is given in furtherance of its objectives. Military 
assistance can also be channelled through the Pact, but the Middle East States 
should be encouraged to look to the United States for the provision of any 
equipment and to the United States and ourselves for training facilities. 
(b) We should endeavour to ensure that our military contribution to the Bagdad 
Pact takes, as far as possible, forms other than the stationing of large conventional 
forces in Middle East countries. We should examine whether, at the expense of 
taking some risks, for example with the implementation of our unde rtakings 
under the Tripartite Declaration, we cannot plan a substantial run-down over the 
next few years of our forces in Libya, Jordan and Cyprus, starting with the first. We 
shall need facilities in these places and we must be seen to be in a position, if 
necessary, to exercise military power if our interests are threatened; but it should 
not be necessary for us in the long run to station there permanently forces on 
anything like the present scale. 
(c) We should examine how soon the Canal Zone base can be liquidated. 
(d) We should recognise that the Middle East is now the most critical theatre 
politically and must have a corresponding priority of attention. We should develop 
non-military methods of maintaining and extending our influence, including 
technical assistance and information services; and we should improve our 
Intelligence services. In our own dependent territories, we should do all we can to 
promote education on the right lines; to improve the police and local security 
forces; and to improve counter-subversion. 
(e) We should continue to give economic assistance, so far as our resources 
permit, and where we can foresee a substantial return in the form of economic 
progress and resistance to Communism and to co-operation on the part of the 
countries we help. We should recognise, however, that our capacity for economic 
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assistance is severely limited. Our grants to Libya and Jordan should be kept under 
review with an eye to their reduction if and when that can be done without 
disastrous consequences. 
(f) We should continue our efforts to improve the harmony of American policy 
with our own. 

We recommend that studies be made of these points .... 

642 DEFE 5/69, COS(56)231, annex 14 June 1956 
'Facilities required by HM forces in Cyprus in peace and war': COS 
Committee memorandum on the strategic importance of Cyprus 

Introduction 

1. In July 1955, the Chiefs of Staff expressed their views in a report to the 
Ministry of Defence on the strategic importance of Cyprus to the United Kingdom. 
They were of the opinion that British influence and prestige in the Middle East as a 
whole could not be maintained without the retention of our present military position 
in Cyprus, which was therefore strategically essential; moreover, our military 
requirements within the island could only be met if the control of its administration 
in matters of defence, external affairs and internal security remained in British 
hands. Against this background the Chiefs of Staff Directive1 to the Commanders-in
Chief, Middle East, was written in August 1955. 

2. The BDCC(ME) have recently examined the military facilities which they 
consider should be retained in Cyprus, to enable them to carry out this Directive. 
Their purpose was to emphasize these requirements and to ensure that they should 
not be lost sight of while talks, which might lead to a change in the form of 
Government, were in progress. 

3. The Governor of Cyprus has also examined British military requirements in 
Cyprus in his appreciation on the future of the Island. He suggests that pending the 
outcome of a re-examination of the United Kingdom strategic interests in Cyprus, 
the only sound course is to assume that in the present international context we must 
retain control of the Island. 

Aim 

4. The aim of this paper is to examine the strategic importance of Cyprus taking 
into account the BDCC(ME)'s report on the military facilities needed to carry out 
their Directive and the Governor's appreciation regarding the degree of political 
control which it would be feasible and necessary to retain in order to meet our 
various strategic needs. 

BBDC(ME)'s views 

5. The BDCC(ME) list a variety of requirements under peacetime, limited and 
global war conditions, which impinge on every aspect of government. They state that 
these requirements would be the same whatever the form of government in Cyprus. 

1 See 598. 
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6. They further point out the difficulty of conducting a limited war if Cyprus 
were under Greek control or independent. Such a limited war would presumably be 
in furtherance of British policy in the Middle East and might well be at variance with 
Greek policy. An additional complication was whether Cyprus or Greece would 
accept the risk of bombing attacks on Nicosia or Athens as a retaliation against the 
British use of Cypriot airfields. 

Views of the governor of Cyprus 

7. The Governor affirms his view that, in the present international context, the 
full use of the whole island for military purposes is indispensable to the fulfilment of 
British strategy and to the maintenance of British influence in the Middle East. He 
considers that present strategic requirements cannot be met by the provision of 
leased bases in a Cyprus under Greek sovereignty. 

8. On the other hand he points out that with the rapid development of new 
weapons and equipment, the whole concept of warfare and strategy in the Middle 
East, as elsewhere, is changing. The value of Cyprus as a peacetime air staging post is 
being steadily reduced by the curtailment of overflying rights in the Middle East, and 
the increasing speed and range of transport aircraft will reduce its value still further. 
The Governor has queried whether the BDCC(ME) in their proposals look far enough 
ahead or take sufficient account of the rapidly changing political situation in the 
Middle East. He suggests that unless the military aspects are clarified there is the risk 
that military requirements may unnecessarily prejudice political negotiations. It is, 
moreover, possible to foresee a time-the Governor suggests fifteen to twenty years 
from now-when, except for prestige, Cyprus will have little positive strategic value. 

9. The Governor also suggests that a new approach to a political settlement 
should include a firm promise to the Greek Government that self-determination 
would be applied to Cyprus in our time and on our conditions. He visualises that 
strategic considerations may require a minimum period of fifteen years before self
determination can be allowed, the precise period to depend on re-examination of the 
strategic requirements by the Chiefs of Staff. 

Our comments 

10. We do not intend to comment on the BDCC(ME) requirements individually 
but to consider for what purposes and to what extent the use of Cyprus is essential. 
We examine this question under the headings of global, limited and cold war. 

Global war 

11. The military facilities required in Cyprus in global war should be viewed 
against the background of the nuclear counter-offensive, the development of long 
range weapons and United Kingdom obligations under NATO and the Baghdad Pact. 

Strategic air counter-offensive 
12. Should global war break out it is probable that the initial Soviet air offensive 

will be against the combined United States/United Kingdom nuclear strike forces. 
Akrotiri is at present planned to be an advanced base for the V-bomber force . 
Although by about 1960 Cyprus will be within range of both the Soviet medium 
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bomber force and their medium range ballistic missiles, its use as an air base will still 
be desirable owing to the need for alternative bases for the dispersal of the bomber 
force . The use of as many dispersal bases as possible will increase the chance that the 
counter-offensive will succeed. 

Baghdad Pact 
13. Land forces. At present the planned United Kingdom land forces 

contribution to the Baghdad Pact is part of the division located in the Middle East. 
Cyprus is unsuitable for stationing the armoured element of this force . Under 
present circumstances Cyprus provides the nearest base to the Baghdad Pact area in 
which the United Kingdom contribution of land forces can be located in peacetime. 

14. Air forces . The main United Kingdom contribution to the military 
effectiveness of the Baghdad Pact will be nuclear interdiction, on the effectiveness of 
which depends the concept of the defence of the Baghdad Pact area. For this task 
bases in Cyprus could play an important role. 

Requirements 
15. United Kingdom global war requirements would undoubtedly impinge on 

every aspect of government, and the closest relationships would have to exist 
between the United Kingdom and any future Government of Cyprus if these 
requirements were to be satisfied. The relationship would have to be as close as that 
which now exists between NATO occupiers of bases in this country and Her 
Majesty's Government. Unti l there is some prospect of this close relationship being 
a reality, it would be extremely dangerous to relinquish our sovereignty over the 
island. 

Limited war 

Arab-Israel dispute 
16. So long as danger of an Arab-Israel war exists, there is likely to be a United 

Kingdom commitment to intervene under the terms of the Tripartite Declaration of 
1950 or under a United Nations declaration carrying similar responsibilities. While 
Anglo!United States air operations could be undertaken from aircraft carriers and 
bases other than Cyprus, the United Kingdom could not make a full contribution 
without the unimpeded use of Cyprus. Cyprus would also under present 
circumstances be used as a mounting and support area for United Kingdom land 
forces partaking in these operations. 

Suez Canal 
17. The economic existence of the United Kingdom will for many years depend 

upon Middle East oil and the ability to transport it through the Suez Canal. Since it 
is in the power of Egypt to deny this latter facility to us, it is essential to retain some 
means by which British military power could, in the last resort, be brought to bear 
on this state. Cyprus would be a valuable asset for this purpose. 

Anglo- Jordan treaty 
18. A commitment at present exists to go to the assistance of Jordan in the event 

of that country being attacked. Under present plans Cyprus is the base from which air 
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transport operations would be conducted for the rapid support of Jordan by land 
forces. It is also essential for land-based offensive air operations. 

Requirements 
19. While British commitments remain in the Middle East which are liable to 

involve the United Kingdom in limited war as we now understand it, full military 
rights must be retained in Cyprus. It is doubtful if these rights could be ensured, 
certainly in the near future, without British Sovereignty over the island. However, 
the political development of the Middle East countries may result in a totally 
different assessment of the importance of Cyprus, for limited war, in the not too 
distant future. 

Cold War 

20. In the present fluid and dangerous political situation in the Middle East the 
retention of our land and air forces in Cyprus is an outward and visible sign that the 
United Kingdom means to retain her influence in the area and to honour her treaty 
commitments. The purposes for which these forces may be required are discussed 
below. 

Oil 
21. Oil remains our main long term interest in the Middle East. We must 

therefore be able to honour our obligations to the local rulers in the Persian Gulf and 
the Arabian Peninsula and be able to maintain stability in the area. Because of the 
possibility of overflying rights being denied, Cyprus is not the ideal location for 
forces required for these tasks, but any indication at present of our lack of 
determination over Cyprus will weaken our influence in the Middle East and thereby 
jeopardise our oil supplies. 

Suez Canal 
22. The ability to use and reinforce Cyprus as a base for limited war operations 

augments other deterrents against Egyptian adventures, including closure of the 
Suez Canal. 

Jordan 
23. There are at present a number of operations planned for Jordan which range 

from evacuation of nationals to the restoration of law and order. Forces required for 
these operations cannot be moved in quickly without the use of Cyprus. 

Staging 
24. At present Cyprus is an important staging point on the air route for trooping 

to Africa and the Far East. In the more distant future, when long range aircraft are in 
commission, the importance of Cyprus as a staging point will decrease. 

Baghdad Pact 
25. Although the Baghdad Pact originated as the means of guaranteeing the 

integrity of the land frontiers of certain of the member states, this Pact is also of 
value in the cold war in that it provides the confidence on which political and 
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economic well-being and stability depend. Since the military aims of the Baghdad 
Pact are related to global war, our military requirements in Cyprus for this purpose 
could be met without the need for full sovereignty, provided a satisfactory 
relationship had been established with the Government of the Island. However, any 
withdrawal of British rule which failed to take full acccount of Turkish views might 
cause that country to withdraw from the Baghdad Pact which would probably 
collapse without her support. 

Requirements 
26. We have certain British commitments in cold war which can at present be 

met most efficiently and expeditiously from Cyprus, although it is not the ideal 
location. (See paragraph 21 above) We could only dispense with full British 
sovereignty if two conditions were fulfilled-firstly that our existing base facilities 
were guaranteed by international agreement and secondly that Turkey was not 
antagonised thereby weakening our whole position in the Middle East. As in the case 
of limited war, political developments may result in a revised assessment of the cold 
war importance of Cyprus in the not too distant future. 

Time factor 

Political developments 
27. If it is to be of value, any assessment of the importance of Cyprus as a base for 

global, limited and cold war must be qualified by time. However, political 
developments in the Middle East are unpredictable and might radically alter the 
strategic importance of Cyprus at any time, thereby changing completely our current 
assessment of its value. 

Oil 
28. The importance of Cyprus towards safeguarding our supplies of Middle East 

oil, which will be vital to the economy of the United Kingdom for many years to 
come, lies in the general stablising effect in the Middle East of the presence of our 
forces in the island. These forces are also one of the means by which we can exercise 
restraint on Egypt against any attempted interference with our oil in transit through 
the Suez Canal. Although the development of nuclear power may eventually reduce 
our need for oil to sustain the economy of the United Kingdom, it is not considered 
that there will be any significant reduction of our oil requirements from the Middle 
East for twenty or more years. 

Weapons and aircraft development 
29. It is probable that the development of longer range transport aircraft will 

gradually lessen the need to use Cyprus as a staging point enroute to the Middle and 
Far East but not within the next few years. Similarly the development of long range 
nuclear bombers, ballistic missiles and other weapons will progressively reduce our 
need to use Cyprus as a military base during the next ten to fifteen years. 

30. We conclude that:-

(a) United Kingdom Global War commitments could only be met by Treaty 
arrangements and the closest relationship between the United Kingdom 
Government and any Government of Cyprus, on lines similar to NATO occupiers of 
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bases in this country. We must first establish this close relationship before 
relinquishing our sovereignty over the island. 
(b) The importance of Cyprus in limited war is such that the United Kingdom 
must retain full sovereignty over the island for the present. However as the United 
Kingdom commitments liable to involve us in limited war are eradicated by 
political or economic development the importance of Cyprus will be progressively 
reduced. 
(c) In the cold war it is essential that we maintain our influence in the Middle East 
and thereby secure our oil supplies. Moreover it is essential that the reliability of 
arrangements made for the fulfilment of our global war obligations should be 
evident to our Baghdad Pact allies. Although British sovereignty is not essential 
for this latter purpose, we must ensure that we carry TURKEY with us in any 
change which may be contemplated, and so ensure that her adherence to the 
Baghdad Pact is not affected. 
(d) At present there are both military and psychological reasons for retaining full 
sovereignty over Cyprus, to maintain a secure military base and to act as a 
stablizing influence in the Middle East. Political developments in the area are 
unpredictable, but could cause a radical change in our assessment of the 
importance of Cyprus at any time. Unless any significant development takes place, 
it is difficult to see how we could contemplate relinquishing sovereignty over 
Cyprus for at least ten to fifteen years. 

643 CAB 131117, DC(56)17 3 July 1956 
'United Kingdom requirements in the Middle East': COS 
memorandum for the Cabinet Defence Committee on the aims of 
defence strategy and the deployment of British forces. Annex 

Introduction 

Up to 1945 the United Kingdom enjoyed great influence in the Middle East. This 
rested on our physical control of many of the key countries in the area, our economic 
strength and the absence of any serious competition by other great Powers. Since the 
war, however, a number of changes of great and lasting significance have affected our 
ability to influence events in the Middle East. These changes are set out at Annex. 

2. On balance these changes have been greatly to our disadvantage and have 
produced a vicious circle in which a reduction in our ability to influence events leads 
to a loss of prestige. This in turn creates both the incentive and the opportunity for 
countries hostile to us to take action harmful to our interests. This will continue 
unless we determine our long-term essential requirements in the area and shape our 
policy accordingly. 

Aim 

3. The aim of this paper is to:-

(a) Define essential United Kingdom requirements in the Middle East and to 
examine how best to obtain and maintain them. 
(b) Consider the deployment of our forces. 
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United Kingdom defence policy 

4. The defence policy of Her Majesty's Government is to:

(a) Prevent global war, short of sacrificing our vital interests. 
(b) Maintain and improve our position in the cold war. 
(c) Win any limited war should it break out. 
(d) Survive global war should it occur. 
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While this policy serves as a general guide, mainly in relation to priorities, it does 
not give a sufficiently clear indication of the ultimate political objectives of Her 
Majesty's Government on which all plans for the Middle East depend for their 
validity. We have assumed for the purposes of this paper that our policy must not run 
counter to that in (a) to (d) above, must also take into account our increasing 
dependence on Middle East oil, the security of which, Ministers have recently stated, 
remains the principal object of our Middle East policy. 

5. We consider that in assessing the absolute importance of any issue in the 
Middle East the criterion which should be applied to it is whether Her Majesty's 
Government would be prepared to regard it as a warrantable risk of war. We believe 
that in the Middle East Her Majesty's Government would, in the last analysis, only 
risk war:-

(a) To support a NATO or Baghdad Pact ally attacked by the Soviet bloc. 
(b) To secure our supplies of Middle East oil. 
(c) To secure the continued use of the Suez Canal. 
(d) In accord with a United Nations resolution. 

United Kingdom aims in the Middle East 

6. Whilst it may sometimes be necessary to follow short-term expedients and 
commitments, we must guard against their prejudicing our long-term aim in the 
Middle East, the requirements for which we discuss below. 

Global war 
7. So long as there is no radical change in Soviet policy and the United Kingdom 

and United States retain the ability to carry out effective nuclear retaliation, we 
consider global war to be unlikely. Although global war might start as a result of a 
miscalculation, we think this is unlikely to occur in the Middle East. Further, should 
there be a global war, the Middle East would be a subsidiary theatre and events there 
would not significantly affect its result. Nevertheless, as members of the Baghdad 
Pact and North Atlantic Treaty Organisation, we cannot ignore the attitude of our 
allies who measure the value of these pacts not only from the political and economic 
standpoints but also as guarantees of the integrity of their land frontiers. Our aim 
must therefore be to give our allies the necessary confidence which will improve our 
position in the cold war. 

Cold war 
8. We live in an age of rising nationalism which is often used by the Soviets to 

foster subversion to our disadvantage. Subversion is not easily countered by military 
forces which tend to become involved only when political policies have failed and 
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armed rebellion or rioting has broken out. The British serviceman on foreign soil is 
often repugnant to the local inhabitants. 

9. We must therefore increase the effectiveness of our political cold war 
measures. Certain steps are already being taken, but it is essential that we should 
intensify our efforts in all possible ways. In particular, we consider that there is an 
immediate need to expand and improve local police forces and intelligence, thereby 
reducing the need for military intervention. Furthermore we see great advantages in 
offering training facilities in this country to the military and police forces of the 
appropriate Middle East States. We also consider that every encouragement and 
assistance should be given to indigenous forces under British control. We must do 
everything possible to prevent further Middle East States from turning to the 
Communist bloc for military equipment and techniques. Measures should also cover 
the diplomatic, economic and cultural fields; and we should seek to make effective 
use of psychological and clandestine operations. In addition, in colonial territories 
and protectorates, we must improve and control educational facilities. However 
vigorous our political measures may be, military forces may eventually have to be 
called in and our cold war requirements attained by their use. The location of our 
forces in peace-time must take this into account. 

10. A component of our cold war aim must be to remove the causes of limited 
war. 

Limited war 
11. Russian interference in the Middle East has increased the instability of the 

area. There are a number of sources from which limited war might arise in which the 
United Kingdom might be involved. The most effective deterrent to such a war would 
be the knowledge that the United Kingdom and the United States had combined 
military plans for immediate action against the aggressor and the belief that they 
would be put into effect. 

12. In order to prevent limited war breaking out or, if it does, to be able to 
intervene quickly and effectively we need:-

(a) Air strike forces, whether land or carrier based. 
(b) Adequate ground forces , with air transport readily available, so located that 
they can be speedily moved to their likely objectives. 
(c) Naval forces for blockade and coastal operations. 

13. However necessary it may be in the short term to take strong action in the 
Middle East, a war, whatever its result, would further Communist aims. The 
prevention of a limited war is therefore of the utmost importance. 

Deployment policy 

14. The guide to the composition and disposition of our forces should be the 
degree to which they contribute towards the winning of the cold war and thus 
prevention of limited war. In considering our future deployment policy in the Middle 
East there are three major factors:-

( a) The stationing of our armed forces in certain Middle East countries provides a 
potential focus of irritation and enables the Russians to use nationalism to further 
Communist aims. 
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(b) The implications of nuclear strategy have outmoded a concept embracing 
large conventional forces dependent on major administrative bases. 
(c) A potential air barrier from Syria to the Sudan which in certain circumstances 
could greatly complicate the movement of forces by air from West to East, combined 
with the loss of our control over the Suez Canal, divides the Middle East. 

15. In planning any redeployment the following additional factors must be taken 
into consideration:-

(a) The use of air transport makes possible a new pattern in the deployment of our 
forces within the limits imposed by political factors . 
(b) Our forces should, as far as possible, be stationed in those places where they 
would not be under constant pressure to evacuate. 
(c) Account must be taken of our obligations to particular States in the Middle 
East. We must avoid the impression of either failing to fulfil our commitments to 
these States, or of evacuating under pressure. 
(d) The advantages and disadvantages of the withdrawal of one Service in relation 
to the others should be considered. 
(e) Better living conditions must be provided than have been available in recent 
years, if the morale of our forces overseas is to be maintained. 

16. The above factors necessitate, and should govern, a reappraisal of our long
term deployment policy in the Middle East. The implementation of this policy will 
take time and will be dependent upon the speed with which a favourable political 
atmosphere can be created. In the following paragraphs we discuss the deployment of 
our forces. 

Cyprus 
17. While the present emergency lasts, Cyprus is a military commitment. It is 

well placed and equipped as a base for the air support of the Baghdad Pact and for the 
strategic air offensive. As a base for substantial land forces it suffers from the lack of 
adequate port capacity and poor armoured training facilities. It is, however, the only 
possible location for land forces in the Eastern Mediterranean. In the present 
dangerous and fluid political situation in the Middle East the retention of our land 
and air forces in Cyprus is an outward and visible sign that the United Kingdom 
means to retain her influence in the area, to honour her treaty commitments and to 
ensure her essential oil supplies. 

18. Our military requirements in Cyprus impinge on all aspects of Government. 
This factor, combined with the desirability of carrying Turkey with us as an 
important member of the Baghdad Pact in any changes of Government in the island 
indicate that we should certainly not relinquish our sovereignty over the island for 
the present. 

19. Political developments in the area are unpredictable but could cause a radical 
change in our assessment of the importance of Cyprus at any time. Unless any 
significant development takes place, it is difficult to see how we could contemplate 
relinquishing sovereignty over Cyprus for at least ten to fifteen years. 

Malta 
20. Malta offers certain possibilities as a location for British forces. Though Malta 

would not be so effective as Cyprus in this respect as a location from which to 
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exercise British military influence in the Middle East, it would provide a good 
measure of permanence, particularly if politically integrated with the United 
Kingdom. There is little possibility of requisitioning land for new construction, and 
in any event the provision of adequate training areas for ground forces is not 
possible. The present facilities in Gozo are even more limited. The stationing of an 
infantry brigade in Malta could therefore only be done at the expense of the Royal 
Marine Commando Brigade and the Anti-Aircraft Regiments now stationed there. 

21. We consider that the maximum use should be made of Malta as a location for 
building up war reserves and for repair workshops. The removal of these installations 
from politically vulnerable areas such as the Suez Base and Libya to a place of more 
assured tenure, would add considerably to the flexibility of our military policy in the 
Middle East, besides providing useful and needed employment for local labour. 

Jordan 
22. The overriding consideration must be the political necessity of preventing 

Jordan from aligning herself more closely with Egypt since this would so isolate Iraq 
that she would be unlikely to be able to withstand the combined hostility of the 
remainder of the Arab world. The Arab Legion can now no longer be regarded as an 
effective or reliable force in war. Militarily the Anglo-Jordan treaty is now an 
embarrassment and is of little further value to us. Although desirable for the time 
being, to assist our political aim, the stationing of British forces in Jordan is not 
strategically necessary. Our main requirements are for overflying rights and the 
ability to use Mafraq as a bomber base for the strategic air offensive and for the 
support of the Baghdad Pact. We are examining the possibility of surrendering our 
rights to the use of Amman airfield and the withdrawal of the Royal Air Force 
Squadron from there. Land forces should be retained at Aqaba for as long as their 
presence is deemed necessary to support our political aims in that area, namely the 
psychological support of our Baghdad Pact allies and the maintenance of our 
influence in Jordan. 

23. From a military point of view any future commitment to aid Jordan in the 
event of Israeli aggression should be confined to action under the Tripartite 
Declaration of 1950 or, better still, under a United Nations declaration. 

Libya 
24. Military facilities and accommodation have been provided for our land and 

air forces in Libya at considerable expense. This country provides a good station and 
satisfactory training facilities particularly for armoured forces. Our present 
relationship with the Libyan Government is good, and the presence of our forces is a 
counter to Egyptian and Russian penetration. Such penetration would alter the 
whole position along the Southern Mediterranean littoral and gravely embarrass 
France. Furthermore, our position on Egypt's Western flank provides Nasser with a 
salutary pre-occupation which may be a curb to his ambition. Although the Baghdad 
Pact Powers are aware that our land forces in Libya could not be moved instantly to 
their aid in war, their removal would weaken the confidence which our allies in the 
Pact have in our intentions. We should not abandon our position in Libya as long as 
Egypt adopts her present attitude and Russian-attempted penetration of North Africa 
continues. For the foreseeable future therefore, land forces will be needed. 
Nevertheless it is quite possible that before the expiry of the Libyan Treaty in 1973, 
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political and/or military conditions may change so drastically that it would no longer 
be expedient or possible to retain any forces in Libya. We should in any case retain 
our naval and air facilities under treaty. The latter are particularly important for 
peacetime staging, operational training and as limited war bases against Israel and 
emergency bomber bases in the event of global war. 

Egypt 
25. The Canal Zone base could play no useful part at the start of a global war in 

support of operations in the Baghdad Pact area on account of the remoteness both of 
its geographical position and its chances of survival in nuclear warfare. In limited 
war against the Arab States it would be a useless embarrassment. In a war against 
Israel its stocks and repair facilities might be of some use. The relatively small 
functions which it fulfils in the cold war could be met by other arrangements, albeit 
at some expense. We should therefore plan on the assumption that we will not retain 
the base on the expiry of the Canal Zone Agreement in 1961. 

Iraq 
26. We consider that every possible military, political and economic measure 

should be taken to strengthen the power and stability of Iraq. As regards the Baghdad 
Pact, it should be our aim, by agreement, to ensure that airfields in North-East Iraq 
and at Habbaniya are maintained to a standard suitable for light jet bombers and 
fighters. We should maintain staging facilities at Habbaniya, together with the right 
to stockpile and the maintenance, training and other facilities required in 
accordance with the Anglo-Iraq Agreement. 

Aden and the Protectorates 
27. The need to deploy forces in the Colony of Aden and the Aden Protectorate 

will continue for as far as we can see. The air barrier complicates the move of any 
reinforcements from the United Kingdom or the Levant. We do not recommend any 
change in the planned garrison, including an infantry battalion and a small air 
transport force , which could be reinforced if necessary from elsewhere. Air staging 
facilities will still be required there for the additional aircraft which may be needed to 
lift reinforcements rapidly from Kenya or elsewhere. 

The Persian Gulf 
28. The oil resources of the Persian Gulf territories are vital to our interests and 

we cannot therefore allow our position to be weakened. These territories are in a 
different category from other Middle East areas because they still rely on British 
patronage to give them continued stability and an independent existence. We must 
therefore be able to intervene by force if necessary, although we hope that we will not 
have to station forces in these territories. We consider that there will be a continuous 
requirement for frigates to be stationed in the Persian Gulf, and that, in normal 
circumstances, these are more suitable than cruisers. We must be prepared to fly in 
troops from elsewhere. 

29. As in the case of Aden, the air barrier may complicate rapid reinforcement 
from the United Kingdom or the Levant. Under these circumstances reinforcements 
from Aden, Kenya or elsewhere in that area may be quicker and easier. This would 
necessitate locating land forces in the area with sufficient air staging facilities to 
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ensure that the necessary transport aircraft could take up troops and convey them to 
the disturbed area without delay. It would be financially unacceptable to tie up highly 
expensive transport forces permanently in the area as a local reserve. 

Somaliland 
30. We have recently given our opinion that:-

(a) In view of recent events in the Middle East, the strategic importance of the 
Somaliland Protectorate has increased. 
(b) If self-government were granted to the Protectorate, it would be essential to 
retain the following minimum strategic rights:-

(i) Overflying and staging rights. 
(ii) The right to station forces. 

(iii) Concessions in respect of possible oil and mineral production and pipeline 
facilities. 
(iv) Use and development of ports and anchorages. 

31. We do not consider that there should be any need to station forces 
permanently in Somaliland, but we must be able to send forces there if required. 

Africa 
32. Our immediate requirement both now and in the future is to maintain law 

and order. Although Mau Mau has been virtually eliminated, further trouble might 
arise there or elsewhere in East Africa. As long as a Central African battalion remains 
in Malaya we are committed to sending a battalion to Central Africa should it be 
needed. On present plans, it is hoped that local forces will be capable of dealing with 
these situations. If, in the event, they are not, reinforcements would be required. 
Once again, the possible obstacle of the air barrier to reinforcement from the United 
Kingdom must be taken into account. 

33. If a land force was stationed in Kenya it would be conveniently located for 
action to protect vital British interests in the Arabian Peninsula and East Africa. The 
capital cost of providing permanent accommodation for a force of some two British 
battalions would be in the order of £8;.f million. To ensure the rapid lifting of these 
troops by air to disturbed areas it would be necessary to maintain suitable airfields 
and loading facilities near the location of Army garrisons. It is probable that Nairobi 
airfield would satisfy these requirements with little if any additional expense. There 
would be no need to locate transport aircraft permanently there. Even when the 
advent of very long-range transport aircraft make it easier to meet emergency 
commitments direct from the United Kingdom, there would remain military 
advantages in having a force near its area of operation. 

Conclusions 

34. We conclude that:-

(a) Our essential aims in the Middle East are to safeguard our vital oil supplies, 
prevent war and support the Baghdad Pact (paragraphs 4-7 above) . 
(b) We can no longer rely solely on the threat of military force to attain political 
stability and we must therefore devote much more of our non-military resources 
to this end (paragraphs 8 and 9). 
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(c) Political developments could at any time radically alter the strategic 
importance of Cyprus thereby changing completely our current assessment of its 
value. In the absence of any such developments it is difficult to see how we could 
contemplate relinquishing sovereignty over Cyprus for at least ten to fifteen years 
(paragraphs 17-19). 
(d) Malta would provide a suitable location for building up war reserves and for 
repair workshops, but it would not provide a suitable alternative to Cyprus as a 
base in the Eastern Mediterranean (paragraphs 20 and 21). 
(e) Although desirable for the time being to assist our political aim-namely the 
psychological support of our Baghdad Pact allies and the maintenance of our 
influence in Jordan-the stationing of British forces in Jordan is not strategically 
necessary, although we require to retain the use of Mafraq as a bomber base for the 
strategic air offensive and for the support of the Baghdad Pact (paragraphs 22 and 
23). 
(f) Libya provides good training facilities for our armoured forces and air forces. 
They provide support for the Baghdad Pact and act as a deterrent to Egyptian and 
Russian ambitions in North Africa. We should therefore retain our land forces 
there for the foreseeable future unless, before the expiry of the Libyan Treaty in 
1973, conditions change so drastically as no longer to make it expedient or 
possible to retain any forces there; in the long term we should retain our naval and 
air facilities under the Treaty {paragraph 24) . 
(g) We should plan on the assumption that we will not retain the Canal Base after 
1961 (paragraph 25). 
(h) We should take every measure to strengthen the power and stability of Iraq 
and the Baghdad Pact. We should retain our present facilities under the 
Anglo- Iraq agreement (paragraph 26) . 
UJ We should retain our planned garrison in Aden, including an infantry battalion 
and a small air transport force {paragraph 27) . 
(k) We should locate reinforcements for the Persian Gulf in an area from which they 
can be rapidly transported by air to any disturbed area (paragraphs 28 and 29) . 
(I) We should retain our present strategic rights in Somaliland (paragraphs 30 and 
31) . 
(m) A land force permanently stationed in Kenya would be conveniently located to 
protect vital British interests in the Arabian Peninsula and East Africa. Permanent 
accommodation for this force will involve considerable initial capital expenditure. 
To ensure the rapid lifting of these troops by air to disturbed areas it will be 
necessary to maintain suitable airfields and loading facili ties near the location of 
army garrisons. There would be no need to locate additional transport aircraft 
permanently in the area (paragraphs 32 and 33) . 

Annex to 643: Factors affecting United Kingdom ability to influence events in the 
Middle East 

The major factors of an unfavourable nature are:

(a) The rise of nationalism in the Middle East states. 
(b) The increasing degree to which the United Kingdom economy is dependent on 
oil supplies from the Middle East. 
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(c) Our withdrawal from Palestine and the creation of the State of Israel. 
(d) Our withdrawal from the Indian sub-continent and thus the loss of the "Indian 
Army." 
(e) Our failure to take a strong line in the Abadan crisis. 
(f) The withdrawal of our forces from Egypt following the Canal Zone agreement, 
which has greatly enhanced the prestige and ambitions of the Nasser regime and 
has given Egypt the physical ability to close the Suez Canal. 
(g) Our withdrawal from the Sudan. 
(h) The worsening situation in Cyprus, which is tying down large forces and 
which has exacerbated British and Turkish relations with Greece. 
U) The ability of the Middle East states, being members of the United Nations, to 
influence world opinion. 
(k) The provision by the Soviet bloc of arms to Egypt, and now Syria, concurrently 
with an intensive drive by the Soviet Union for economic and political influence in 
the Middle East. 
(I) The virulent and highly effective Egyptian propaganda campaign against the 
Western powers, and particularly the United Kingdom, throughout the Middle 
East. 
(m) The decline in the effectiveness and reliability of the Arab Legion following 
General Glubb's dismissal which has undermined our policy in Jordan. 
(n) The enormous flow of money into the Middle East through oil royalties and its 
misuse by Saudi Arabia for wholesale bribery and corruption. 
(o) Our straitened economic circumstances. 

In addition, potential causes of friction have arisen between ourselves and the 
Americans due to the strong Zionist influence in the United States and to 
competitive commercial interests, particularly with regard to oil. 

2. Major factors of a favourable nature are:-

(a) The extension of N.A.T.O. to include Greece and Turkey. 
(b) The creation of the Baghdad Pact and increasing United States support for it. 
(c) The emergence of Turkey as a staunch ally. 
(d) The committing of Iraq and Iran to a policy of collaboration with the West. 

644 DEFE 5/69, COS(56)270 13 July 1956 
'United Kingdom commitments under the Baghdad Pact': note by 
D J P Lee1 recording the points emphasised by the COS. Annex 

[Extract] 

At their meeting on 12th July, 1956, the Chiefs of Staff approved the attached report 
on United Kingdom commitments under the Baghdad Pact for submission to the 
Minister of Defence as an expression of their views. 

2. In approving the report the Chiefs of Staff wished to emphasise the following 
points:-

1 Secretary to the COS Committee. 
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(a) Although the steps proposed in the paper were considered to be our best 
course and to represent the most which we could afford to do, they in fact merely 
constituted a facade and were the minimum gesture which we could make with 
any hope of convincing the other members of the Pact of the sincerity of our 
intentions. 
(b) Although the proposals made in the paper relate largely to global war, the 
preparations for which at present receive the lowest priority in our defence 
allocations, they would also have a significant effect on our cold war aims in the 
area. The decision whether to implement them or not should not therefore be 
taken on military grounds alone. The political importance of the Baghdad Pact and 
the need for the United Kingdom to afford it visible support should be taken fully 
into account when considering these proposals. 
(c) The proposals made in the paper have been put forward for political reasons as 
a result of our decision to support the Baghdad Pact. The Services would not be 
able to adopt some of these proposals unless separate financial provision were 
made for them additional to the normal Defence budget. 
(d) In preparing the report, full account has been taken of the views of those who 
have been working in the Pact area and have had first hand experience of the 
problems involved. 

Annex to 644 

Introduction 

The principal object of our Middle East policy has recently been stated by Ministers 
to be the security of the oil on which the United Kingdom so greatly depends. 

2. The main instrument by which we hope to achieve our policy is the Baghdad 
Pact. Its value to the United Kingdom is primarily as a means of improving the 
Western position in the cold war and retaining the goodwill of two of the oil 
producing countries, namely, Iran and Iraq. The Middle East members of the Pact 
value it firstly as a means of ensuring the integrity of their frontiers and secondly as a 
device to obtain Western aid in cash and kind. 

3. The United Kingdom view is that global war is unlikely and she has soft
pedalled the military side in consequence. Unless the Baghdad Pact military 
preparations are geared to the possibility that global war might occur, no sense of 
purpose can be engendered. Much of the enthusiasm and determination of the other 
nations would evaporate if it appeared that the United Kingdom support for the Pact 
was based primarily on economic or political interests. Moreover collective military 
preparations have a deterrent value in that they compel the Soviets to recognise that 
overt aggression can only lead to global war. 

4. Unless we are seen to be prepared to undertake not only measures for 
improving the peacetime military capabilities of the Pact countries but also such 
preparations for global war as will convince both our allies and the Soviets that our 
military support is in earnest, the former may well lose faith in our intentions. The 
Baghdad Pact would then cease to be an effective instrument of our policy in the area 
and, in fact, might cease to exist at all. 

5. If we are to make a sufficient contribution to maintain the impetus of the Pact 
we shall have to accept certain liabilities such as the earmarking of forces and 
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contributing to any infrastructure programme which may be agreed. Until planning 
is sufficiently advanced to enable requirements to be determined in detail we are only 
able to indicate the minimum commitments which the United Kingdom is likely to 
have to undertake in the near future . 

Aim 

6. The aim of this paper is to determine in broad terms the minimum United 
Kingdom military commitments necessary to maintain the Baghdad Pact as an 
effective organisation together with their financial implications . 

Future policy 

7. There can be no doubt that it is only by the use of nuclear weapons that the 
Soviet threat can be reduced sufficiently to bring it within the capability of the 
Baghdad Pact powers to withstand. The concept of defence of the Baghdad Pact area 
in global war is therefore based on the use of such weapons. The Pact countries 
recognise that the provision of a nuclear capability is beyond their means and that 
this must be provided for them. They expect the United Kingdom to make a major 
contribution in the air and in providing the nuclear effort required we should be 
doing so. There has been, at planning level, some indication that they expect a 
contribution in the fighter-ground attack and tactical reconnaissance roles also, but 
we feel this should be resisted and we should encourage them to develop their own 
air forces to meet the commitment. 

8. The United Kingdom policy when setting up the military organisation of the 
Pact was that there should be the very minimum of expenditure in men and money 
consistent with maintaining the impetus of planning. Planning progressed more 
quickly than had been expected and already we are being pressed to state our military 
capabil ities and intentions in the area. Before the next planning session in 
September, 1956, Ministers must decide to what extent Her Majesty's Government is 
prepared to back the military aspects of the Pact in peacetime. 

9. In our examination we have continually borne in mind our economic position 
and have related our suggestions to the bare minimum which we think essential. We 
believe that the contribution of forces we propose below, added to the improvements 
in indigenous forces that we can inspire and foster, would together be enough to 
make the Baghdad Pact appear to be militarily effective. If we are not prepared to 
make a sufficient contribution in men and money we are likely to lose the influential 
position we hold. Her Majesty's Government must, therefore, face the fact that 
continued support of the military side of the Pact even on the most limited scale will 
impose a financial burden and that, unless the burden is accepted, our influence in 
the Middle East will seriously diminish. 

United Kingdom contribution of forces 

10. Because of her geographical position in [sic] the United Kingdom's 
contribution of forces is limited by the fact that, on D-day, only air forces and those 
ships in the area could be available for military operations. Recognising all the 
difficulties involved in providing timely aid and the fact that this must be the [sic] 
obvious to our allies, we consider that the forces indicated below should be declared 
as available for the defence of the Pact Area. 
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Land 
11. Political considerations preclude the stationing of British forces in peacetime 

in the Pact area. The initial land defence of the area must, therefore, be the 
responsibility of indigenous forces. We consider that we should declare our readiness 
to make available in global war such forces as can be moved into the area under the 
circumstances prevailing at the time. While we cannot state specifically what land 
forces would be available, or when, we consider that it would be valuab le as an 
earnest of our intentions if we could stockpile in the area to a limited extent. It might 
be possible for this purpose to put in a token stockpile of stores of a type which are in 
good supply, which require little or no manpower for their up-keep and which do not 
become out-of-date. (i.e. Bailey bridging and engineering stores) . 

12. We could not realistically declare our readiness to make any force available to 
the Baghdad Pact in global war unless we retained the ability to maintain it over 
skeleton lines of communication. For financ ial and manpower reasons it is only 
possible to station the minimum logistic units in M.E.L.F. in peace. The balance will 
have to be provided for limited war as well as for global war by retaining units which 
at present exist in the reserve army order of battle. 

Air 
13. On the assumption that the strategic air forces will accept, for planning 

purposes, responsibility for attacking in global war those targets within the U.S.S.R. 
which are of interest to the Pact area, the following R.A. F. contribution might be 
sufficient to allay any fears that the United Kingdom was not wholeheartedly 
supporting the Pact:-

(a) Four squadrons of light bombers. 
(b) One photo reconnaissance squadron. 
(c) A small maritime reconnaissance force . 
(d) Until the Canberra re-equipment programme has been completed two 
fighter/ground attack squadrons and one tactical reconnaissance squadron. 

14. In the short term, the R.A.F. contribution should be the present offensive 
strength of M.E.A.F. , which is five fighter-ground attack squadrons, one photo and 
one fighter reconnaissance squadron. Two of the fighter-ground attack squadrons 
will shortly re-equip with Canberras. It is not, however, considered that the provision 
of two light bomber squadrons would be sufficient to convince our all ies of our 
intention and ability to provide the nuclear strike force and, as stated in paragraph 13 
above, four squadrons would be the minimum necessary for this purpose. In the long 
term it may prove practicable to reduce the size of the Canberra force allocated to 
SACEUR and to use the aircraft thus made available to re-equip a further two fighter
ground attack squadrons in the Middle East with Canberras. 

15. The maritime reconnaissance detachment from Coastal Command, shortly 
to be deployed to Aden, would also be available to support the Pact in the event of 
global war. 

Naval 
16. We should undertake responsibility for the sea routes through the Persian 

Gulf and Arabian Sea .... 
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645 CAB 134/1315, PR(56)29 23 July 1956 
'Political, economic and information methods necessary to maintain 
and promote United Kingdom interests in the Middle East': report by 
the Official Committee on Middle East Policy! for Cabinet Policy 
Review Committee 

In trodu et ion 
This Committee was appointed to study and report to the Policy Review Committee 
through the Foreign Secretary on political, economic and information measures to 
maintain and promote United Kingdom interests in the Middle East. 

2. We have regarded our study as covering an area stretching from Libya to 
Pakistan and including not only Aden and the Aden Protectorates and Somaliland 
but also Malta and Cyprus. We recognise the importance of both the latter two 
territories to our position in the Middle East. Since, however, the problems of both 
territories are already continuously under review we have not attempted to formulate 
proposals in connection with either. 

3. We have regarded the exact extent by which our military potential may be 
reduced and the distribution of expenditure as between military and non-military 
measures in the Middle East as falling outside our terms of reference. We have 
confined ourselves, therefore, to recommending such non-military measures as we 
believe to be most conducive to the interests of the United Kingdom. 

4. We consider that the immediate aims of our non-military measures in the 
Middle East should be:-

(a) To make clear our intention to maintain and secure our position in the British 
and British protected territories in the region (including the States in the Persian 
Gulf). 
(b) To secure the continued development of Middle East oil supplies. 
(c) To secure and develop the most economic communications, especially 
through the Suez Canal. 
(d) To convince the countries of the Middle East that their best chance of political 
freedom and stability, and of economic prosperity, lies in co-operation with the 
United Kingdom. 
(e) To continue to work for the greatest possible United States support for United 
Kingdom policies, and, in particular, to enlist United States aid (and that of the 
International Bank) whenever possible in countering Soviet economic 
penetration. 
(f) To increase our direct efforts to counter Russian and Egyptian influence. 
(g) To strengthen those forces which favour co-operation with the United 
Kingdom as opposed to Russian and Egyptian influence. 

Political measures 
5. We would draw attention first to the following considerations in the political 

field which we think important in themselves, but which (with the exception of a 
settlement of the Palestine problem) need not directly involve expenditure:-

1 For the origins of this report, see 641, note. The committee was chaired by Mr Dodds-Parker, 
parliamentary under-secretary of state at the FO. 
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(a) We should recognise the extent to which Israel is regarded by the Arabs as the 
creation of the United Kingdom, and consequently as an instrument of our policy, 
and, while continuing to give the highest priority to the settlement of the 
Palestine problem, we should not, therefore, let it appear that our policies coincide 
with those of Israel. 
(b) We should recognise the fact even when the protection afforded by our 
military forces is welcome, and in spite of the economic advantage which this 
brings to the country in question, the actual presence of foreign forces can be a 
powerful psychological and political irritant. We should, therefore try as far as 
possible to keep any United Kingdom forces in the area to the bare minimum 
necessary for strategic purposes and to keep them away from the centres of 
po li ti ea! activity. 
(c) We should recognise the special importance of a satisfactory settlement of the 
problem of the Haud to the maintenance of our position among the Somali 
peoples. 
(d) We should show sympathy with and unostentatiously establish contact with 
non-Communist groups favouring constructive ideas for political change to the 
greatest extent compatible with the maintenance of our influence with the 
Governments in power. Co-ordination between the Foreign Office and the Colonial 
Office will be important so that developments in the Gulf States can, where 
appropriate, be kept in step with those in our dependent territories. 

Present United Kingdom expenditure in the Middle East 
6. Total military expenditure in the area in respect of Imperial forces is difficult 

to assess but, on a balance of payments basis alone, will amount to £56.7 millions in 
1956/7. 

7. Her Majesty's Government's expenditure in other directions in this area for 
1956/7 is set out at Annex A2 and is of the order of £31~ millions. A substantial 
proportion of this expenditure is devoted to support of local military and other 
security forces; it includes in particular £9~ millions in respect of the Arab Legion 
and other Jordan Forces. 

8. These figures take no account of a number of additional commitments either 
already accepted or which we may well have to undertake in whole or in part, and 
which are set out in Annex B. These amount to capital expenditure of the order of 
perhaps £8% millions and recurrent expenditure of some £3 millions, but even so 
take no account of the cost of expansion of the Libyan armed forces or of the Jordan 
air force, nor of the possibility of a Palestine settlement which would cost us £15 
millions. Thus, even as matters stand, in a year or two's time expenditure in the area 
might be running at the rate of £34~ millions a year. This is a very substantial total 
comparing with the present figure of £9 millions in the Far East and £18 millions for 
all Colonial Welfare and Development, and excluding representational costs is not far 
short of half of Her Majesty's Government's current budgetary expenditure on non
military items overseas. It is therefore of great importance to ensure that sums of 
this order of magnitude are spent to the best advantage and to establish priorities for 
expenditure within the area. There is at present a serious lack of balance in this 
expenditure, the most glaring example being Jordan where large sums are being 

2 Annexes not printed. 
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spent on budgetary and economic aid without commensurate return. On the other 
hand expenditure on the Bagdad Pact-one of the main instruments of British policy 
in the Middle East, and on the information services, is at present extremely small. 
Present expenditure on development in the Trucial States also falls considerably 
short of what H.M. Political Resident in the Persian Gulf considers to be the 
minimum necessary to maintain our position there . We should endeavour to secure 
a more sensible balance and in particular to reduce our commitments in Jordan 
while retaining our essential bases there. 

Need for increased non-military expenditures 
9. We now consider in broad terms the measures on which we believe further 

expenditure to be necessary if our position in the Middle East is to be satisfactorily 
maintained. Some further expenditure will be necessary for internal security (as in 
the Aden Protectorates) . The remaining measures fall under the general headings of 
economic aid, and development of trade, information, and technical assistance. 

Economic aid 
10. We have in mind here not only assistance with the development of British 

dependent territories and Protectorates, with particular reference to the Aden 
Protectorate, Somaliland and the Gulf States, but aid to other countries, the chief 
instrument for which should be the Bagdad Pact. The scale of financial effort here 
need not be very great because of the resources already available to some of the Pact 
members through their oil revenues, but our contribution should be significantly 
larger than the £50,000 a year now approved. Moreover in the case of the Somali land 
and Aden Protectorates, and of certain of the Gulf States, the rate of development 
may be kept below what is politically desirable by the inability of the local 
administrations to plan and carry out larger development programmes. This can only 
be remedied by the increased provision of administrative and/or techn ical staff, 
which may involve increases in grants-in-aid of administration. In Libya we have 
recently agreed to increase our budget subsidy and to expand the local armed forces. 
In addition it has been suggested that we might study with the United States 
Government the possibility of markedly stepping up the rate of development in Libya 
where in view of the low population an impressive political effect, notably on Egypt, 
might be produced at relatively little cost. 

11. In general we need on the one hand to demonstrate that on our side co
operation is given willingly, generously, and effectively, thus weakening the 
psychological attraction of Russian and Egyptian offers, and on the other to take 
such steps as we can to counter Soviet economic penetration in the area. There is no 
way of preventing some offers from the Soviet bloc being accepted, but there will be 
occasions when it will be particularly important to prevent the Soviets from 
achieving a dominant role in financing or carrying out a particular project. In such 
cases our own resources are likely to be used more effectively in combination with 
those of other Western Powers. The necessary machinery to this end is being 
discussed with the Americans. 

Trade 
12. The Middle East (Official) Committee have been examining the possibility of 

increasing our share of trade with the Middle East and have recommended in 
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particular that the possibility of cover by the Export Credits Guarantee Department 
for the capital risks of British firms in establishing selling or servicing organisations, 
or investing in local industries should be explored. We are agreed that every effort 
must be made to interest British firms in the possibilities of this area, both for the 
political reasons and because of the large sterling balances now available to the oil 
producing countries. While recognising the objections to subsidising United 
Kingdom exports, we consider that a study should be made of the possibilities of 
ensuring at least that British consulting engineers are able to compete successfully 
for important surveys and projects in the area. 

Information 
13. This aspect is of special significance in the Middle East because of the 

importance of the spoken word in this area with its single language, the effective 
propaganda services already established by Egypt, and the evident increase in 
Russian attention to the region as a whole, both in itself and as a base for infiltration 
into Africa further south. Our efforts should not only be intensified but should be 
sustained long enough for them to produce their effect. We note that it has so far 
only been possible to increase the British Council's expenditure in the area by 
£150,000-half the figure recommended by the Middle East Oil Committee last 
year.3 Further expenditure is urgently necessary on broadcasting (both by way of 
relaying B.B.C. programmes and the establishment of new transmitting stations, e.g. 
in the Gulf and North Africa) and on the production of broadcasting and television 
material. Further resources should also be devoted to magazine production and to 
the issue of Arabic translations of English books. 

Technical assistance 
14. We attach great importance to the provision of training facilities by the 

Services for the armed forces of the Middle Eastern countries, including the loan of 
British instructors and professional advisers . Much could be done in an unspectacu
lar lar way by allowing Service personnel to give instruction to local forces , e.g. in 
Libya. Greater efforts should also be made to provide British professors and lecturers 
for Middle East universities and technical schools; more places should be provided in 
British educational institutions for Middle East students; and we should help Middle 
East countries to set up their own training courses for school teachers in order to avoid 
the employment of Egyptians. The difficulty here is the availability of British staff for 
such purposes. We consider that the new central pool contemplated in paragraphs 3 
and 4 of Cmd. 97684 would ease this situation by offering prospects of steady employ
ment to people who are prepared to serve permanently abroad. 

Programme of additional expenditure 
15. Annex C contains a list of projects which the political considerations render 

necessary and urgent though we have not been able to go into the details in all cases. 
These provide for the following additional annual expenditure on:-

3 See 607. 
4 'Her Majesty's Overseas Civil Service: statement of policy regarding organisation', Cmd 9768, 17 May 
1956, reproduced in BDEEP series A, vol 3, D Goldsworthy, ed, The Conservative government and the end 
of empire 1951-1957 part !I, 242. 
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Broadcasting . . .. . . . .. . . 

Information ........... . 
Development .. .. ... ... . 

£59,000 

£254,000 
£255,000 

£568,000 

(plus £330,000 capital 
expenditure) 

(plus £330,000 capital 
expenditure) 

16. We have expressed recurrent costs in terms of annual expenditure, but it 
must be realised that in practice the incidence of these costs will vary from year to 
year. It has not yet been possible to provide an estimate of the further costs which 
might be incurred on technical training and education: we understand that the 
Minister of Defence has put forward separately proposals for financing the provision 
of training facilities by the Services, which might cost £300,000 for the Middle East 
area. 

17. We regard the total additional expenditure contemplated as by no means 
large by comparison with existing expenditures, more particularly if any savings 
are to be found from these, e.g. from the present Jordan subsidies. We should, 
however, draw attention to two directions in which further expenditure might have 
to be incurred. In the first place the Chiefs of Staff consider that the Bagdad Pact 
military organisation will inevitably engender militarily plans which will go beyond 
what the United Kingdom would regard as militarily necessary, but which it will be 
impossible entirely to discount if confidence in the Pact is to be maintained among 
its Middle East members. For example, there may be pressure for a skeleton 
Command organisation, and for a modest programme of military infrastructure. 
The United Kingdom financial contribution is hard to assess in the present early 
stage of planning; it might mean an initial capital cost of about £500,000 and an 
annually recurring cost of about £600,000. In the second place we have made no 
estimate of such further commitments as it may be considered necessary from 
time to time to incur in countering particular drives in the Soviet economic offen
sive. There can be no doubt that a very large field of aid will remain in the Middle 
East into which it will not be possible to prevent the Soviet bloc from entering 
should they so desire. Fortunately, however, large portions of the area are already 
well served with large oil revenues. For this reason we would attach the highest 
importance to improvement in our information services and the spreading of 
British influence by the services which our own people can give as teachers and 
technical experts. 

Recommendations 
18. We therefore recommend that the Policy Review Committee:-

(i) should approve that any additional expenditure which may be authorised 
should be incurred in the general directions set out in this report; 
(ii) should indicate, if need be on a provisional basis, the annual increase which is 
likely to be available in non-military expenditure in the Middle East. 
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646 DEFE 4/91, COS 105(56)1 25 Oct 1956 
'Strategic importance of Jordan': report by the JPS to the COS, 24 Oct 
1956 (JP( 56) 161) on whether the abrogation of the Anglo- Jordanian 
treaty would be militarily acceptable 

Introduction 

1. The Foreign Office have stated that it would help them in the formulation of 
policy towards Jordan to know the precise degree of military importance attached to 
the continuance of our present support. 

2. The Chiefs of Staff in an interim expression of their views stated that militarily 
the Anglo-Jordan Treaty is now an embarrassment and is of little further value; and 
that the stationing of British forces in Jordan is not strategically necessary although 
desirable in so far as it assists our political aim. They have also stated that 
consideration should be given to the return of Amman Airfield to Jordan and the 
withdrawal of the resident DF/GA squadron. The main military requirements in 
Jordan have been stated1 as overflying rights and the ability to use Mafraq as a 
bomber base for the strategic air offensive and for the support of the Baghdad Pact. 

3. The Foreign Office point out that these requirements can only be satisfied by 
maintaining the Treaty. They are therefore asking the Chiefs of Staff whether it is 
worth retaining the Treaty in order to preserve these particular facilities or whether 
it could be abrogated at the first suitable opportunity. 

Aim 

4. The aim of this paper is to examine whether the abrogation of the 
Anglo-Jordan Treaty at the first suitable political opportunity would be militarily 
acceptable. 

Basic factors affecting current policy 

5. This problem involves considerations in which political and military factors 
are very closely bound together. The specifically military considerations relating to 
the possible liquidation of the Anglo-Jordan Treaty must be assessed against the 
following basic political factors:-

(a) The overriding consideration must be the political necessity of preventing 
Jordan from aligning herself more closely with Egypt since this would so isolate 
Iraq that she would be unlikely to be able to withstand the combined hostility of 
the remainder of the Arab world. 
(b) The need to consider the attitude of Jordan, who measures the value of the 
Treaty not only from the political and economic stand points but also as a 
guarantee of the integrity of her land frontier; our aim being to give her the 
necessary confidence which will improve our position in the cold war. 
(c) The need to prevent further Middle East states turning towards Egypt and the 
Communist bloc for military equipment and techniques. 

1 See 543. 
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(d) The need to provide psychological support to our Baghdad Pact allies by 
retaining forces and influence in Jordan. 
(e) The need to contribute to our essential aim in the Middle East, which is to 
safeguard our vital oil supplies there, by maintaining the stability of the Arab 
States. 

Support of the deterrent 

6. The airfield at Mafraq has been designed and developed primarily as a 
refuelling base for the medium bomber force in global war. As such it is important 
both in peacetime as part of the deterrent and for operations in war. The degree of 
importance cannot be exactly specified. An effective deterrent depends on the 
possession of a number of bases outside the United Kingdom, of which the only other 
British one at present in the Middle East is Akrotiri. Any reduction in the number of 
bases reduces the value of the deterrent and the ability to use the RAF medium 
bomber force against certain targets in Russia. The retention, however, of any one 
base cannot be stated as vital unless its function cannot be taken over by other bases 
in the pattern of Anglo-American strategic air power. Thus the retention of Mafraq 
for this purpose is highly desirable but cannot in present circumstances be stated as 
vital. 

Overflying and staging rights 

7. Staging rights. The Jordan airfields afford convenient Staging facilities in 
normal peacetime conditions for short-range fighters en route to the Far East. An 
alternative route exists via Cyprus but it allows less margin for diversions and 
involves permission to overfly Syria, which can be withheld without contravention of 
any treaty obligations. To this extent it would in theory be a less useful route than 
the present route via Egypt and Jordan. However, the attitude of Egypt may at any 
time become obstructive and make the present route unreliable. In any case 
reinforcement of the Far East with short-range fighters is dependent on the 
agreement of India and it cannot therefore be relied on in emergency. 

8. Overflying rights. An agreement with Jordan to ensure overflying rights 
would be useful to enable us to airlift troops across the Middle East most 
economically and expeditiously. To be of value such rights would need to be coupled 
with a similar agreement with Israel. 

9. Staging and overflying rights, however, are not of such importance as to make 
essential the continuance of our present commitments to Jordan. Even should the 
Treaty be abrogated it might be possible, and would certainly be desirable, to 
negotiate a separate agreement to secure them. 

Support of the Baghdad Pact 

10. The value of the Baghdad Pact lies in its political rather than its military 
effect; the Pact would undoubtedly be much weakened politically if the United 
Kingdom could not demonstrate an ability to give it immediate military backing. 
Visible signs of our military intentions are therefore a cold war weapon whose 
importance will continue so long as the Baghdad Pact remains in existence in its 
present form. 
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Land force facilities in Jordan 
11. In Pact plans to date we have not promised any specific land force 

contribution to the Baghdad Pact in Global War. We have further indicated that any 
contribution we make must be considered as a bonus. The Pact countries already 
appreciate that a United Kingdom land force contribution cannot be expected for the 
initial defence of the Elburz Line. 

12. Present plans include the immediate development of Jordan on the outbreak 
of war as part of the lines of communication into Iraq. Facilities expected of Jordan 
include the use of Jordan Arab Army Communication Zone units, access to our 
stocks in Jordan and the use of the port of Aqaba and the communications from it. 
Initially the only land forces near the Baghdad Pact area would be the armoured 
regiment stationed in Aqaba. 

13. The development of these lines of communication is becoming increasingly 
doubtful and the Chiefs of Staff have already, for other reasons, recommended2 the 
provision of stockpiles in Iraq. As detailed planning proceeds it is becoming 
abundantly clear to our Baghdad Pact Allies that, unless we do stockpile, the United 
Kingdom will be in no position to provide a significant land force, even if, in the 
event, we are able to provide and move such forces. 

14. Although the retention of our military rights in Jordan does not greatly 
enhance the defence of the Pact area, it does provide visible evidence of our intention 
to assist in the land battle. This evidence is important at present if political 
confidence is to be retained. 

15. Thus although the abrogation of the treaty would have no appreciable 
military effects, it might have considerable political repercussions . Those could 
perhaps be lessened if agreement on stockpiling for a United Kingdom land force in 
Iraq could be reached. 

Air facilities in Jordan 

16. In support of the Baghdad Pact, the chief value of Mafraq airfield would be as 
a staging post for transport and fighter aircraft. The transport commitment depends 
on the land force requirement for lifting stores or personnel from Jordan to the Pact 
theatre . Staging facil ities for fighters are useful but not indispensable. 

17. Mafraq could also in war provide additional dispersal and re-fuelling facilities 
for light bombers. However, the Chiefs of Staff have already recommended that the 
United Kingdom should be prepared to contribute towards the construction of 
forward airfields in the Pact area for the light bomber force . This coupled with the 
fact that United Kingdom air forces could operate from Cyprus would seem to 
indicate that there is no essential need to use Mafraq as a light bomber airfield. 

Conclusions 

18. We conclude that:-

(a) The use of Mafraq in support of the deterrent in peacetime and for bomber 
operations in global war is highly desirable but not vital. 

2 See 643. 
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(b) There are advantages to be gained from retaining overflying rights and staging 
facilities but these are not militarily essential. 
(c) The abrogation of the Anglo-Jordan Treaty would not significantly affect our 
military support to the Baghdad Pact. It would however have certain political 
repercussions which would weaken the Pact. 
(d) Should there be important political and economical advantages to be gained 
from abrogating the Treaty, there would be no overriding military objection. 

64 7 DEFE 5/72, COS(56)418 22 Nov 1956 
[Future of the Baghdad Pact]: inward despatch no 277 from 
M R Wright (Baghdad) to FO on the need to give fresh impetus to the 
pact 

In your despatch No. 233 of the l Oth of October you forwarded a copy of a Turkish 
Aide Memoire of the 24th of September about the future of the Baghdad Pact. The 
forthcoming series of meetings in Karachi in January, 1957 may well be of crucial 
importance in determining whether the doubts implicit in the Turkish paper about 
the effectiveness of the Pact as an instrument of political, military and economic co
operation can be dispelled. They seem unlikely to be unless the Pact can be given a 
decisive new impetus at Karachi, not only by the Council being enabled to report 
substantial progress in the work undertaken so far, but also by the announcement of 
a number of imaginative initiatives for the future . In the following despatch I have 
the honour to examine the possibilities which appear to be open. 

2. The Pact needs a tonic; and the best tonic it could have would be the accession 
of the United States. I had the opportunity on the 24th of October of discussing this 
with Mr. Memminger, the head of the department in the State Department 
responsible for Pact matters, during his recent visit to Baghdad. Mr. Memminger said 
that he was personally convinced that the United States should accede to the Pact. 
There was, however, considerable opposition to this among the Secretary of State's 
advisers in the State Department. One of the objects of his visit was to assist Mr. 
Gallman1 to marshal the arguments in favour of accession in a comprehensive 
submission which could be considered at the highest level in Washington in t ime for 
a decision to be taken before the Karachi meeting. The arguments which were being 
advanced in the State Department against joining were:-

(a) the chances of war had receded; for the United States to join the Pact might be 
interpreted as a provocative military gesture; 
(b) fear of offending Saudi Arabia; 
(c) if United States accession to the Pact would involve some sort of territorial 
guarantee to Iraq, it would be difficult for them to give this without giving a 
similar guarantee to Israel. 

In addition, a decision would be difficult to obtain so long as the Secretary of State 
was pre-occupied with the Suez question. 

3. I told Mr. Memminger that, while there were no doubt valid objections to 

1 Valdemar J Gallman, US ambassador to Iraq, 1954-1958. 
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United States accession, the arguments in favour seemed to me to be over-riding. 
The Pact was a spontaneous association of a number of countries of the region, 
representing together more than 100 million Muslins [sic], who had decided that 
their best hope for the future lay in co-operation with the West. The regional 
members were unanimous in their wish to see the United States associated with 
them. Machinery had now been set up and was, all difficulties considered, already 
beginning to work creditably well for co-operation in three fields: military defence 
against aggression from without, measures to counter Communist subversion from 
within, and economic development. If this unique enterprise did not succeed due to 
the failure of the West to play its part, the regional governments who had staked 
their future on a policy of countering Communism and co-operating openly with the 
West would be utterly discredited and the chance might never recur. The success of 
the Pact might probably be the crucial factor in determining whether the Middle 
East went the way of South East Asia; and the one thing which would give the Pact 
the boost it needed was United States accession. Mr. Memminger expressed personal 
agreement with this view. 

4. It should perhaps be realised that, if member Governments chose, the United 
States could be placed in an embarrassing position with regard to their attitude 
towards the Pact. Publicity might for example be given to the fact that the United 
States, while avoiding the odium of full public membership, are nevertheless paying 
one sixth of the budget and are occupying a number of key Secretariat posts, the 
work of which is not confined to those Committees of which the United States is a 
member. The position of the United States is therefore anomalous and though there 
have fortunately been no signs of the regional members wishing to exploit this 
anomaly, it would not be in the United States' interest to allow it to continue 
indefinitely. 

5. There are no doubt serious difficulties in securing a decision by the United 
States administration so soon after the Presidential election. If the administration 
changes, the new Secretary of State would I understand only be installed a very short 
time before the meeting of the Council at the end of January. But whether or not the 
administration changes, it is to be hoped that every effort will be made to secure a 
favourable decision in time for an announcement to be made at Karachi . 

6. Whether or not the United States accede, there are other initiatives which, 
while less spectacular, seem to me to merit urgent consideration if the impetus of 
the Pact is to be maintained. Even if the United States do accede, it will presumably 
still be necessary for Her Majesty's Government to play their full part if they are not 
to be relegated to the position of junior Western partner. In Appendix A2 to this 
despatch I have therefore reviewed the possible action open to us in the various 
committees of the Pact in turn. 

7. I notice that the Turkish Government have proposed informal meetings 
between the United Kingdom, the United States and themselves on Pact affairs. I do 
not favour this idea. The other members of the Pact would inevitably learn of these 
meetings and they would resent one of the Regional members being invited to share 
the joint seat in this way with the Americans and ourselves. 

8. On the other hand I should like to suggest the establishment of a purely 
United Kingdom-United States Baghdad Pact Working Party in advance of the 

2 Not printed. 
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Karachi meetings. Such a Working Party might examine the various proposals for 
injecting blood into the veins of the Pact in the military, counter-subversion, 
economic and other fields, with a view to singling out those which should be pushed 
energetically at Karachi and recommending how this might be done. 

648 DEFE 4/91, COS 131(56), annex 7 Dec 1956 
'United Kingdom commitments under the Baghdad Pact': report by 
the JPS to the COS, 30 Nov 1956 (JP(56)185) on the size of the 
necessary British contribution [Extract] 

Introduction 

1. In a previous submission1 to Ministers concerning United Kingdom 
Commitments under the Baghdad Pact made on 13th July, 1956, we stressed the 
need for greater material support for the military aspects of the Pact. Recent events 
in the Middle East have shown that the provision of this support has, from a United 
Kingdom point of view, now become a matter of great urgency, and indeed that we 
should be prepared to increase our offers still further. 

Aim 

2. The aim of this paper is to review the impact of recent political changes in the 
Middle East on defence planning under the Baghdad Pact and to reassess the 
minimum United Kingdom commitments and their approximate cost necessary to 
maintain the Pact as an effective organisation. 

Politico/military review 

3. The principal object of our Middle East policy has been stated by Ministers to 
be the security of the oil on which the United Kingdom so greatly depends. Recent 
events in the Middle East have resulted in the temporary dislocation of our oil 
supplies through the blockage of the Suez Canal and the destruction of the IPC pipe
line across Syria. 

4. The geographical and world tanker situation is such that, even if we retain our 
commercial agreements with the oil producing countries, the denial of passage 
through the Suez Canal or through pipe-lines to the Levant ports seriously interferes 
with oil supply to the whole of Western Europe. 

5. The Soviets appear to be strengthening their hold in Syria. So long as Nasser 
remains in power in Egypt we must expect him to turn to them for material and 
political support. Even assuming a satisfactory solution to the immediate Middle 
East problems, should there be any further Communist penetration in the Middle 
East, United Kingdom oil supplies, already under potential Communist control in 
Syria and Egypt, would be further threatened. In particular, should Jordan's latest 
threat to abrogate the Anglo-Jordanian Treaty in favour of Egypto-Syrian support 
materialise, the position of the present regime in Iraq would be further weakened. 
However, HM Government would, in that event, no longer have to find the subsidy of 

1 See 644. 
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£12 million per year now paid to Jordan and the diversion of this sum in support of 
the Pact would help considerably to bolster up Iraq's position in the Pact in the face 
of the increased pressure to be expected from the Communist dominated Arab States. 

6. The leaders of the four Moslem powers of the Baghdad Pact have already 
shown their own deep concern at Communist penetration in the Middle East and all 
are at present anxious that Britain should remain within the Pact, notwithstanding 
her action in Egypt. 

7. The fact that the Baghdad Pact has survived the recent crisis is a sign of the 
strength of the common interests which bind it together. It is, for the United 
Kingdom, the only means we have at the present time of retaining influence in the 
area and drawing the attention of the Moslem States away from Israel and towards 
the greater threat of Communist penetration in the Middle East. 

8. The United Kingdom attitude towards the Pact has in the past been governed 
by the view that the Pact is ostensibly a global war defence organisation against the 
USSR and that as such it provides a cold war instrument to keep Communism out of 
the Middle East. In consequence of the United Kingdom view that global war is 
unlikely she has soft-pedalled the military side and has tried to set the tempo of 
planning so as to keep United Kingdom military expenditure under the Pact to a 
minimum. 

9. We consider that the United Kingdom must now unequivocally support the 
Baghdad Pact as a vital cold war measure to counter the spread of Communist 
influence in the Middle East. 

Future policy 

10. The United Kingdom2 policy when setting up the Military organisation of the 
Pact was that there should be the very minimum of expenditure in men and money 
consistent with maintaining the impetus of planning. Whilst this must, for economic 
reasons, remain our aim, the effectiveness of the Pact and the United Kingdom 
influence in it can no longer be achieved at virtually no cost. Military planning has, 
in fact, progressed more quickly than had been expected and already we have been 
pressed to state our military capabilities and intentions in the area. 

11. In submitting the proposals contained in this paper we have continually 
borne in mind the United Kingdom's economic position and have related our 
suggestions to the bare minimum which we think essential to maintain a position of 
influence in the Pact and in the Middle East as a whole. We believe that the 
contribution of forces proposed, added to the improvements in indigenous forces 
that we can inspire and foster , would together be enough to make the Baghdad Pact 
appear to be militarily effective in global war and a secure bulwark against the spread 
of Communism in peacetime. If we are not prepared to make a sufficient 
contribution in men and money we are most unlikely to regain the influential 
position we have enjoyed in the past or, indeed, to retain a position of any value. 

12. The fact must be faced that continued support of the military side of the Pact 
even on the most limited scale, will impose a financial burden and that this burden 
must be accepted. 

13. Even before the advent of the present emergency in the Middle East it had 
become apparent that:-

2 See 628. 
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(a) Progress in military planning and the provision of arms to the Pact nations in 
the area were too slow to ensure confidence in its effectiveness as a military 
instrument. It must be expected that these points will be raised during the next 
Pact Council meeting planned to assemble in Karachi on 28th January, 1957. 
(b) The military contribution the United Kingdom had been able to offer, which 
only takes effect if global war occurs, was insufficient to give confidence in United 
Kingdom military support for the Pact. 
(c) Financial and material support in peacetime was required. 

14. The leaders of the four Moslem members of the Baghdad Pact have already 
shown their deep concern at Communist penetration into the area. It is therefore 
likely that this matter also will be raised at the next Pact Council meeting and at the 
meeting of the Military Deputies. 

15. Both these meetings are therefore likely to be cri tical for the Pact as a whole 
and for the United Kingdom's position in the Pact in particular. In our view, not only 
must the United Kingdom support the present anti-Communist mood of the Pact in 
respect of cold war penetration in the Middle East, but she must also be prepared to 
take a forceful line in revealing present military weaknesses and in proposing 
remedial measures backed with material evidence of her support. Unless the United 
Kingdom adopts such an attitude, she may well lose what influence she possesses in 
the area. This is particularly likely to be the case if the United States, already under 
considerable pressure from the other four Pact powers to accede to the Pact, decides 
in the meantime to do so. 

United Kingdom contribution of forces 

General 
16. Because of her geographical position, the United Kingdom could only make 

available on D-day, air forces and those ships which might be in the area. While 
recognising the difficulties involved, which are obvious to our allies, the United 
Kingdom must show her clear intention to support them as strongly as possible from 
the outset. In order to do this we consider that the forces indicated below should be 
declared as available for the defence of the Pact area. 

Air 
17. It is assumed that the strategic air forces will accept those strategic targets 

within the USSR which are of interest to the Pact area and will also attack those air
fields facing the Pact area from which the enemy could mount nuclear attacks. 

18. In the short term, for 1957 planning, the RAF contribution can only be 
two Canberra squadrons plus the remaining offensive strength of MEAF which 
will, when present re-equipment plans are completed, be three fighter-ground 
attack squadrons, one photo and one fighter reconnaissance squadron, and a small 
maritime reconnaissance force. It is not, however, considered that the provision of 
two light bomber squadrons would be sufficient to convince the other Pact 
nations of the United Kingdom intention and ability to provide the nuclear sup
port required. 

19. In the long term it may prove practicable to reduce the size of the Canberra 
force allocated to SACEUR and to use the aircraft thus made available to re-equip a 
further two fighter-ground attack squadrons in the Middle East with Canberras. The 
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United Kingdom should therefore state her intention to build up the nuclear strike 
force to a total of four Canberra squadrons. 

Naval 
20. The United Kingdom should be prepared to participate in the defence of the 

sea routes through the Persian Gulf and Arabian Sea. Ships in the area on D-day will 
be employed to protect shipping and the United Kingdom contribution to the force 
in the area, when wartime redeployment is complete, will consist of five escorts. 

Land forces 
21. So long as political considerations preclude the stationing of British land 

forces in peacetime in the Pact area, the ability of the United Kingdom to make any 
sizeable land force contribution in global war is, realistically, dependent on the 
establishment of stock-piles for the advanced elements of such a contribution and, 
on the outbreak of war, the establishment of lines of communication across the 
Levant (possibly against opposition) and/or through the Persian Gulf, for the 
movement and support of subsequent echelons. The United Kingdom land forces in 
Jordan, although too small a force in fact to influence the land battle, have, up to the 
present time, provided visible evidence of United Kingdom support on land. In 
the event of abrogation of the Anglo-Jordanian Treaty, which now seems probable, 
the whole of any United Kingdom land contribution will have to be moved into the 
theatre of operations on the outbreak of war from other garrison stations 
in the Middle East, unless the United Kingdom are permitted to station forces within 
the Pact area. 

22. The other Pact countries are fully aware of the United Kingdom difficulties in 
contributing to the land battle and accept the fact that the initial defence on land 
must be the responsibility of the indigenous forces. In Iran and Iraq, however, there 
is little confidence that their forces can resist for very long without support. Their 
ability to produce any significant resistance at all in fact depends on their confidence 
in the arrival of outside support. Even if it were feasible to establish expeditiously a 
line of communication from the Mediterranean through the Levant States, no 
appreciable land force could take its place in defence of the Pact area in time to meet 
the initial Soviet thrust. We consider that the only way in which any appreciable 
British land forces could participate in the initial fighting would be for them to be 
stationed in the territory of the Pact countries concerned in peacetime. This cannot 
be done unless Iran or Iraq waive their present objections to the stationing of allied 
forces on their territory. This is clearly most unlikely in present circumstances and, 
furthermore, would be beyond our resources. 

23. The speed and effectiveness with which a United Kingdom force could be 
built up in the Pact area after the outbreak of hostilities would be increased however, 
by the stockpiling of its equipment in peacetime. This would necessitate a part, at 
least, of the personnel of the force also being positioned in peacetime in order to 
guard and maintain the equipment. 

24. We consider, therefore, that the United Kingdom should make it clear to the 
Pact that, whilst we are prepared to declare the whole resources of MELF to the Pact, 
this offer can only be of real value in the initial phase of a global war if a part of the 
force is permitted to be stationed in the area in peacetime. In that event we would 
allocate an infantry brigade group with an armoured regiment. These forces would 
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be increased after the outbreak of war to the maximum extent possible as soon as 
circumstances permitted. In the absence of such agreement we can only offer, as 
immediate support, such units as the signal communications necessary to ensure 
effective overall control of operations and engineer demolition parties, all of which 
are easily air transportable. 

25. Notwithstanding the improbability of global war, we consider the United 
Kingdom should, in order to demonstrate her desire to provide support on land:-

(a) Declare her readiness to make a land force contribution to the Pact. 
(b) Declare the full resources of MELF as being available, pointing out that only 
such units as are easily air transportable could be moved into the area in time to 
be of value in the initial phase of war. 
(c) Declare her readiness, if other Pact nations so desire, to stock-pile the 
equipment of an independent infantry brigade group including an armoured 
regiment to be stationed in the area in peacetime, together with the minimum 
personnel to guard and maintain it. 

United Kingdom contribution towards other defence measures 

Early warning radar 
26. The whole concept for the defence of the area in global war relies on nuclear 

interdiction to reduce the enemy threat to manageable proportions, and the 
preservation of our air forces in the face of the initial phase of Soviet air attack. This 
depends for its success on the provision of minimum early warning. There is at 
present little radar cover in the area, and we estimate that a minimum of four radar 
stations at £500,000 each will ultimately be required. While the cost of the radar 
network will probably be met by some form of common financing we consider that 
the United Kingdom should offer to provide a specialist team to carry out the 
necessary reconnaissance. 

27. Iran is the country most particularly concerned about the lack of support and 
the first measure most likely to satisfy her would be the provision of early warning 
radar to cover at least Tehran and its airfield complex, thus permitting the 
deployment of fighter-ground attack aircraft there on D-day. If the United Kingdom 
were to make a gift of this first equipment, it would provide tangible evidence of our 
support to, and confidence in, the Pact. 

28. Air Ministry have two sets of suitable equipment (S. 1000) available both of 
which would be required to provide adequate early warning cover. The cost of these 
would total £300,000 and delivery would take 9-12 months. However, it would take 
this time to train Iranian operators and servicing personnel which could be done on 
earlier types of equipment immediately available in store at Habbaniya. 

Additional airfields 
29. There are at present insufficient adequate airfields in the Pact countries to 

allow for a flexible use of the air forces. Of particular interest are airfields in north 
west and north east Iran suitable for the operation of ground attack and reconnais
sance aircraft and also suitably placed airfields for the refuelling of our light 
bombers en route to, or on return from, their targets in the Caucasus and 
Turkestan areas. A more critical appraisal of existing airfields than has yet been 
made may show that some of these may be fairly easily adaptable for use by these 
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aircraft. We expect, however, that some six airfields with the minimum facilities at 
£1,250,000 each may well need to be provided. In accepting the need for these air
fields at a total cost of about £7)1 millions, which we consider could be spread over 
a four year period, HM Government would automatically be committed to con
tribute to their cost under such cost sharing arrangements as may be agreed for 
the Pact. ... 

Conclusions 

43. We conclude that the United Kingdom must now strongly support the 
Baghdad Pact, not only as a global war defence organisation but also:-

(a) As a means of retaining a measure of influence in the Middle East. 
(b) To assure security for United Kingdom oil supplies. 
(c) As a means of combating the spread of Communist influence in the Middle 
East in peacetime. 
(d) To discourage other Arab States, not already committed, from joining the 
Soviet supported Egypt-Syria bloc. 

44. We are only able to indicate in very broad terms the likely financial 
commitments involved. We foresee expenditure of approximately the following order 
which could not be met out of the normal Service Departments' budgets:-

(a) Permanent staff organisation 
£40,000 annually, in addition to the cost of basic pay and allowances. 
(b) Instructional training facilities 
£30,000 annually . 
(c) Infrastructure 
Initial provision of radar equipment - £300,000 plus a further £2 million spread 
over a four year period. 
(d) Stockpiling 
Movement and initial costs - £300,000 
Annual maintenance- £20,000 

This represents an initial outlay of about £600,000 and an annual expenditure of 
approximately £590,000. There will also be unpredictable demands for arms and 
equipment. We are certain that this contribution represents the absolute minimum 
which could serve to nourish United Kingdom purposes in the Baghdad Pact even if 
Jordan remains outside the orbit of Communist influence. If she succumbs to that 
influence , the Pact will require much more financial and material support if it is to 
flourish and serve United Kingdom interests in the area. 

Recommendations 
45. In order that military planning can proceed, we recommend that Ministers 

should, as an earnest of our intentions to support the Baghdad Pact:-

(a) Agree that such light bombers, fighter-ground attack and tactical 
reconnaissance squadrons as may be deployed in MEAF are declared as being 
available in support of the Pact in global war. 
(b) Agree that our intention to re-equip, at a later date, two further squadrons 
with Canberras should be made known to the Baghdad Pact together with the fact 



544 COLLAPSING FAI;ADE OF MIDDLE EAST DEFENCE [648) 

that these squadrons, when formed, will be declared as being available to the 
Baghdad Pact area in global war. · 
(c) Accept that (b) above involves the retention in the front line of the aircraft of 
two squadrons of Canberras which will become available as a result of proposed 
reductions in our contribution to NATO, but that this will be offset by the 
disbandment of two larger squadrons of fighter type aircraft. 
(d) Agree that the maritime reconnaissance force to be deployed in Aden from 
1957 onwards should be declared as being available in support of the Pact in global 
war. 
(e) Agree that five naval escort vessels should be declared in support of the Pact in 
global war. 
(f) Agree that the United Kingdom should declare her readiness to make available 
all land forces in MELF in the event of global war, noting that these forces cannot, 
under present circumstances, materially assist in the initial defence of the Pact 
area. 
(g) Agree that the United Kingdom should declare her readiness, if other Pact 
nations so wish, to station a part of this force in Iraq or Iran so that it will be better 
able to participate in the defence of the Pact area. 
(h) In the absence of such agreement, agree that the United Kingdom will 
undertake to fly in essential signal units and demolition parties on the outbreak of 
war. 
U) Agree to the expenditure of £300,000 for the provision of the first radar 
equipment for Iran and agree to the immediate release of suitable radar equipment 
from store at Habbaniya for training Iranian personnel. 
(k) Accept in principle expenditure, if necessary, up to £2,000,000 spread over a 
four year period in support of such Pact infrastructure programmes as may be 
found militarily necessary. 
(I) Accept in principle the expenditure of about £40,000 annually to cover our 
contribution to the Pact permanent staff organisation. 
(m) Give special consideration to the needs of the Pact countries for instructional 
training facilities at reduced cost when deciding upon the size and form of our 
contribution to countering the Russian politico/economic offensive in the Middle 
East. This might amount to £30,000 a year. 
(n) Accept that future demands from Pact nations for arms and equipment are 
inevitable and that a proportion of these should be met free of cost, or at rates 
favourable to the recipients. 
(o) Agree in principle to the establishment of a token stockpile in the Pact area 
costing initially £300,000 and annually for maintenance £20,000. 
(p) Agree that, in the event of abrogation of the Anglo-Jordanian Treaty, the 
annual subsidy now paid to Jordan should be declared as being available to the 
Baghdad Pact. 
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Appendix to Part Ill 

Extract from the treaty of alliance between 
His Majesty, in respect of the United Kingdom, and 

His Majesty the King of Egypt 
Londo~26August1936 

Cmd 5360, 1936 

ARTICLE l 

545 

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 l of the Covenant. 

ARTICLE 4 

An alliance is established between the High Contracting Parties with a view to 
consolidating their friendship, their cordial under standing 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 withthe 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, aerodromes 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 

1. Without prejudice to the provisions of Article 7, the numbers of the forces of His Majesty 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, artisans and labourers. 

2. The British forces to be maintained 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 railway 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 
Ismailia-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 the character of these localities, will be provided by the 
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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
el-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 present. 

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 

1. Unless and until the High Contracting Parties agree to the contrary in application of paragraph l of 
this Article, the general principle for the future shall 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 desired to terminate the participation of the 
Sudan in an international convention which already applies to this territory. 

2. Conventions to which it will 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 will 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. 



[Appendix] 1936 549 

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. 

ARTICLE 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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Biographical Notes:1 Parts 1-111 

Abboud,1889-1963 
Glasgow University; Egyptian industrialist 
and senator; owner of paper mills and 
chemical plants; served on the board of 
the Suez Canal Co; pro-Wafd and in 
frequent contact with the British over 
Egyptian politics; allegedly paid King 
Farouk £El million to dismiss Abd al
Hadi's government 

Alanbrooke, Field Marshal Alan Francis 
Brooke (1st Viscount of Brookeborough er 
1946) 1883-1963 

1st Baron 1945; KG 1946; Royal Military 
Academy, Woolwich; commander, 2nd 
Army Corps, British Expeditionary Force, 
1939-1940; CIGS, 1941-1946; director of 
Anglo-Iranian Oil Co, 1946-1954 

Alexander of Tunis, Field Marshal Harold 
Rupert Leofric George (1st Earl er 1952) 
1891- 1969 

KCB 1942; KG 1946; Harrow and 
Sandhurst; GOC, Burma, 1942; C-in-C, 
Middle East, 1942-1943; C-in-C, Allied 
Armies, Italy, 1943-1944; supreme allied 
commander, Mediterranean, 1944-1945; 
gov-gen of Canada, 1946-1952; minister of 
defence, 1952-1954 

Alien, George Venable, 1903-1970 
b Durham, N Carolina, USA; Harvard Law 
School; entered US Foreign Service, 1930; 
served in Jamaica, China and Greece; 
consul and diplomatic secretary, Cairo, 
1936-1938; Middle East Division of State 
Department, 1938- 1946; ambassador to 
Iran, 1946-1948; assistant secretary of 
state, 1948-1950; ambassador to 
Yugoslavia, 1950-1953; ambassador to 
India, 1953-1955; assistant secretary of 

state, Bureau of Near East, South Asian 
and African Affairs, 1955-1956; 
ambassador to Greece, 1956-1957; deputy 
under-secretary of state, 1965-1967 

Alien, Roger, 1909-1972 
KCMG 1957; Repton and Corpus Christi, 
Cambridge; called to the bar, 1937; 
entered Foreign Service (temporary), 
1940; Moscow and Services Liaison Dept, 
1946; FO, 1948; head of African Dept, Feb 
1950; assistant under-secretary of state, 
Sept 1953, supervising African Dept; UK 
deputy high commissioner, Bonn and 
minister at Bonn Embassy following W 
Germany's regaining of sovereignty, 1955; 
ambassador to Greece, 1957-1961, 
ambassador to Iraq, 1961-1965 

Lord Altrincham, Edward William MacLeary 
Grigg (1st Baron of Tormarton er 1945) 
1879-1955 

KCMG 1928; Winchester and New 
College, Oxford; gov of Kenya, 
1925-1931; parliamentary under-
secretary of state for war, 1940-1942; 
minister resident in Middle East, 
1944- 1945 

Amr, Abd al-Fattah, b 1904 
Oxford University; called to the bar 
(London), 1931; minister at London 
Embassy, 1944- 1945; Egyptian 
ambassador to Britain, 1945- 1952 

Andraos, Elias 
Egyptian banker and cotton trader; special 
adviser to Royal Treasury with close links 
to King Faruq; involved in 1950 cotton 
scandal 

1 All references to departments are to the Foreign Office unless otherwise stated. If no date of death is 
given the individual is either still alive or the date of death is unknown. 
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Arthur, Geoffrey George, 1920-1984 
KCMG 1971; Ashby de la Zouch Grammar 
School and Christ Church, Oxford; 
entered Foreign Service, 1947; Eastern 
Dept, 1947; Baghdad, 1948-1950; Ankara, 
1950-19 53; Permanent Under-Secretary's 
Dept, Sept 1953; Levant Dept, 1955; Bonn, 
1956-1958; Cairo, 1959-1963; 
ambassador to Kuwait, 1967-1968; 
British resident, Persian Gulf, 1970-1972 

Attlee, Clement Richard (1st Earl er 1955) 
1883-1967 

Mayor of Stepney, 1919; MP (Lab) for 
Limehouse, 1922; taught at LSE, 
1913- 1923; parliamentary under
secretary of state for war, 1924; member of 
the Indian Statutory Commission, 1927; 
chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster, 
1930-1931; postmaster general, 1931 but 
then refused to serve in the National Govt; 
deputy leader of the Labour Party in 
House of Commons, 1931-1935; leader of 
the Opposition, 1935-1940; lord privy 
seal, 1940- 1942; deputy prime minister, 
1942-1945; S of S for dominion affairs, 
1942-1943; lord president of the Council, 
1943-1945; prime minister, 1945-1951 
and minister of defence, 1945-1946; 
leader of the Opposition, 1951-1955 

Azzam Pasha, b 1893 
London University; writer; secretary 
general of Arab League, 1944 and from its 
formal constitution, 1945 

Bendall, David Vere, b 1920 
Winchester and King's, Cambridge; 
entered Foreign Service, 1946; Rome, 
1947-1948; member of UK delegation to 
Four Power Committee on the Italian 
Colonies, Mar-July 1948; Egyptian and 
Sudan desk in African Dept, July 1949-
May 1952; Santiago, 1952-1955; assistant 
under-secretary of state for western 
Europe, 1969-1971 

Bennett, John Cecil Sterndale, 1895-1969 
KCMG 1950; King Edward VII School, 
Sheffield and St Catharine's, Cambridge; 
entered the Foreign Service, 1920; 1st 
secretary, Cairo Embassy, 1937- 40 and 
charge d'affaires, 1937 and 1939; head of 

Far East Dept, 1940-1942, minister 
plenipotentiary, Ankara, 1942; member of 
UK delegation to Council of Foreign 
Ministers, 1945-1946; British political 
representative and minister 
plenipotentiary, Sofia, 1947-1949; staff of 
Imperial Defence College, 1949-1950; 
deputy commissioner general, SE Asia, 
1950-1953; head of British Middle East 
Office, Jan 1953-1955 

Bevin, Ernest, 1881- 1951 
General secretary, Transport and General 
Workers Union, 1921-1940; member, 
General Council of TUC, 1925-1940; MP 
(Lab) 1940- 1951; minister of labour and 
national service, 1940-1945; S of S 
foreign affairs, 1945-1951; lord privy seal, 
Mar 1951-Apr 1951 

Boothby, Evelyn Basil, 1910-1990 
Winchester and Corpus Christi, 
Cambridge; served in the Far East, 
1933-1938; New York and Boston, 
1940-1941; seconded to Govt of India, 
1942-1944; Athens, 1945; seconded to 
Commonwealth Relations Office, 1949; 
head of UN Economic and Social Dept, 
1949; Rangoon, 1951 and charge 
d'affaires, 1952; head of African Dept, 
1953-1954; charge d'affaires Brussels, 
1954; head of African Dept, 1959 

Bowker, Reginald James, 1901- 1983 
KCMG 1952; Charterhouse and Oriel, 
Oxford; served before 1939 in Paris, 
Berlin, Oslo and Ankara; staff of resident 
minister, Mediterranean, 1944; minister 
at Cairo Embassy, 1945-1947 and charge 
d'affaires, 1946-1947; UK high 
commissioner and ambassador to Burma, 
1947- 1950; assistant under-secretary of 
state, Nov 1950 supervising African Dept; 
ambassador to Turkey, Jan 1954 

Brewis, John Fenwick, 1910-1986 
Repton and Corpus Christi, Cambridge; 
entered China Consular Service, 1933; 
served in the Far East, 1936-1942 and 
1943-1944; Ministry of Information, 
1942- 1943; FO, 1945- 1946; Baghdad, 
1946- 1949; Civil Service Commission, 
1950; Bordeaux, 1950-1952; Singapore, 
1952- 1954; FO, 1954; Levant Dept, 1955 
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Bromley, Thomas Eardley, 1911-1987 
KCMG 1964; Rugby and Magdalene, 
Oxford; served in the Far East before and 
during World War Il; private secretary to 
permanent under-secretary of state, 
1943-1945; Washington and Denver, 
1946- 1949; Baghdad, 1949-1953; FO, 
1953; head of African Dept, Mar 1954-Jan 
1956; Imperial Defence College, 1956 

Burroughs, Ronald Arthur, 1917-1980 
St John's, Leatherhead and Trinity, 
Cambridge; entered Foreign Service, 
1946; Rio de Janeiro, 1947; Marseilles, 
1949; 1st secretary, Cairo Embassy, Sept 
1950-Aug 1953; FO, 1953-1955; National 
Defence College, Canada, 1955 

Caccia, Harold Anthony (1st Baron of 
Abernant er 1965) b 1905 

KCMG 1950; Eton and Trinity, Oxford; 
served before 1939 in Europe and the Far 
East; staff of resident minister, Middle 
East, 1943; Athens, 1945; assistant under
secretary of state, 1946; deputy under
secretary of state, 1949; minister 
plenipotentiary, Vienna, 1949; ambassador 
to Austria, 1951-1954; FO, 1954-1956; 
ambassador to the United States, Nov 
1956; permanent under-secretary of state, 
1962- 1965 

Caffery, Jefferson, 1886- 1974 
b Lafayette, Louisiana, USA; Tulane 
University; entered US Foreign Service, 
1911; served in Caracas, Stockholm, 
Tehran, Madrid, Athens, Tokyo, Berlin, 
San Salvador and Bogota; ambassador to 
Cuba, 1934-1937; ambassador to Brazil, 
1937- 1944; ambassador to France, 
1944-1949; ambassador to Egypt, 
1949- 1955 

Campbell, Ronald !an, 1890- 1983 
KCMG 1941; Eton and Magdalen, Oxford; 
entered Foreign Service, 1914; served in 
France and the United States before 1939; 
counsellor at Cairo Embassy, 1931 - 1934; 
minister at Washington Embassy, 
1941- 1945 and charge d'affaires, 
1941-1942; assistant under-secretary of 
state, 1945; ambassador to Egypt, Mar 
1946- 1950 

Chapman-Andrews, Edwin Arthur 1903-
1980 

KCMG 1953; Hele's, Exeter, University 
College, London, St John's, Cambridge 
and the Sorbonne; entered Levant 
Consular Service, 1926; Port Said, 1926; 
Suez, 1929; FO, 1931-1932; Kirkuk, 
1933; Harar, 1935; 2nd assistant oriental 
secretary, Cairo Embassy, 1937; assistant 
oriental secretary, Cairo Embassy, 1938; 
head of Personnel Dept, 1945; 
Inspectorate General of Consulates, 1946; 
minister, Cairo Embassy, 1947 - 51; 
minister plenipotentiary, Beirut, 1951; 
ambassador to Lebanon, Aug 1952; 
ambassador to Sudan, Feb 1956 

Churchill, Winston Leonard Spencer, 
1874- 1965 

KG 1953; MP (Cons), 1900-1904; (Lib), 
1904-1918; (Coalition Lib), 1918-1922; 
MP (Constitutionalist), 1924- 1931; MP 
(Cons), 1931-1964; under-secretary of 
state, CO, 1906-1908; president of Board 
of Trade, 1908-1910; S of S for home 
affairs, 1910-1911; first lord of the 
Admiralty, 1911-1915; chancellor of the 
Duchy of Lancaster, 1915; minister of 
munitions, 1917; S of S for war and air, 
1919, for air and colonies, 1921 and for 
colonies, 1922; chancellor of the 
Exchequer, 1924-1929; first lord of the 
Admiralty, 1939; prime minister and 
minister of defence, 1940- 1945; leader of 
the Opposition, 1945-1951; prime 
minister, 1951-1955 and minister of 
defence, 1951 - 1952 

Clutton, George Lisle, 1909-1970 
KCMG 1959; Bedford and Merton, Oxford; 
museum keeper till entered Foreign 
Service, 1940; Stockholm, 1944; Belgrade, 
1946 and charge d'affaires, 1947- 1948; 
head of Egyptian Dept, Apr 1948 and 
African Dept, Oct 1948-Feb 1950; member 
of liaison mission to Tokyo, 1950; 
Permanent Under-Secretary's Dept, 
1952- 1955; ambassador to the 
Philippines, June 1950 

Coverley-Price, Arthur Victor, b 1901 
Pembroke, Cambridge; served before 1939 
in Berlin, Mexico City and Bucharest; staff 
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of minister of state, Middle East, 1942-45; 
Egyptian Dept, 1945-1946; Intelligence 
Dept, 1946-1947 

Creswell, Michael Justin, 1909-1986 
KCMG 1960; Rugby and New College, 
Oxford; served before war in Berlin and 
Madrid; Services Liaison Dept, 
1945-1946; charge d'affaires, Tehran, 
1947 -48; Singapore, 1949-1951; 
minister, Cairo Embassy, July 1951-May 
1954 and charge d'affaires, 1952 and 1953; 
Helsinki, 1954 and ambassador to 
Finland, Sept 1954 

Cumberbatch, Arthur Noel, 1895-1982 
King's School, Oxford; employed as 
commercial counsellor, Athens, 1920; 
served before 1939 in Athens and Tehran; 
commercial counsellor, Athens, 
1946-1948; commercial minister, Cairo 
Embassy, 1948-1954 

Dixon, Pierson John, 1904-1965 
KCMG 1950; Bedford and Pembroke, 
Cambridge; entered Foreign Service, 
1929; served before 1939 in Madrid, 
Angora and Rome; FO, 1940-1943; staff of 
resident minister, Mediterranean, 1943; 
private secretary to S of S, 1943-1948; 
ambassador to Czechoslovakia, 
1948-1950; deputy under-secretary of 
state, 1950-1954; UK representative to 
UN, 1954-1960; ambassador to France, 
1960-1964 

Duff, Arthur Antony, b 1920 
KCMG 1973; Royal Naval College, 
Dartmouth; entered Foreign Service, 
1946; Athens, 1946; 2nd secretary, Cairo 
Embassy, July 1949-1952; 1st secretary, 
Cairo Embassy, 1952; private secretary to 
minister of state, 1952-1954; Paris, 1954; 
high commissioner, Nairobi, 1972-1975; 
deputy under-secretary of state, 
1975-1980; deputy secretary, Cabinet 
Office, 1980-1985 

Duke, Charles Beresford, 1905-1978 
KCMG 1956; Charterhouse and Lincoln, 
Oxford; entered Indian Civil Service, 1928; 
transferred to Foreign Service, 194 7; staff 
of UK High Commissioner, Pakistan, 

1947; Meshed, 1949; British Middle East 
Office, Cairo, 1951; counsellor, Cairo 
Embassy, 1952; ambassador to Jordan, 
1954-1956; ambassador to Morocco, 
1957-1961 

Dulles, John Foster, 1888-1959 
b Washington DC, USA; Princeton, the 
Sorbonne and George Washington Law 
School; adviser to President Wilson at 
Versailles Peace Conference, 1919; US 
delegate to Reparations Commission; 
consultant to US delegation to San 
Francisco Conference, 1945; President 
Truman's special representative to 
negotiate Japanese peace treaty; secretary 
of state, 1953-1959 

Eden, (Robert) Anthony (1st Earl of Avon er 
1961) 1897-1977 

KG 1964; MP (Con) 1923-1957; 
parliamentary private secretary to S of S 
foreign affairs, 1926-1929; parliamentary 
under-secretary of state, FO, 1931-1933; 
lord privy seal, 1934- 1935; minister 
without portfolio for League of Nations 
affairs, 1935; S of S foreign affairs, 
1935-1938; S of S dominions, 
1939-1940; S of S foreign affairs, 
1940-1945; leader of House of Commons, 
1942-1945; S of S foreign affairs and 
deputy prime minister, 1951-1955; prime 
minister, 1955-1957 

Edmonds, R.obert Humphrey Cordon, b 1920 
Ampleforth and Brasenose, Oxford; 
entered Foreign Service, 1946; 3rd 
secretary, Cairo Embassy, Jan 1947-Sept 
1949; African Dept, 1950-1951; minister, 
Moscow Embassy, 1969-1971; assistant 
under-secretary of state, 1974-1977 

Eisenhower, General Dwight David, 
1890-1969 

b Denison, Texas, USA; West Point; 
promoted to major general over 350 more 
senior officers, Mar 1942; allied 
commander N Africa and Italy, 
1942-1943; supreme commander, Allied 
Forces Europe, 1943-1945; chief of staff, 
US Army, 1945-1950; NATO supreme 
commander Allied Forces Europe, 
1951-1952; president, 1953-1961 
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Erskine, General George Watkin Eben James, 
1899-1965 

KCB 1952; Charterhouse and Sandhurst; 
GOC, Land Forces, Hong Kong, 1946; 
director general, Territorial Army, 
1946-1949; GOC, British Troops Egypt, 
1949- 1952; GOC, Eastern Command, 
1952-1953; GOC, East African Command, 
1953-1955 

Evans, Trefor Ellis, 1913- 1974 
Cowbridge School and Balliol, Oxford; 
Beirut, 1937; Alexandria, 1939; 2nd 
assistant oriental secretary, Cairo 
Embassy, 1942; 3rd secretary, Cairo 
Embassy, 1943; 2nd secretary, Cairo 
Embassy, 1944-1945; Damascus, 1945; 
Aleppo, 1946; Beirut, 1946- 1949 and 
charge d'affaires, 1947 and 1948; FO, 
1949; Eastern Dept, 1950-1952 and 
secretary of Middle East (Official) 
Committee; oriental secretary, Cairo 
Embassy, July 1952; ambassador to 
Algeria, 1959-1964; ambassador to Syria, 
1964-1967; ambassador to Iraq, 
1968-1969; professor of international 
politics, University of Wales, Aberystwyth, 
1969-1974 

Falla, Paul Stephen, b 1913 
Wellington and Christ's College, New 
Zealand and Balliol, Oxford; appointed to 
FO, 1936; Ankara, 1939-1943; Tehran, 
1943; FO, 1943; head of Economic 
Intelligence Dept, 1950; Permanent 
Under-Secretary's Dept, 1952; head of 
Eastern Dept, July 1953; head of Levant 
Dept, Aug 1953-Jan 1955; head of General 
Dept, 1955 

Faruq, King of Egypt, 1920-1965 
Son of Fouad I; King from Apr 
1936-1952; under regency until July 
1937; rather than face abdication, 
complied with British wishes to appoint a 
Wafd government, Feb 1942, when tanks 
surrounded the Abdin palace; abdicated, 
26 July 1952, in favour of his infant son 

Fawzi, Mahmud, 1900-1980 
Cairo, Liverpool and Colombia 
Universities; served in Egyptian Foreign 
Service, US and Japan; consul general, 

Jerusalem, 1941-1944; chief Egyptian 
representative at UN, 1945-1952; foreign 
minister, 1952- 1964; deputy prime 
minister, 1964-1967; Col Nasser's special 
adviser on foreign affairs, 1967-1970; 
prime minister, 1970-1972 

Fry, Major Leslie Alfred Charles, 1908-1976 
KCMG 1957; Royal Masonic School and 
Sandhurst; Indian Army and Indian 
Political Service; entered Foreign Service, 
1947; Lisbon, 1951-1953; head of Eastern 
Dept, Sept 1953; Budapest 1955 

Garvey, Terence Willcocks, 1915-1986 
KCMG 1969; Felsted and University 
College, Oxford; served in US, FO and 
Germany, 1938-1951; head of Mutual Aid 
Dept, 1951; head of US Dept, 1952; 
counsellor at Cairo Embassy, 1954 

Hadow, Reginald Michael, b 1895 
KBE 1953; Harrow and King's, 
Cambridge; served before 1939 in 
Washington, Tehran, Prague, Vienna and 
Buenos Aires; Washington, 1944; head of 
chancery, Mexico City, 1952- 1954; consul 
general, Los Angeles and San Francisco, 
1954; Levant Dept, 1955; head of Levant 
Dept, 1958 

Abd ai-Hadi, Ibrahim, b 1901 
Saadist; delegate to the San Francisco 
Conference, 1945; deputy to Sidqi in the 
Egyptian delegation to negotiate a new 
Anglo-Egyptian treaty, 1946; chief of the 
Royal Cabinet, Feb 1947-Jan 1949; 
minister of foreign affairs, Sept 1946-Dec 
1946; prime minister, Dec 1948-July 1949; 
tried by the Revolutionary Tribunal, Sept 
1953, fo r corruption and the murder of 
the leader of the Muslim Brotherhood, 
Hasa al-Banna, and sentenced to life 
imprisonment 

Hafez Afifi, b 1886 
Banker, industrialist and palace politician; 
Egyptian foreign minister, 1928-1929; 
minister at the London Embassy, 
1932-1934; ambassador to Britain, 
1936-1938; member of the Egyptian 
delegation to negotiate a new Anglo
Egyptian treaty, 1946; chief of the Royal 
Cabinet, Dec 1951-July 1952 
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Hamilton, John Almeric de Courcy, 
1896-1973 

Cheltenham and King's, Cambridge; 
entered Sudan Political Service, 1920; 
district commissioner, 1920-1932; Sudan 
agent, Cairo, 1932-1934; seconded to 
Egyptian government, 1935- 1937; 
seconded to Cairo Embassy, 1937-1940; 
counsellor, Beirut Legation, 1941-1942; 
minister of state's office, Baghdad and 
Cairo, 1942-1946; counsellor, Cairo 
Embassy, 1947-1956 

Hankey, Robert Maurice Alers b 1905 (2nd 
Baron of the Chart 1963 er 1939) 

KCMG 1955; Rugby and New College, 
Oxford; served before 1939 in Europe; 
Cairo Embassy, 1941; Tehran, 1942; head 
of Northern Dept, 1945; charge d'affaires, 
Madrid, 1949; Budapest, 1951; charge 
d'affaires, Cairo Embassy, June 1953; 
ambassador to Sweden, Mar 1954 

Harding of Petherton, Field Marshal Allan 
Francis John (1st Baron er 1958) 1896-1989 

KCMG 1955; Ilminster Grammar School; 
GOC, Southern Command, 1947-1949; 
C-in-C, Far East Land Forces, 1949-1951; 
C-in-C, British Army on the Rhine, 
1951-1952; CIGS, 1952- 1955; gov of 
Cyprus, 1955-1957 

Hassan Youssef, Mahmud, b 1903 
Cairo lawyer; chief of the Royal Cabinet, 
Apr 1950-Dec 1951 

Hilali, Ahmad Najib, 1891-1958 
Minister of education, 1937 and 
1942-1944; expelled from the Wafd, 1951; 
prime minister, Mar-June and July 1952; 
friend of Hudaibi, leader of the Muslim 
Brotherhood 

Hooper, Robin William John, 1914-1989 
KCMG 1968; Charterhouse and Queen's, 
Oxford; Paris, 1944- 1947; Lisbon, 
1947- 1949; head of Personnel Dept, 
1950-1953; Baghdad, 1953- 1956; head of 
Permanent Under-Secretary's Dept, 
1956- 1960 

Howe, Robert George, 1893-1981 
KCMG 1947; Derby School and St 
Catharine's, Cambridge; served before 
1939 in Copenhagen, Belgrade, Rome, 

Bucharest, Peking and Ethiopia; assistant 
under-secretary of state superv!Slng 
Egyptian Dept, Aug 1945; seconded to 
Sudan government and appointed gov
gen, Apr 1947-July 1953; 

Hollis, General Leslie Chasemore, 
1897-1963 

KBE 1946; KCB 1951; St Lawrence 
College, Ramsgate; senior assistant 
secretary, War Cabinet Office, 1939-1946; 
chief staff officer to minister of defence 
and deputy secretary (military) of the 
Cabinet, 194 7-1949 

Killearn, Miles Wedderburn Lampson (1st 
Baron er 1943) 1880-1964 

Eton; served before 1914 in Tokyo and 
Sofia; Peking and Siberia, 1916- 1933; high 
commissioner for Egypt and the Sudan, 
1933-1936; ambassador to Egypt, 
1936- 1946; special commissioner to SE 
Asia, 1946-1948 

Kirkbride, Alec Seath, 1897- 1978 
KCMG 1949; assistant secretary, Palestine 
Govt, 1926; British resident, Amman, 
1927- 1937; district comm1ss10ner, 
Galilee and Acre, 1937; British resident, 
Transjordan, 1939; minister 
plenipotentiary, Amman, 1946-1949; FO, 
1949- 1951; minister plenipotentiary, 
Tripoli, 1951-1954; ambassador to Libya, 
1954 

Kirkpatrick, Ivone Augustine, 1897-1964 
KCMG 1948; Downside and Balliol, 
Oxford; served before 1939 in Rio de 
Janeiro, Rome, Berlin and FO; control 
commissioner, Germany, 1944; assistant 
under-secretary of state, 1945; deputy 
under-secretary of state, 1948; permanent 
under-secretary of state supervising FO 
German section, 1949; high 
comm1ss10ner, Germany, 1950- 1953; 
permanent under-secretary of state, 
1953-1957 

Lascelles, Daniel William, 1902- 1967 
KCMG 1954; Royal Naval College, 
Dartmouth and Balliol, Oxford; served 
before 1939 in Paris, Berlin, Tehran, 
Warsaw and Oslo; Beirut, 1943-1944; 
Tehran, 1944; Athens, 1945-1947; head of 
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Egyptian Dept, 194 7 - 1948; minister, 
Addis Ababa, 1948; ambassador to 
Ethiopia, 1949-1951 

McNeil, Hector, 1907- 1955 
MP (Lab) for, Greenock, 1941; 
parliamentary under-secretary of state, 
Ministry of War Transport, 1942-1945; 
parliamentary under-secretary of state, 
FO, 1945- 1946; minister of state, FO, 
1946-1950; secretary of state for 
Scotlan~ 1950-1951 

Mackworth-Young, Robert Christopher, b 
1920 

KCVO 1975; Eton and King's, Cambridge; 
entered Foreign Service, 1948; Singapore, 
1949; African Dept, 1952-1954; Prague, 
1954-1955; deputy librarian, Windsor 
Castle, 1955- 1958; librarian, Windsor 
Castle and assistant keeper of the Queen's 
archives, 1958-1985 

Mahir, Ali, 1883 -1960 
Chief of the Royal Cabinet, 1935-1936; 
prime minister, Jan-May 1936; chief of the 
Royal Cabinet, 1937 -1939; prime 
minister, Aug 1939-June 1940 when 
dismissed at Britain's request because of 
suspected Axis contacts; minister of 
foreign affairs, Jan-Mar 1952 and July
Sept 1952; prime minister, Jan-Mar 1952 
and July-Sept 1952 

Maitland, Donald James Dundas, b 1922 
Kt 1973; George Watson's College and 
Edinburgh University; entered Foreign 
Service, 1947; Egyptian Dept, 1948; 
Asmara, 1950; Baghdad, 1950-1953; 
private secretary to minister of state, 
1954- 1956; director of Middle East 
Centre for Arab Studies, Lebanon, 
1956- 1960; counsellor, Cairo Embassy, 
1963- 1965; ambassador to Libya, 
1967 -1970; deputy under-secretary of 
state, 1974- 1975; ambassador to EEC, 
1978-1979; permanent under-secretary of 
state, Dept of Energy, 1980-1982 

Millard, Guy Elwin, b 1917 
KCMG 1972; Charterhouse and 
Pembroke, Cambridge; entered Foreign 
Service, 1937; assistant private secretary 
to S of S, 1941; Paris, 1945- 1949; Ankara, 

1949-1953; Imperial Defence College, 
1953; FO, 1954; African Dept, 1955; 
private secretary to prime minister, 
1955-1956 

Montgomery, Field Marshal Bernard Law of 
Alamein (lst Viscount of Hindhead er 1946) 
1887- 1970 

St Pauls and Sandhurst; C-in-C, 8th Army 
Group, N Africa and Italy, 1942-1944; C
in-C, 21st Army Group, 1944; C-in-C, 
British Army on the Rhine, 1945-1946; 
CIGS, 1946-1948; chairman W European 
C's-in-C Committee, 1948-1951; deputy 
supreme allied commander Europe, 
1951-1958 

Morrison, Herbert Stanley (Baron Morrison 
of Lambeth, life peer er 1959) 1888-1965 

MP (Lab) from 1923; home secretary and 
minister of home security, 1940-1945; 
deputy prime minister, lord president of 
the Council and leader of the House of 
Commons, 1945- 1951; S of S foreign 
affairs, Mar-Oct 1951 

Murray, Francis Ralph Hay, 1908-1983 
KCMG 1962; Brentwood School and 
Edmund Hall, Oxford; entered Foreign 
Service, 1939; Allied Commission for 
Austria, 1945-1946; Office of Special 
Commissioner, SE Asia, 1946-194'7; head 
of Information Research Dept, 
1948-1951; Madrid, 1951-1954; minister, 
Cairo Embassy, Apr 1954-1956 and 
charge d'affaires, 1955.; assistant under
secretary of state, 195 7-1961 

al-Nahas, Mustafa, 1879-1965 
Leader of Wafd; joined Wafd when dis
missed as a judge, 1919; exiled to 
Seychelles, 1921-1923; minister of com
munications, 1924; leader of Egyptian del
egation negotiating 1936 Anglo-Egyptian 
treaty; foreign minister, 1942-1944; prime 
minister, 1928, 1930, 1936- 1937, 
1942- 1944 and 1950-1952; convoked 
Arab Leaders' Conference that founded the 
Arab League; arrested 1954 and deprived of 
political and civil rights untill960 

Abd al-Nasr, Colonel Jamal, 1918-1970 
Cairo Military Academy; battalion com
mander besieged for six months in Arab-
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Israeli War, 1948- 1949; colonel, 1951; 
member of free officers movement and 
organiser of 1952 coup against the monar
chy; abolished political parties, Jan 1953, 
except the Muslim Brotherhood and estab
lished a single organisation, the Liberation 
Path; banned Muslim Brotherhood, Oct 
1954, after surviving their assassination 
attempt; prime minister, Feb-Mar 1954 
and Apr 1954-1956; president, 25-27 Feb 
1954 and Nov 1954- 1970 

Najib, General Muhammad, 1901-1984 
Cordon College, Khartoum; brigade com
mander, Arab- Israeli War, 1948-1949; 
director general, Infantry Corps, 1951; 
admired by free officers because of his 
opposition to corruption; prime minister, 
Sept 1952-Feb 1954 and Mar-Apr 1954; 
president, June 1953-25 Feb 1954 and 27 
Feb-Nov 1954 

Nuqrashi, Mahmud Fahmi, 1885-1948 
Nottingham University; Saadist; 
implicated in murder of Lee Stack, 1924; 
Cabinet member, 1930- 1936; broke with 
Nahas and the Wafd, 1937, and formed 
Saadist party with Ahmad Mahir; minister 
of foreign affairs, Oct 1944-Mar 1945 and 
Dec 1946-Nov 1947; prime minister, Feb 
1945-Dec 1946 and Dec 1946-Dec 1948 
when murdered by the Muslim 
Brotherhood 

Nuri Said, 1888-1958 
Istanbul Military Academy; landowner of 
mixed Arab-Kurdish descent; King Feisal's 
chief of staff; Iraqi prime minister, 
1930-193~ 1938- 1940, 1941-1944, 
1946- 1947, 1949, 1950-1952, 
1954-1957 and 1958 until murdered 
during Iraqi revolution 

Nutting, Harold Antony (3rd Baronet er 
1902) b 1920 

FO, 1944- 1945; MP for Leicester 
(Melton), 1945-1956; parliamentary 
under-secretary of state, FO, 1951-1954; 
minister of state, FO, 1954-1956 when he 
resigned over Suez 

Overton, Arnold Edersheim, 1893-1975 
KCMG 1939; KCB 1943; Winchester and 
New College, Oxford; permanent under-

secretary of state, Board of Trade, 
1941-1945; head of British Middle East 
Office, 1945-1947; permanent under
secretary of state, Ministry of Civil 
Aviation, 1947-1953 

Page, Chantry Hamilton b 1896 
Entered Foreign Service, 1920; Istanbul, 
1920; Suez, 1947; Buenos Aires, 1950; 
Port Said, 1953 

Paget, General Bernard Charles Tolver, 
1887-1961 

KCB 1942; Shrewsbury and Sandhurst; C
in-C, Home Forces, 1941- 1943; 
C-in-C, Middle East Land Forces, 
1944-1946; ADC General (Extra) to the 
King, 1944-1946 

Pelham, George Clinton, 1898-1984 
KBE 1957; educated privately; entered 
Foreign Service, 1920; served before 1939 
in Lisbon and China; Louren~o Marques, 
1942; Antananarivo, 1943; commercial 
secretary, Baghdad, 1945; commercial 
counsellor, Baghdad, 1946 and charge 
d'affaires, 1947 - 1948; Madrid, 1948; 
ambassador to Saudi Arabia, 1951-1955; 
ambassador to Czechoslovakia, 
1955-1957 

Powell-Jones, John Ernest, b 1925 
Charterhouse and University College, 
Oxford; entered Foreign Service, 1949; 
Bogota, 1950- 1952; Eastern and Levant 
Depts, 1952-1955; Athens, 1955-1959; 
ambassador to Switzerland, 1982- 1985 

Rapp, Thomas Cecil, 1893-1984 
KBE 1950; Coatham and Sidney Sussex, 
Cambridge; entered Levant Consular 
Service, 1919; served before 1939 in Port 
Said, Cairo, Suez, Jeddah, Rabat, Zagreb, 
Sofia and Moscow; captured by Germans 
in World War II when serving in Salonika; 
deputy head of economic mission to 
Greece, 1946; ambassador to Greece, 
1947; ambassador to Mexico, 1947-1950; 
head of British Middle East Office, Oct 
1950-Jan 1954 

Ravensdale, Thomas Corney, 1905-1990 
Royal Masonic School and St Catharine 's, 
Cambridge; entered Levant Consular 
Service, 1926; served in Smyrna, Istanbul 
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and Ankara in 1930s; 2nd secretary, Cairo 
Embassy, 1934-1937; Baghdad, 1937; 
Mosul, 1942; 1st secretary, Cairo Embassy, 
1942-1947; acting oriental counsellor, 
Cairo Embassy, 1948-1951; Benghazi, 
1951; Tripoli, 1951-1955; ambassador to 
the Dominican Republic, 1955-1958 

Roberts, Frank Kenyon, b 1907 
KCMG 1953; Rugby and Trinity, 
Cambridge; Paris 1932; Cairo, 1935; 
minister plenipotentiary, Moscow, 1945; 
private secretary to S of S, 1948; deputy 
UK high commissioner, India, 
1949-1951; FO, 1951-1952; deputy 
under-secretary of state, 1951; 
ambassador to Brussels Treaty 
Organisation, 1952; ambassador to 
Yugoslavia, 1954-1957; ambassador to 
USSR, 1960-1962; ambassador to Federal 
Republic of Germany, 1963-1968 

Robertson, General Brian Hubert (1st Baron 
ofOakridge er 1961) 1896-1974 

KCMG 1947; chief administrative officer 
to General Alexander, Italy, 1944-1945; 
deputy military governor, German 
Control Commission, 1945-1947; allied 
high commlsswner, Germany, 
1949-1950; C-in-C, Middle East Land 
Forces, 1950-Nov 1953; member of UK 
delegation in Anglo-Egyptian 
negotiations, 1953 

Rose, Edward Michael, 1913-1986 
Rugby and St John's, Cambridge; entered 
Foreign Service, 1937; Oslo, 1940; UK 
representative to French Committee of 
National Liberation, Algiers, 1944; 
Copenhagen, 1945; FO, 1949-1952; 
German Control Commission, 1952; head 
of Levant Dept, Jan 1955-Aug 1958 

Ross, Archibald David Manisty, b 1911 
KCMG 1961; Winchester and New 
College, Oxford; entered Foreign Service, 
1936; Berlin and Stockholm, 1939; FO, 
1944; Tehran, 1947; FO, 1950; head of 
Permanent Under-Secretary's Dept, 1951; 
Rome, 1953-1956; assistant under
secretary of state, June 1956 supervising 
the African Dept; ambassador to Portugal, 
1961-1966; ambassador to Sweden, 
1966-1971 

Salah al-Oin, Muhammad, b 1920 
Wafd minister of foreign affairs, Jan 1950-
Jan 1952; openly supported the Liberation 
Path but deprived of civil rights, 1954 

Sargent, Orme Carton, 1884-1962 
KCB 194 7; Radley; entered Foreign 
Service, 1906; Berlin, 1917; member of 
Versailles Peace Conference delegation, 
1919; assistant under-secretary of state, 
1933; deputy under-secretary of state, 
1939; 'permanent under-secretary of state, 
1946 

Scott, Robert Heatlie, 1905-1982 
KCMG 1954; Queen's Royal College, 
Trinidad and New College, Oxford; entered 
Far East Consular Service, 1927; served in 
China, 1930-1938; Ministry of 
Information, 1939; staff of special 
commissioner, SE Asia, 1946; head of SE 
Asian Dept, 1949; assistant under
secretary of state, 1950; minister, British 
Embassy, Washington, 1953; 
commissioner general, Singapore, 1955 

Scrivener, Patrick Straford, 1897-1966 
KCMG 1952; Winchester and Royal Naval 
College, Osborne; entered Foreign 
Service, 1919; Warsaw, 1920; 2nd 
secretary, Cairo Embassy, 1923; Budapest, 
1930; Addis Ababa, 1932; Angora, 1936; 
Rome, 1939; Lisbon, 1940; head of 
Egyptian Dept, 1945-1947; minister 
plenipotentiary, Damascus, 1947; deputy 
special commlsswner, SE Asia, 
1947-1948 

Serag al-Oin, Fuad, b 1906 
Wafd minister of agriculture, 1942; 
minister of the interior, 1943; Wafd 
secretary general, 1948; minister of 
communications, July 1949-Jan 1950; 
minister of the interior, Jan 1950-July 
1952; sentenced in 1953 to fifteen years 
imprisonment for rigging the cotton 
market and negligence during the 1952 
Cairo riots 

Shuckburgh, Charles Arthur Evelyn, b 1909 
KCMG 1959; Winchester and King's, 
Cambridge; entered Foreign Service, 1933; 
2nd secretary, Cairo Embassy, 1938-1939; 
staff of UK high commissioner, Canada, 
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1940; Buenos Aires, 1942-1944; Prague, 
1945-1947; head of S American Dept, 
1947-1948; · head of Western Dept, 
1949-1950; head ofWestern Organisations 
Dept, 1950-1951; private secretary to S of 
S, 1951-1954; assistant under-secretary of 
state, May 1954 supervising African Dept; 
senior civilian instructor at Imperial 
Defence College, June 1956-1958 

Sidqi, lsmail, 1875-1950 
Minister of agriculture, 1914-1917; estab
lished constitutional Liberal Party after 
breaking with the Wafd, 1922; minister of 
the interior, 1924- 1925; prime minister, 
1930-1933 and Feb 1946-Dec 1946; mem
ber of Egyptian delegation negotiating 
1936 Anglo-Egyptian treaty and leader of 
1946 delegation to negotiate new Anglo
Egyptian treaty 

Sirri, Hussain, 1892-1961 
Ecole Centrale, Paris; engineer and 
independent politician; minister of the 
interior and prime minister, 1940- 1942; 
resigned before 4 Feb 1942 incident; 
minister of foreign affairs and prime 
minister, July 1949-Jan 1950; chief of the 
Royal Cabinet, Jan-Apr 1950 

Slim, Field Marshal William Joseph (1st 
Viscount er 1960) 1891-1970 

KCB 1944; KG 1959; King Edward's 
School, Birmingham; C-in-C, Allied 
Forces, SE Asia, 1945-1946; commandant 
of Imperial Defence College, 1946-1947; 
CIGS, 1948- 1952; govgen of Australia, 
1953-1960 

Smart, Waiter Alexander, 1883-1973 
KCMG 1942; Clifton College and Jesus, 
Cambridge; vice consul Tehran, 1909 and 
acting oriental secretary, 1913; served in 
Tabriz, Shiraz, Muzaga, Tangier, Fez, New 
York, Aleppo, Beirut, Damascus and 
Salonika; oriental secretary, Tehran, 
1920-1922; oriental secretary, Cairo 
Embassy, 1926- 1929 and oriental 
counsellor, 1929- 1945; oriental minister, 
Cairo Embassy, 1945 

Stansgate, William Wedgwood Benn (1st 
Viscount er 1941) 1877-1960 

S of S for India, 1929- 1931; vice-president, 
Allied Control Commission, Italy, 

1943-1944; secretary of state for air, 
1945-46; leader of 1946 UK delegation to 
negotiate new Anglo-Egyptian treaty; pres
ident of Inter-Parliamentary Union, 
1947-1957 

Steel, Christopher Eden, 1903-1973 
KCMG 1951; Wellington and Hertford, 
Oxford; entered Foreign Service, 1927; 
served before 1939 in Rio de Janeiro, 
Paris, Berlin and Stockholm; 1st 
secretary, Cairo Embassy, 1942 and acting 
counsellor, 1943; staff of resident 
minister, Mediterranean, 1944; Allied 
Control Commission, Germany, 1945; 
deputy high commissioner, Germany, 
1949; minister, Washington Embassy, 
1950; UK permanent representative to 
NATO Council, 1953 

Stevenson, Ralph Clarmont Skrine, 
1895- 1977 

KCMG 1946; Wellington and University 
College, Oxford; served in Copenhagen, 
Berlin, Sofia and the Hague; 1st secretary, 
Cairo Embassy, 1929; FO, 1933; 
Barcelona, 1938; private secretary to S of 
S, 1939, minister plenipotentiary, 
Montevideo, 1941; ambassador to 
Yugoslavia, 1943- 1946; ambasador to 
China, 1949-1950; ambassador to Egypt, 
June 1950- 1955 

Stewart of Appin, Dugald Leslie Lorn, 
1921-1984 

KCVO 1972; Eton and Magdelen, Oxford; 
entered Foreign Service, 1942; Belgrade, 
1945; secretary to German Control 
Commission, 1948; FO, 1950; assistant 
oriental secretary, Cairo Embassy, May 
1951; FO, 1953; Belgrade, 1956 

Stewart, Michael Norman Francis, b 1921 
KCMG 1966; Shrewsbury and Trinity, 
Cambridge; Lisbon, 1941; Rome, 1944; 
FO, 1948-1951; assistant head of African 
Dept, 1950; office of commissioner 
general, SE Asia, 1951-1954; Ankara, 
1954-59 

Strang, William (1st Baron of Stonesfield er 
1954) 1893-1978 

KCB 1948; Palmers, University College, 
London and the Sorbonne; served before 
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1939 in Belgrade and Moscow; UK 
representative to European Advisory 
Commission, 1943; permanent under
secretary of state, German section, 
194 7 -1949; permanent under-secretary of 
state, 1949-1953 

Street, John Edmund Dudley, b 1918 
Tonbridge and Exeter, Oxford; entered 
Foreign Service, 1947; Oslo, 1950; Lisbon, 
1952; FO, Mar 1954; Budapest, 
195 7 -1960; ambassador to Malagasy 
Republic, 1961-1962 

Tedder, Air Chief Marshal Arthur William 
(1st Baron of Glenguin er 1946) 1890-1967 

KCB 1942; Whitgift and Magdalene, 
Cambridge; deputy air officer, C-in-C, 
Middle East, 1940-1941; air officer, C-in
C, Middle East, 1941-1943; deputy 
supreme allied commander, 1943-1945; 
chief of the air staff, 1946-1950; 
chairman of British Joint Services 
Mission, Washington and UK 
representative on NATO standing group, 
1950-1951 

Trevelyan, Humphrey (1st Baron er 1968), 
1905-1985 

KCMG 1955; Lancing and Jesus, 
Cambridge; entered Indian Political 
Service, 1929 and Foreign Service, 1947; 
Baghdad, 1948 and charge d'affaires, 1949; 
economic and financial adviser, UK High 
Commission, Germany, Nov 1950; charge 
d'affaires, Peking, 1953; ambassador to 
Egypt, Aug 1955-1956; ambassador to 
Iraq, 1958-1961 

Troutbeek, John Monro, 1894-1971 
KCMG 1948; Westminster and Christ 
Church, Oxford; entered Foreign Service, 
1920; served before 1939 in Istanbul, 
Addis Ababa and Prague; assistant under
secretary of state, 1940; head of British 
Middle East Office, 1947-1950; 
ambassador to Baghdad, 1951-1954 

Wall, John William, 1910-1989 
Mexborough Grammar School and Jesus, 
Cambridge; entered Levant Consular 
Service, 1933; served in Beirut, Cairo, Suez, 
Jedda, Tabriz, Isfahan and Casablanca; head 
of political division of British Middle East 

Office, Sept 1948 and charge d'affaires, 1949 
and 1950; oriental counsellor, Cairo 
Embassy,Apr 1951; political agent, Bahrein, 
Aug 1952-1954; consul general, Salonika, 
1955-1957; ambassador to Paraguay, 
1957-1959; consul general, Alexandria, 
1963-1966 

Ward, John Guthrie, b 1909 
KCMG 1956; Wellington and Pembroke, 
Cambridge; entered Foreign Service, 1931; 
served before 1939 in Baghdad and Cairo; 
member of British delegation to Potsdam 
Conference, 1945; head of UN Dept, 1946; 
Rome, 1946-1949; civilian member of 
directing staff oflmperial Defence College, 
1950; deputy UK high commissioner, 
Germany, 1951-1954; deputy under-secre
tary of state, 1954; ambassador to 
Argentin~ 1957-1961 

Wardle-Smith, John Hughes, 1909-1968 
Marlborough and St John's, Oxford; 
entered Foreign Service, 1945; Santiago, 
1945-1947; S American Dept, 
194 7 -1948; Far Eastern Dept, 
1948-1949; 1st secretary, Cairo Embassy, 
1949; counsellor, Cairo Embassy, 1951 
and head of Chancery, 1950-1952; 
Asmara, 1952-1954; Djakarta, 1955-1959 

Watson, John Hugh Adam, b 1914 
Rugby and King's, Cambridge; entered 
Foreign Service, 1937; Bucharest, 1939; 
3rd secretary, Cairo Embassy, 1940; 2nd 
secretary, Cairo Embassy, 1942; Moscow, 
1944; FO 1947; Information Research 
Dept, 1949; head of African Dept, 
1956-1959; ambassador to Mali 
Federation, 1960-1961; ambassador to 
Cuba, 1963-1966; assistant under
secretary of state, 1966-1968 

Wilton, Arthur John, b 1921 
KCMG 1979; Wanstead High School and 
St John's, Oxford; entered Foreign 
Service, 1947; political agent, Kuwait, 
1949; Quito, 1949; Sharjah, 1951; 2nd 
secretary, Cairo Embassy, May 1952; FO, 
1955; ambassador to Kuwait, 1970-1974; 
assistant under-secretary of state, 
1974-1976; ambassador to Saudi Arabia, 
1976-1979 
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Wright, Michael Robert, 1901-1976 
KCMG 1951; Winchester and Balliol, 
Oxford; entered Foreign Service, 1926; 
served before 1939 in Washington and 
Paris; 1st secretary, Cairo Embassy, 
1940-1942; Washington, 1943; staff of 

special commissioner to SE Asia, 1946; 
assistant under-secretary of state, 
1947-1950; ambassador to Norway, 
1951-1954; ambassador to Iraq, Jan 
1955-1958 
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