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      The Mediterranean and Middle East theatre of war.
    

  


  
    
    

    

    Introduction


    
       
    


    
      The erosion and collapse of British power in the Middle East began during the Second World War and reached its
      nadir in 1954, with the Anglo-Egyptian agreement to evacuate Egypt. The process of erosion was due both to
      Britain's decline from Great Power status to junior partner in the Atlantic alliance, and to indigenous
      developments in the Middle East itself.
    


    
      During this period of transition, however, Britain remained a serious force in Middle Eastern affairs, with a
      considerable military presence. Although dependent on America, Britain never forgot her own interests in the
      Middle East, even in the darkest hours of the war. Hence the ambiguities of the Anglo-American relationship,
      vacillating between discord and partnership, which are discussed in Peter Hahn's chapter on Egypt. The
      ambiguities, never resolved, reached boiling point with the Suez Crisis.
    


    
      The Labour government elected in July 1945 sought to adjust Britain's role to the changing currents of Middle
      Eastern politics, as the contribution by Nicholas Owen shows. Foreign Secretary Ernest Bevin wanted to restore
      the legitimacy of the empire in the region by holding out the promise of an economic and social partnership with
      the masses rather than, as traditionally, with the pashas. But the effort lacked both political and financial
      credibility. Rodney Wilson's chapter explores the economic aspects further, specifying the extent of
      Britain's financial debt to Middle Eastern governments, particularly to Egypt, and the unwelcome constraints
      imposed by the Treasury on holders of sterling assets.
    


    
      These factors weakened Britain's diplomatic position, but did not bring about a sudden collapse. On the
      contrary, Britain's unrivalled experience and oversight of Middle Eastern affairs meant that it attempted to
      influence the very expression of Arab nationalism. Britain's role in the formation and early policies of the
      Arab League are considered in the chapter by Michael Thornhill. Closely related matters in the politics of the
      region are discussed by Bruce Maddy-Weitzman, and with specific reference to Jordan and to Israel and the
      Palestinians in the chapters by Ilan Pappe and Avraham Sela.
    


    
      The cornerstone of British interests in the Middle East was Egypt, and several chapters are
      devoted to this subject. Martin Kolinsky focuses on the long-term deleterious effects of the Abdin incident',
      in which the British ambassador forced King Faruq to appoint a government amen-able to British interests. This
      occurred in February 1942, as British forces were retreating before the Rommel offensive in the Western Desert.
    


    
      After the war, as Michael J. Cohen shows, Britain's strategic interest in Egypt had by 1947 changed from
      ensuring the security of the Suez Canal, as the main imperial artery to India, to building up the Suez Base in
      order to defend the region against the Soviets, in the event of a new global conflict. By some contrast, John
      Kent suggests that the British presence in Egypt after the war became mostly a matter of preserving ‘face’, in an
      age when its prestige in the region was very much on the wane. Although divergent, the two approaches are not
      necessarily in contradiction; rather, they emphasize different aspects of a complex transitional period.
    


    
      Egyptian politics from 1945 to the Free Officers' coup d'&#x00E9;tat in July
      1952 are analyzed by Charles Tripp. He examines the way in which the Wafd party staged and manipulated street
      demonstrations against the British occupiers, in order to maintain some vestige of nationalist credibility.
      However, the growing inability of the political parties to control what Tripp calls 'the theatre of mass
      polities', and the increasing perception that the monarchy was corrupt beyond redemption, led eventually to
      the overthrow of the established political order. A crucial turning point in the long political crisis was the
      unsuccessful intervention of Egypt in the 1948 war against the new state of Israel. The defeat brought the
      Egyptian army into politics.
    


    
      The coup by the Free Officers was symptomatic of a wider social revolution in the Middle East after the Second
      World War. As noted by Michael Eppel in his chapter on Iraq, the status of the ruling traditional elites was
      threatened by a new Westernized middle strata, the effendiyya. The old conservative ruling
      elites had no solutions for the economic and social distress of the masses, or for the aspirations of emergent
      educated groups. In Iraq the old regime fell in 1958, six years after the coup in Egypt, two years after the Suez
      Crisis, when al-Nasir's prestige was at its height.
    


    
      Across the Middle East, the old guard tried to divert the effendiyya's frustrations
      towards the British, a process facilitated by the latter's decline and by their evident incapacity to defend
      the area against outside threats. The older elites could not escape the censure of the Arab masses for their
      alleged complicity with outside imperial interests. Thus a new strand of Arab nationalism emerged, and became
      entangled with the crisis in Palestine.
    


    
      The British decision to relinquish their mandate in Palestine in 1947, and the subsequent vote in
      the United Nations to partition the country, created a new surge of nationalist emotion. The first Arab-Israeli
      war in 1948 was a traumatic event, and the standing of the conservative Arab elites was reduced further by the
      humiliation suffered by the Arabs in the fighting. The Egyptian Army placed the blame for their defeat on King
      Faruq, who was accused of having exploited the war for his own financial benefit. King Abdallah of Jordan, widely
      considered in the Arab world to be a ‘poodle’ of the British, was assassinated in July 1951, when he was believed
      to be about to sign a peace treaty with Israel.
    


    
      The various chapters on Britain's turbulent relations with Egypt, Jordan, Iraq and with the Arab League, and
      her inability to control events in Palestine, all illustrate the final eclipse of British imperial power, despite
      the efforts of the Labour government to retain dominance and legitimacy in this area of the world.
    


    
      In conclusion, it should be noted that Saudi Arabia, not surveyed in this volume, was perhaps an exception to the
      general course of post-1945 history in the region. The demise of British influence and power in the Saudi kingdom
      may be dated to President Roosevelt's February 1943 decision to grant Lend-Lease aid to Al 'Saud. Thus
      the British were ousted not by the burgeoning local nationalist agitation that characterized most of her other
      Middle Eastern holdings, but by the superior economic power of the Americans, which they could neither match nor
      resist.
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    THE EFFECT OF WAR ON
    

    THE MIDDLE EAST
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    Britain and decolonization: The Labour governments and the Middle East, 1945–51


    
      NICHOLAS OWEN
    


    
      'The benefits of partnership between Britain and the countries of the Middle East have never reached the
      ordinary people', Bevin wrote to Halifax in October 1945, 'and so our foreign policy has rested on too
      narrow a footing, mainly on the personalities of kings, princes or pashas. There is thus no vested interest among
      the peoples to remain with us because of benefits obtained. Hence it is easy for Great Britain to be blamed when
      difficulties arise.'1 Bevin's unsuccessful attempt to raise the standard
      of living of 'peasants not pashas' through economic and social development in the Middle East has usually
      been mocked as sentimental and ignorant. For John Saville, it amounted to little more than an old man's
      vanity, which the career diplomats of the Foreign Office were prepared to indulge, provided it did not disturb
      the familiar rhythms of Britain's traditional alliances in the region.2 From a
      very different perspective, Correlli Barnett has pilloried Bevin as a deluded 'world fantasist' obsessed
      by the fallacy that the Soviet Union was itching to acquire the marginal and poverty-stricken states of the
      Middle East and that, as a consequence, Britain should pour scarce national resources into a fruitless attempt to
      develop them.3
    


    
      However, between the lines of Wm Roger Louis and Michael J. Cohen's accounts of British policy in the Middle
      East and in detailed studies by Wesley K. Wark of the diplomat Sir John Troutbeck, by Paul Kingston of the
      Development Division of the British Middle East Office, and by Robert Vitalis of Anglo-American competition in
      Egypt, a more nuanced reading of Bevin's policy can be found.4 The experiment
      repays study, not least for the intriguing light it casts both upon Labour perceptions of empire and upon the
      severe constraints under which any new departure in imperial policy operated.
    


    I


    
      The origins of Labour' s distinctive Middle Eastern policy are to be found in several developments. The first
      was the belief — new found in Labour circles — that the British Empire-Commonwealth, if suitably reformed, might
      serve as a vehicle for the strengthening of socialism and prosperity at home, and peace abroad.5 This view had been far from dominant in the Labour Party of the interwar years, when,
      under the influence of Liberal refugees such as H. N. Brailsford, Leonard Woolf and J. A. Hobson, imperial policy
      had been dominated by the internationalist conviction that, since competition for colonial raw materials and
      markets had been a prime cause of the recent global conflict, only the establishment of open diplomacy, regulated
      by democratic checks and controls, and the placing of colonies under international supervision might prevent a
      future war. Radical critics on the left had felt from the start that, in the absence of socialist victories at
      other metro-poles, internationalizing the empire would simply collapse into a form of collective colonialism. By
      1940, with the failure of the League of Nations to fulfil the internationalists' expectations and the
      apparent resilience of European colonial systems in the face of internal and external criticism, it now appeared
      even to Labour's pragmatists that internationalists had placed too much faith in the benevolence of other
      nations and the power of international organizations. Most important of all, it was hard to see how the
      principles of the open door' and minimal interference under which League mandates operated might be
      reconciled with the desire of colonial critics such as W M. Macmillan and the Fabian Colonial Bureau, founded by
      Arthur Creech Jones and Rita Hinden in 1940, to see colonial governments introduce schemes for strong,
      centralized, state-led development. In 1943, even such a sceptic as Stafford Cripps, who in the 1930s had
      regularly denounced the empire as a capitalist conspiracy held together by exploitation, force and fraud, was to
      be found insisting that it should be seen 'not as a relic of a past era in our history', but as 'a
      new and powerful weapon', and 'a living, developing organism, full of hope and promise if wisely
      nurtured, and soundly directed'.6 For Bevin too, extending wartime planning to
      the empire provided a means to 'remedy some Nineteenth Century wrongs'.7
      Our crime, he remarked to Francis Williams, 'isn't exploitation. It's neglect.'8
    


    
      Of course, Labour's attachment to developing the empire was not merely a matter of ideological preference; it
      seemed to follow from the cold logic of Britain's post-war economic and strategic position. By its
      participation in wartime government, Labour had clearly demonstrated its recognition of a national interest which
      transcended the domestic political battle and the demands of internationalism. Moreover, the
      experience of global war ensured that, among Labour's leaders at least, the national interest would be
      defined imperially, for it seemed to them to prove that the Empire-Commonwealth was a vital support for British
      pretensions to world-power status. 'If we are to carry our full weight in the post-war world with the US and
      the USSR', wrote Attlee in 1943, 'it can only be as a united British Commonwealth'.9 Bevin's famous speech to the 1945 Party Conference made the point effectively:
    


    
      
        You will have to form a Government which is at the centre of a great Empire and Commonwealth of Nations, which
        touches all parts of the world, and which will have to deal… with every race and every difficulty.
      

    


    
      Domestic matters might be 'fought out on our own soil', but foreign and imperial policy was 'an
      entirely different situation'. ‘Revolutions’, Bevin asserted, 'do not change geography'.10
    


    
      In these calculations, the Middle East, delicately poised between the emerging superpowers and their conflicting
      post-war interests, was to play a central role. For Bevin, indeed, the recent war had proved it was an area of
      'cardinal importance … second only to the United Kingdom itself'.11 With
      the loss of the Indian Army, bases in the Middle East were essential bulwarks in Britain's global defences.
      Airfields in Iraq offered a means of striking at the Soviet Union's oil interests in Grozny and Baku.12 The Suez base provided Britain with unrivalled military installations in the region
      and the ability to control the vital artery to the east, through which dollar-free oil supplies and Egyptian
      cotton, each in their way important for Britain's industrial recovery, were brought. It lay at the heart of
      Britain's system of global communications to India, the Far East and Australia, and its loss would force
      costly excursions around the Cape or across central Africa.
    


    
      Were Britain to weaken her presence, Soviet influence, already pressing hard at the northern tier of the region
      (Greece, Turkey, Iraq and, above all, Iran, where they remained in occupation until mid-1946) would swiftly move
      in, with exactly the same hideous consequences for British interests as had occurred in eastern Europe. Indeed,
      Soviet success in the Middle East would provide communism with an eastern entree to India, Burma and Malaya, and
      southern and western doors into Africa. For Bevin no less than Eden, therefore, the Middle East was Britain's
      jugular vein, to be protected at almost any cost. It was with these arguments and the aid of the Foreign Office
      and the Chiefs of Staff that Bevin was able by the summer of 1947 to crush Attlee's attempt to question
      Britain's place in the Middle East.13 For Attlee, modern air power and
      decolonization in Asia had rendered the historic role of the region as the gateway to the Indian Ocean redundant.
      It might be left as a huge and desolate buffer zone — a 'wide glacis of desert and
      Arabs'14- between areas of British and Soviet influence. His arguments,
      however, most notably in their insistence that the Middle East empire could be defended better by the United
      Nations than by British forces, were less a prescient view of Britain's declining power than a late flowering
      of the pre-war internationalist ethos. It was for this reason that they were fatally weakened by the onset of the
      cold war.
    


    
      If the region was to play this part well, however, it had to be developed. 'My whole aim', Bevin wrote to
      Attlee in January 1947, 'has been to develop the Middle East as a producing area to help our own economy and
      take the place of India.' True, its economies were still weak and vulnerable, lacking the trained manpower
      necessary for high productivity in peacetime and effective defence in wartime; its states were divided by ethnic
      and dynastic rivalries; but with measures to promote economic growth and regional defence reorganization under
      British auspices, Bevin hoped, this could all change. 'This was once a rich region', he told Attlee,
      'and could be so again with good government and modern methods'. 'If we help it to build itself
      up', he insisted, 'it can become economically prosperous and a valuable market for us.'15 Besides its military and economic benefits, development would bring political
      stability to the region. Schemes of economic modernization, in offering a better standard of living to the
      peasants and workers who worked in them and political experience and authority to the educated classes who would
      be trained to administer them, would strengthen the case for future partnership with Britain. They would also
      undermine the arguments of radicals and communists both in the Middle East and in the Soviet bloc that imperial
      ties were inherently exploitative. The sensitivity Britain showed in handling the nationalist demands of her
      colonies, after all, was a significant measure of her international moral reputation, and as such an important
      weapon in the propaganda of the cold war. To meet the Soviet challenge required an effective partnership with the
      United States and acquiring a reputation for liberalism at the United Nations and other international forums by
      replacing the language and practice of colonialism with that of partnership and development.
    


    
      So much, of course, was common ground across the party system. Given the severe post-war limits on Britain's
      resources, pressure for demobilization and economies, and the unwillingness of the British electorate to sanction
      colonial war or even prolonged suppression of resistance, it clearly made sense for Britain to seek to maintain
      its primacy by converting systems of formal rule and alliances into an informal system based on ties of mutual
      interest and regard. Indeed, in essence this was nothing very new, for ever since 1917, formal rule had rarely
      been regarded as an indispensable means of securing British interests. Even before Labour
      ministers produced their own proposals, Foreign Office officials had clearly recognized that it would no longer
      be possible to hold the Middle East with the methods of Cromer, but that moderate nationalists should be
      strengthened against the radicals through quiet and unobtrusive support.16 It is
      likely therefore that any party would have had to reduce the massive costs of military occupation of the Middle
      East through soliciting co-operation with local nationalist politicians. Exactly such a process of retraction and
      redeployment had been carried out after the First World War.17
    


    
      Labour's distinctiveness thus lay neither in the ends of imperial policy, nor wholly in the means devised to
      attain them, but more in the route by which it had reached them. Labour's schemes of social and economic
      development were the product neither of unthinking imperialist attitudes inherited from wartime association with
      its political opponents, nor of its supposedly craven dependence upon traditionally minded civil servants and
      military advisers. Rather, their true origins lie in Bevin's — and Labour's — long-standing concern about
      the unhealthy turn that nationalism had taken in the colonized world, and its desire to remould it into shapes
      with which British socialists could work.
    


    
      In the evolution of these views, Labour's unhappy encounter with Indian nationalism was formative.18 While the party had long held that India should achieve political freedom, it had
      been periodically troubled with the prospect that it would do so under the leadership of the Congress Party,
      which, dominated by lawyers and businessmen, seemed an unlikely vehicle for the advancement of working-class
      interests or for genuine industrial and economic change, and which employed strategies of non-co-operation and
      civil disobedience strongly at odds with Labour's own ideas of responsible political action. During the war,
      irritated by the unwillingness of Congress to support the British war effort, Bevin and Cripps had therefore
      called for a more progressive social and industrial policy aimed at making the 'struggle in India … no longer
      … between Indian and British on the nationalist basis, but between the classes in India upon an economic
      basis', thereby 'splitting Congress' and diverting nationalists from sterile oppositionism into the
      more profitable channels of 'nation-building'. The plan, Bevin had argued, 'offered a first rate
      opportunity of turning the minds of the people of India from political agitation towards economic
      progress'.19
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      These Indian experiments were rendered irrelevant by the success of the Congress Party in the elections of
      October 1945. But many of the same ideas found their way into Labour's plans for remaining parts of the Empire-Commonweath, such as Cyprus and west and central Africa.20 In
      the Middle East, it took the form of Bevin's attempt to harness the energies of Arab nationalism for new
      purposes. There were three main elements to his policy. First, Bevin repeatedly ruled out the use of force to
      repress nationalist political activity, except where this itself took the form of violence or terrorism. Like
      Attlee, Bevin held that, unless there was a clear threat to public order, the deployment of British bayonets
      against nationalists would simply alienate precisely those elements whose support it was necessary to win, while
      also discrediting Britain with her American ally. It was in part this reasoning that deterred the cabinet from
      deploying force against Mussadeq at Abadan in 1951, a telling contrast to the attempt by their Conservative
      successors to topple al-Nasir in 1956.
    


    
      The same thinking made Bevin chary of the old methods of backstairs cabinet-making that had hitherto been among
      the most effective tools for manipulating nationalist factions to British advantage.21 In Egypt, it was Bevin who turned down an official proposal to unseat Prime Minister
      al-Nuqrashi (despite his evident lack of sympathy with the turn of nationalist politics) on the grounds that
      anti-British sentiment was too well established to be quelled in such a fashion. He also ruled out intervention
      in the Egyptian elections of 1950 to assist the Wafd against their more radical rivals. In Iran, he refused to
      accept Foreign Office plans to put pressure on the Shah to pick a strong prime minister capable of introducing
      reforms, and vetoed plans to encourage secessionist tendencies in south-west Iran to act as a counter to
      communist influence in Teheran. He was no less anxious to curb the electoral engineering of Rex Leeper, British
      Ambassador in Athens, on the grounds that it made it much easier for Greek nationalists to shrug off the blame
      for the slow rate of post-war recovery on to British military ‘advisers’. Of course, Bevin was not alone in
      doubting the efficacy of such interventions, but on several occasions his weight seems to have been thrown
      decisively against the wilder schemes of his officials.22Nationalist leaders were
      the symptoms, not the causes, of unrest and the problem they represented could not be cured simply by arresting
      them, but by forcing them to take responsibility for the solutions they advocated.
    


    
      Bevin wanted to be as helpful as possible about removing the main thorns of nationalist discontent, taking
      equality and partnership to be the secret of imperial unity in defence matters. The Russians, as Bevin commented,
      'treated all the different races of the Soviet Union … on exactly the same footing… and the result was one
      vast and homogenous force. We should do the same'.23 Thus the treaties which
      governed the British military presence in the region were to be renegotiated and bases relocated
      to lessen the tensions that had grown up around them. In 1946, Labour ministers were prepared — against the
      advice of the Chiefs of Staff — to countenance the complete withdrawal of British troops from Egypt by September
      1949, and the preservation of British interests not by occupation but by a treaty that committed its parties to
      little more than mutual goodwill in the event of war. Bevin was adamant that he would 'far rather have
      properly and technically trained Egyptians at our disposal in the event of war than 10,000 British troops
      occupying an unwilling country',24 If Suez had to be evacuated to appease
      nationalist opinion, Bevin optimistically assumed, then a fresh start might be made in whatever was retained of
      the Palestine mandate, or perhaps in the friendlier surroundings of Cyrenaica, Cyprus, Transjordan, or even in
      the Sudan or Kenya. To this end, the existing agreement with Abdallah of Transjordan, by which Britain subsidized
      the Jordanian Army in return for defence co-operation and the preservation of British bases, was strengthened in
      1946. In 1948, in the Treaty of Portsmouth, Bevin was prepared to place British air bases in Iraq under the joint
      control of both governments.
    


    
      But Bevin recognized that new bargains with unelected and unaccountable pashas and palace go-betweens, however
      important they might be for securing the support of the powerful, were not sufficient to meet the nationalist
      challenge unless they were combined with policies designed to break the unnatural coalition of classes and
      interests that underpinned anti-imperial agitation and to force its leaders to answer to those whom they claimed
      to represent. Economic modernization was the lever that Bevin proposed to employ. 'My experience of 30 years
      of international trade', he insisted, 'is that if you get men talking together about the same occupation,
      the same trade, the same machines, nationalism ceases, and occupation and life interest takes its place/25
    


    
      Within a few weeks of taking office, Bevin told his officials that he wished the forthcoming conference of Middle
      East diplomats to discuss 'measures of social advancement' and a policy 'which would benefit the
      common people' to improve trade and forestall Soviet criticism of British rule.26 Addressing the inaugural meeting, he announced that he wanted to broaden the basis
      of Britain's influence in the Middle East, which had hitherto rested too heavily upon British troops and on a
      narrow range of economic interests such as oil and cotton. A Middle East Development Board should be established,
      financed by UK and Middle Eastern capital and operating under the rules governing public utilities, to harness
      the resources of the whole region and turn it from a 'defence area' into a 'development
      area'.27 By 'holding out hopes of economic betterment and a raising of
      the standard of living', Bevin told officials,' [development]
    


    
      would help to counteract the nationalist tendencies which must be expected after the war'. To
      cope with the difficulties of economic adjustment in the wake of demobilization and wartime inflation, Middle
      Eastern officials were told by Bevin's deputy, Philip Noel-Baker, that it was vital 'to divert … the Arab
      world from politics to the solution of raising standards of life'.28 Over the
      coming years, Bevin pushed this line with a remarkable and undaunted consistency. In Egypt, he rejected official
      advice that social reform should be realized through cooperation with King Faruq and a political class that had
      distanced itself from the people.29 'I can well believe', he told the
      British Ambassador in Egypt, 'that the Rulers and Pashas of Egypt are made to feel uncomfortable when the
      rotten conditions of the working people of their country are published to the world'.
    


    
      
        I doubt, however, whether the people themselves feel similar resentment. Pashadom is jealous of its power and
        frightened of any exposure of its shortcomings. But I do not believe that the Pashas will maintain for ever
        undisputed sway over Egypt. As Foreign Secretary of a Labour Government I look beyond the present Egyptian
        rulers, who deflect towards us the social discontent that should really be directed against them.30
      

    


    
      In Bevin's view, the ruling classes of the Middle East had failed to distribute the new wealth they had made
      from the war and from oil production to the poorer members of their societies. It was necessary for Britain to
      make it clear that it stood ready to meet the demand for post-war social progress. In Iraq, fearful that British
      intentions were discredited by association with the 'old gang' surrounding the Regent, Bevin pressed for
      free elections and for the diversion of oil revenues into capital projects to improve education, land use and
      agriculture, on the lines of the Tennessee Valley Authority.31 In Iran, Bevin
      noted, the unwillingness of the oil industry to share its profits more widely threatened to destabilize local
      economies and provoke a dangerous reaction against Western capitalism, which would strengthen the hands of local
      communists and risk Soviet intervention from the north. In July 1946, he pressed the Anglo-Iranian Oil Company
      (which, though largely owned by the British Government was, as Bevin noted sourly, 'virtually a private
      company') to introduce more progressive welfare benefits and higher pay for its workers. When the Soviet
      Union successfully negotiated a deal with the Iranians to exploit Azerbaijani oil, he considered going further
      still to appease anti-foreign sentiment in Iran, proposing the replacement of Anglo-Iranian with a 'mutually
      advantageous' joint company based on profit-sharing rather than royalties.32
      'I am not going to have the Russians stealing our wind [sic]' Bevin insisted,
      'by appearing as the sole supporters of the people'.33
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      Bevin's plans failed almost wholly to achieve their objectives. When Churchill brought the Conservatives back
      to office in 1951, British power in the region rested largely on the old foundations. Negotiations to renew the
      treaties had either collapsed, as in Egypt, or had resulted in agreements that were almost immediately
      repudiated, as in Iraq. Britain's presence in the region remained heavily dependent on privileges secured
      under the old regimes, above all for the increasingly vulnerable soldiers in the costly and resented Suez base.
      Worse still, Bevin's cherished development plans were only implemented in the most limited way and never
      proved sufficient to win Britain popularity, let alone reshape Arab nationalism. Neither in India nor even in
      West Africa did Labour's new imperial policy stem the tide of political agitation against British rule to any
      appreciable degree. But nowhere did it fail as spectacularly as in the Middle East.
    


    
      This was largely because in several ways the Middle East constituted a much less satisfactory arena than other
      parts of Britain's world system for Bevin's plans for development. In the first place, the constitutional
      structures through which the reforms were to be proposed, debated and implemented were unwieldy. Since the 1920s,
      only Palestine had been under direct British rule. Especially before the development of the region's oil
      resources, Britain's economic penetration had been quite shallow and its cultural influences had never
      succeeded in making much impact on established patterns of belief and social practice. British control was
      sustained much more through military and diplomatic supremacy than through the imposition of an administrative
      structure and the construction of networks of local collaborators, as was the case in Asia and Africa. The
      emerging party structures of the legislatures of Cairo and Baghdad lay largely outside the reach of British
      influence. Few credible intermediaries thus existed to publicize and argue for the worth of British
      socio-economic reforms. Lacking sufficient popular support to call for sacrifices on the part of the colonized
      themselves, the British found themselves able neither to explain the lure of development to those who might
      benefit from it nor to anticipate likely objections.
    


    
      Acceptance of British views, especially on questions of socio-economic reform, thus had to be won indirectly,
      through the careful courting of clients and the promotion of local initiative. This dictated a cautious and slow
      approach right from the start. 'It is no good thrusting experts upon the Egyptian government', insisted
      the Cairo Embassy. Any suggestion that we want to run their country for them will make them turn elsewhere for
      assistance.'34 Arab governments, it was reported by officials, were
      'genuinely anxious to receive technical advice and help but are suspicious of anything which
      might be represented as savouring of administrative interference'.35 However
      grandiloquent his plans in private, Bevin was careful in public always to stress the technical and apolitical
      nature of British development aid.36 Indeed, there was a certain irony in the
      fact that Bevin's commitment to the principle of noninterference' debarred him from more energetic
      attempts to push reforms on reluctant pashas and governments. But as Michael Wright, chosen by Bevin to lead the
      campaign for development, pointed out as delicately as possible to his political master, given the granting of
      formal independence after the First World War before Ottoman corruption had been replaced by traditions of public
      service, we have tied our own hands'. 'If we intervened, we should be blamed for interference in internal
      affairs: if we did not, reaction would remain.'37 All that Britain could do
      was 'to push the case for social reform very hard when necessary, and … to give considerable backing to the
      best elements', and even this 'may at times bring us very near to the border of internal interference or
      even across it'.38
    


    
      Such a potentially abrasive process inevitably required copious supplies of lubrication. Unfortunately, these
      were in lamentably short supply. Proffering development aid to such allies was difficult to justify to British
      taxpayers, who were believed to be even less sympathetic to the claims of the Middle East — and especially the
      supposedly ‘treacherous’ Faruq regime39 - than to those of the colonial empire.
      Without the ability to levy local taxes themselves, which — especially now that Egypt and Iraq were sterling
      creditors — would in any case have made British-led development look somewhat like vicarious generosity, Bevin
      found his schemes lay at the mercy of the Treasury, which treated requests for overseas development with miserly
      parsimony, especially when they involved spending outside the dependent empire. Thus although Bevin had hoped for
      at least a 20-year commitment, the Middle East Office was funded grudgingly only on a year-by-year basis.40 'I am not sure that we are thinking on a big enough scale', he complained in
      1946.41 But, in sum, the reserves were insufficient to fund much more than 'a
      dozen teachers for Egypt, a labour adviser for the Iraqi government, an agricultural project for
      Jordan'42 - each proposal fought long and hard against Treasury limits,
      especially after the devaluation of September 1949.
    


    
      But the real problem, as the Board of Trade and the Treasury noted at the start, was 'not to find sterling
      for the Middle Eastern countries, but to find goods for their sterling, of which they had plenty.'43 Although Bevin had promised the cabinet that the plan would provide a 'golden
      opportunity for the British exporter',44 it was one that they were unable to
      take up. It was no use suggesting plans for economic development to Middle Eastern governments
      until British factories were able to supply them with the necessary imports, or the Treasury with the dollars to
      buy them elsewhere. British officials working for the supply missions in the region had already found that
      shortage of materials and tonnage made it hard for them to retain the confidence of Arab governments after the
      relaxation of official controls.45 But in the short run, British capital goods
      were required for domestic reconstruction and for export to dollar-earning markets. The Middle East failed to
      meet this condition, and attempts by the Foreign Office to persuade the Treasury of its potential as a source of
      cheap food production were dismissed as unrealistic and out of keeping with Bevin's desire to build up the
      region's own standard of living.46 When these problems of supply were
      combined with Britain's refusal to permit Iraq and Egypt to convert their sterling balances into dollars and
      hence to purchase their capital goods elsewhere, it was unsurprising to find that their governments regarded
      Bevin's commitment to development with cynicism. All in all, it was unlikely that such inadequate resources
      would serve to smooth Anglo-Arab relations to any significant degree.
    


    
      Extracting the financial resources for development was not helped by official rivalries within Whitehall and its
      legations and embassies in the Middle East. In the first place, the evolution of plans for these types of
      development had hitherto been largely a matter for the Colonial Office, while Middle Eastern policy came under
      the auspices of the Foreign Office. The development secretariat in London thus suffered badly from staffing
      problems and bureaucratic isolation. Although, in deference to Bevin's views, a dedicated Middle East Office
      based in Cairo was given a degree of autonomy and direct links to London, it was distrusted by the embassies,
      fearful of its encroachment on sensitive political questions, which made it hard for it to establish contact with
      Middle Eastern politicians.47 There was also great difficulty in finding
      sufficient British experts willing to go to the Middle East.48 Bevin hoped to
      attract high-flyers from the armed services and universities for the Cairo field office, whose staff, employed on
      career-long contracts, would rove the whole region. 'It was not possible to treat the question
      piecemeal', he insisted.49 However, an interim report in January 1946 made
      dismal reading. Progress had been 'slow and somewhat disappointing': the Middle East Office had inherited
      the offices of the Middle East Supply Centre, but very few of its personnel, and suffered from limited staffing
      right from the start. Are we casting our net wide enough?', Bevin wondered.50
      The real problem, however, lay in the conflicting needs of the respective governments. Middle East governments,
      especially that of Iraq, almost invariably wanted to recruit British experts for their own service, rather than
      have them seconded from the imperial power, with the implications of foreign domination that this
      entailed. It proved hard to attract candidates for posts which offered so little security of tenure, and several
      Arab governments found it preferable to attract assistance with development from American or Swedish advisers.
      Nor did the British schemes ever generate the local employment that Bevin had hoped to see. In Egypt, British
      officials were engaged not in recruiting staff but in laying them off in advance of the running down of the
      service installations.51 Local staff could not be paid sufficient to keep them
      from the effects of post-war inflation, and hence, much to the horror of Stafford Cripps, turned to informal
      methods of supplementing their incomes.52
    


    
      Of course, American assistance in the plans and financing of development might have made a substantial difference
      to this problem. But US officials, in breaking up the Middle East Supply Centre at the war's end, had already
      demonstrated their desire for a swift return to free and private international trade. Thus, although Bevin had
      shown some early enthusiasm for the idea of co-operating with the United States, and an informal mission was sent
      to Washington in 1947, it was ruled out on the grounds that American firms would then win the bulk of the
      contracts that resulted. In Egypt, British hopes of dominating post-war development had already been seriously
      undermined by the emergence of a 'new deal' coalition between American multinationals and Egyptian
      business leaders and investors.53 Indeed, without the unpopular dollar
      restrictions Britain imposed on countries in the sterling area, officials privately admitted, there would be a
      'flood of orders to the United States for goods which we are not in a position to supply'.54 The problem with American development experts, one British diplomat commented
      loftily, was that they 'would inevitably turn themselves into commercial travellers'.55 Indeed, fear that Britain would prove unable to supply the needs of Arab governments
      even discouraged development officials from'sound[ing] the market'.56
    


    
      Worse still, Bevin had not clearly identified the class of collaborators with which he wished to build new
      bridges. Doubtless he was correct to believe that the Egyptianfellahin (peasants) would be
      grateful to 'anyone who helped them out of their miserably unhealthy and pauperous plight'.57 But such a task, though admirable in its way, could never have succeeded in cracking
      the shell of Arab nationalism. The rural peasantry whom such policies were designed to help did not form its main
      body of support. The struggle within the nationalist camp was between the old class of notables, government
      servants and landowners, who had gained security from their links with the monarchies and the British, and the
      younger, more radical urban movements, dominated by students and progressive teachers. Bevin's policies had
      little appeal to either group.
    


    
      For the 'old gang', shaken and discredited by the reassertion of imperial power during
      the war, public association with the British was a dangerous gamble that threatened to expose them to their
      political rivals at their most vulnerable point: their inability to resist foreign domination. As Bevin's
      officials began their work, the Egyptian parliament, far from welcoming the prospect of partnership and
      co-operation, was engaged on a new company law aimed at pushing British capital and personnel out of Egyptian
      companies. Indeed, it had been the proliferation of oppressive controls and alien bureaucracy, which accompanied
      the use of the Middle East as a transit base and conduit for wartime supplies, that had done most to swell
      anti-British feeling in recent years.58 Those fearful that price controls would
      hold down their profits or restrictive shipping quotas depress their standard of living could hardly be expected
      to look favourably upon proposals for greater economic planning and intervention, particularly under British
      auspices. It was unclear at the start how Bevin's schemes were to be implemented without the imposition of an
      army of British technicians, experts and advisers in the much-resented tradition of the Middle East Supply
      Centre. It was perhaps partly for this reason that the plans of American officials for the fostering of
      capitalist free trade as the best means of defending the region against communism, often won a more sympathetic
      hearing among the Arab political elite than Bevin's socialist remedies.
    


    
      Of course, Bevin's hope was that a programme of social reform would serve to win the support of the younger
      and hitherto-excluded elements of nationalist movements for a British connection, not least because it would
      promote political changes and the devolution of power to precisely these groups. But until such political changes
      were achieved, it was rightly feared among such nationalists that resources for development from the British
      would simply drain away into the old gutters of palace corruption and be used to consolidate the power of
      existing elites. Proposals for development posed tricky questions of the allocation of land and resources between
      regions and classes, which threatened to deflate and distract nationalist energies. Such groups, moreover, were
      frequently engaged in attempting to broaden the scope of their respective territorial and isolationist
      nationalisms to make them less dependent upon western traditions of thought and more open to region-wide
      exchanges.59 For the young urban nationalist, therefore, Bevin's offer of
      development and a settlement of Anglo-Arab differences threatened the prospect not of partnership, but of a more
      permanent exclusion from power.
    


    
      It was small wonder, therefore, that nationalists preferred to resist the erosion of their common front against
      the British and their allies by focusing less on divisive issues of economic development than on
      issues which united them more readily, such as the presence of British troops and the perfidy of Labour's
      betrayal of the Arabs in Palestine. Bevin's difficulty was that satisfying these regional demands conflicted
      painfully with the demands of his grand strategy. For in no other region did strategic demands and external
      pressure interlock as powerfully as they did in the Middle East to restrict the ability of British policy-makers
      to follow the logic of concessions to nationalism. As the cabinet discussions on the renegotiation of the
      Anglo-Egyptian Treaty make clear, Labour ministers were fully aware that the presence of British troops was the
      main sticking-point with the Egyptian negotiators, and that resting on the 1936 treaty provisions was morally and
      legally shaky.60 But even so, they felt that the strategic imperatives of the
      cold war left them almost no flexibility to deal with the situation as they wished. No matter how feverishly
      Bevin and the Chiefs of Staff searched the map, Egypt's location, if not its political instability, suited
      British strategic needs better than any alternative. Without an agreement on the evacuation of combatant troops,
      proposals for defence co-operation proved to be stillborn.
    


    
      Above all, of course, there was the question of Palestine.61 It is sufficient
      here to note its baleful effects on Bevin's plans for regional defence co-operation and development. In 1945,
      Bevin had hoped that the rising standards of living that development would bring might even ease the Palestinian
      situation, by softening the conflict for land and resources in the area and thereby allowing rates of Jewish
      immigration to be stepped up.62 Such optimism did not last for long. Broken
      promises on the questions of Jewish immigration and the Palestinian homeland, and Britain's supposed
      acquiescence in the creation of the state of Israel inevitably suggested to Arab leaders that British promises of
      security -and hence the military alliances of which they were part — were not worth having. This certainly made
      it harder for the Iraqi leaders to persuade their nationalist supporters that the Soviet threat called for the
      ratification of a British military treaty they had signed at Portsmouth in January 1948. Bevin was undoubtedly
      desperate that the resolution of the Palestinian problem should not be allowed to disrupt his attempts to build
      new alliances in the Arab world. But American pressure from without and the Zionist ties of the Labour Party
      within made it impossible for him to go further in meeting Arab demands for the suppression of Israel.63
    


    
      In the poisonous atmosphere this created, plans to create a new Anglo-Arab understanding based on economic
      development were bound to be seen at best as an irrelevance. As Bevin acknowledged in 1949, Arab governments
      '[will] refuse to respond to our guidance on social and economic matters if they find us
      differing too widely from them over Palestine'.64 Britain's traditional
      allies were forced to disavow any connection with those who had supposedly sponsored the emergence of Israel,
      while the Arab League, which officials had hoped to use as a means of promoting development, was too preoccupied
      with political affairs to do more than pass resolutions of a general nature and set up a largely dormant
      sub-committee.65 While Arab states remained divided and uncertain about the
      regional ambitions of the new Jewish state, there was little chance of British-led economic development being
      successful unless it was directed primarily towards military preparations for a war with Israel, rather than to
      the education, welfare and redistributive projects to benefit the least well-off that Labour favoured.
    


    
      Indeed, this was not the only distortion the Arab-Israeli conflict imposed upon Bevin's plans. As the
      officials reviewing the development schemes in 1949 observed, economic assistance to Syria, Lebanon and Jordan
      had necessarily taken the form of refugee aid rather than constructive development.66 For John Troutbeck, appointed Head of the British Middle East Office in 1947, this
      revealed a basic weakness in Labour's strategy: it put the cart (economic development) before the horse
      (political stability). He therefore favoured older methods: a Western-guaranteed peace should be imposed on the
      region — in Troutbeck's opinion, this would be realized through the arming of Egypt to act as a counterweight
      to Israel — before Britain reverted to the politics of development.67
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      Nonetheless, the early post-war years saw substantial social and economic development in the Middle East,
      especially in Iran, Iraq and Egypt.68British firms won contracts in some of these
      projects and the Development Division of the British Middle East Office, despite its organizational weaknesses,
      played a small but significant part in bringing them to fruition. Indeed, as Kingston argues, the very inability
      of the Foreign Office to provide the necessary resources ensured that its development projects were characterized
      by an early recognition of the 'limits to growth'. Its projects were usually on a small scale and
      employed local people rather than foreign experts, and indigenous skills rather than imported technology, all
      techniques which later became the received wisdom of development gurus. Even its bureaucratic isolation served to
      liberate the developers from the political control of Whitehall, allowing them greater flexibility than they
      might otherwise have enjoyed.69
    


    
      But these achievements were a product of circumstance rather than choice, and their price was the
      abandonment of most of the political objectives of the policy. Bevin's desire to see dynamic region-wide
      planning was an early victim of the decision to win the trust of governments through unobtrusive guidance
      tailored to the individual circumstances of each state. The work of the Middle East Office was instead from the
      start fragmented into cautious, slow, bilateral co-operation with individual governments. Success was greatest in
      those countries where British prestige was already relatively high, such as Iraq, and most of all in the small,
      artificial, impoverished and Anglophile Jordanian state.
    


    
      In a small way, therefore, Labour's pursuit of development, far from winning the region for Britain, actually
      served to sharpen the divisions between those Middle Eastern governments keen to throw off British influence and
      those who retained their status as imperial clients. The key to success was found not in trumpeting the benefits
      of Anglo-Arab co-operation, as Bevin had hoped, but in the avoidance of publicity Indeed, development schemes did
      best where British experts by-passed the politicians altogether and established private contact with local civil
      servants. Bevin's hope that development and democracy would go hand in hand also failed to materialize. The
      readiest acceptance of British help often came from the least-representative quarters. No matter how benevolent
      the autocracy of Abdallah, King of Transj ordan, it was hardly congenial to a socialist administration. In 1949
      in Syria, indeed, Bevin was forced to look kindly upon the Zaim military dictatorship, in the hope that it was at
      least no more undemocratic than the irresponsible wealthy elite it had replaced, and with the consolation that it
      had expressed some interest in social reform.
    


    
      This was, as we have seen, in part a problem of resources. Lack of finance capital and the necessary capital
      goods meant that, in the phrase of the Head of the Development Division, planning for development amounted to
      little more than the 'training of a crew for a boat race which will never take place'.70 Economic aid on the small scale contemplated, as one of Bevin's economic
      planners pointed out in a discussion of the Colombo Plan, was never likely to remake the raw material of
      nationalism, since it could not raise the living standards of the populace as a whole, except in small countries
      and over a long time-period.71 Even with greater resources, however, it seems
      unlikely that Labour's policy could ever have harnessed the pressure for development in the Middle East to
      benefit Britain. This was partly because of the peculiar pattern of economic development in the Middle East.
      Resented foreign-owned enclaves in the region's oil industry were never likely to prove adequate bridgeheads
      from which to win local allies for development. But, above all, it was because Middle Eastern
      policy evolved within the tight embrace of Labour's global strategy, which precluded both the removal of
      British bases from the region and the open hostility to Israel demanded by Arab states. This in turn posed
      dilemmas for development, which Troutbeck pithily characterized as 'trying to ride two horses at the same
      time which were galloping in opposite directions'. Development, as he commented at the start of his posting,
      'needs tranquility [sic], but on the one side you have the Russian menace and on the
      other Palestine'.72
    


    
      These inadequacies were in large part the cause of the inability of the British to attract indigenous support for
      the cause of development and partnership. Their traditional clients' commitment to far-reaching reform — in
      many cases little more than perfunctory — was rendered irrelevant by the social and political upheavals of the
      war. Labour ministers faced in consequence a much less malleable nationalism, in which the anti-British theme was
      not incidental but central. On practically every other count, after all, Mussadeq ought to have proved an ideal
      ally for Labour's schemes of development. His programmes were packed with many of the same notions: land
      reform, industrialization and economic modernization, and many of his political supporters were young and
      progressive. However, his National Front coalition was cemented and underpinned less by this commitment to social
      reform than by anti-British and anti-monarchical sentiment.
    


    
      Labour ministers often found it hard to understand this characteristic of Middle Eastern nationalism. For some,
      such as Bevin, it simply demonstrated opportunism and the power of vested interests, features he identified with
      political inexperience and the absence of proper accountability. When Egyptian Prime Minister Sidqi gave an
      exaggerated account of British promises over the constitutional future of the Sudan, or Iraqi premier Saleh Jabr
      repudiated the Treaty of Portsmouth, Bevin deplored what he termed the 'bazaar method of negotiation', so
      alien to the practice in trade unions, where agreements were binding and not perpetually renegotiate.73 For Stansgate, much criticised by Bevin and other Labour ministers for fumbling the
      Suez negotiations of 1946, Egyptian nationalism, like its Irish counterpart, had an irrational quality that was
      impervious to reasoned argument.74
    


    
      With the benefit of hindsight, it is easier to see that nationalists simply had to appeal to wide and critical
      audiences outside their direct control. Those who were interested in social reform were not interested in
      co-operation with the British, while those who were interested in cooperation with the British were not
      interested in social reform. At the end of their efforts, therefore, Bevin and his Labour colleagues, like a
      small team of foreign developers struggling to complete an over-ambitious hydroelectric dam in a hostile country,
      found their resources inadequate for the task, and the great river, whose force they had hoped
      might drive the turbines of British influence, impossible to divert.
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    The strategic role of the Middle East after the war


    
      MICHAEL J. COHEN
    


    ECONOMIC AND STRATEGIC INTERESTS IN THE MIDDLE EAST


    
      Since 1882, the hub of British interests in the Middle East had been the Suez Canal. The sprawling base
      installations that were built across its hinterland (38 army camps and ten airfields) made it the single largest
      military base in the world, until well after the Second World War. Britain's tenure of Egypt proved vital
      during both world wars. The Suez Canal served as a primary imperial artery, and ensured Britain's ability to
      bring colonial forces from India, Australia and New Zealand to the Middle East, and thence to Europe. The Canal
      base served as a staging area for troops and materiel on their way to several
      fronts.1
    


    
      During the course of the Second World War, the oil resources of the Middle East had assumed unprecedented, vital
      military and strategic importance. The volume of oil extracted from wells in the Middle East increased by 52 per
      cent, a considerable proportion of which was pumped from recently developed American concessions in Saudi Arabia.
      Britain's revenues from her oil concessions in the region continued after the war to constitute a significant
      contributing factor in maintaining its balance of payments.2
    


    
      The UK also had other substantial economic interests in the Middle East. She exported goods to the region to the
      value of £150 million annually, and imported considerable quantities of high-grade Egyptian cotton (see also
      Chapter 4 in this volume, by Rodney Wilson).
    


    
      Foreign Secretary Bevin's long-term ambition was to transform the Middle East into a prosperous economic
      federation that, with Britain's possessions in Africa, would replace the Indian market for British goods,
      thereby compensating the British economy for the loss of the 'jewel in the crown'. It was Bevin's
      dream that the Middle East, together with the great mineral wealth (especially uranium) of the African continent,
      would permit Britain to retain her paramount position in the post-war world, alongside the two
      new superpowers, the United States and the Soviet Union.3
    


    
      After the Second World War, the British Chiefs of Staff (COS), in marked contrast to their predecessors in 1919,
      regarded the Middle East as an imperial strategic asset that was essential to guarantee Britain's continued
      status as a first-class military power.4 Their position brought them into a direct
      clash with the new Labour prime minister, Clement Attlee.
    


    
      The latter was committed less to the traditional empire than to social reform at home. In addition, Labour
      ministers were in general more sensitive than the military to anti-colonialist, nationalist opposition across the
      empire, and less willing than the latter to cling to traditional strategic footholds against the opposition of
      the local population, (see also Chapter 1, by Nicholas
      Owen).
    


    
      Attlee had his own agenda, and high up on it were the resuscitation of the British economy and the establishment
      of the welfare state that his party had promised to the electorate during the war. Attlee clashed with his COS
      over global strategic priorities, and, in particular, over the need to retain Britain's traditional positions
      in the Mediterranean and in the Middle East. In 1945, Attlee, in some respects a British reincarnation of
      President Wilson (in 1919), looked forward to a peaceful world, where nations' interests would be secured and
      protected under the auspices of the United Nations, which body would mediate and resolve international disputes
      pacifically.5
    


    
      Bevin, however, supported the COS view on retaining British bases and interests in the Middle East. Even if the
      Labour cabinet was willing, to a limited degree, to shed those imperial burdens that the national economy could
      no longer sustain, the coalition of Bevin and the COS was no more willing than the Conservatives had been to
      surrender Britain's Great Power status.
    


    
      In 1947, after a prolonged debate within the British administration, Bevin and the COS prevailed over Attlee to
      retain British positions in the Middle East.6 Nevertheless, the prime
      minister's central argument (ably supported by Chancellor Hugh Dalton) - that Britain no longer had the
      economic resources to hold and maintain large forces in the region — would ultimately prevail, and, by the early
      1950s, would dictate British withdrawal from the Middle East.
    


    
      None the less, in mid-February, 1947, three decisions of long-term strategic significance were taken by the
      British cabinet, all of which had fundamental ramifications for Britain's position in the Middle East. The
      cabinet decided to withdraw from India by June, 1948 (the evacuation and Indian independence were in fact brought
      forward to August 1947); to refer the Palestine question to the United Nations, without recommendations (Palestine was evacuated in May 1948); and to inform the Americans of their intention
      (due primarily to financial reasons) to terminate British economic and military aid to Greece and Turkey by the
      end of March 1947.
    


    
      The decision to end aid to Greece, and to continue with very limited aid to the Turks, conveyed the same month to
      the Americans, prompted the issue of the Truman Doctrine the following month, underpinned by a Congressional
      grant of $400 million to Greece and Turkey.7
    


    A NEW STRATEGIC ROLE FOR THE MIDDLE EAST


    
      Some historians have found it difficult to comprehend why the February decisions, especially the withdrawal from
      India, did not bring a change in British strategic thinking on the Middle East. For example, in 1973, Philip
      Darby castigated British planners for failing to redefine the country's post-war imperial role, or to scale
      down its military commitments in the Middle East. In 1973, Darby wrote:
    


    
      
        In retrospect the need for reappraisal seems so obvious that at first sight it is difficult to understand how
        Indian independence could pass leaving little more than a ripple on the placid surface of British political and
        strategic thinking.
      

    


    
      Darby accused the COS of having confined their attentions 'to the problem of re-building an imperial strategy
      from what remained of the pre-war pieces'. In his opinion, the reason for their failure to address new
      imperial realities lay in ingrained 'patterns of thought which only slowly lost their hold on decision-making
      in Whitehall'.8
    


    
      But Darby's strictures were written before the opening of the relevant British documents. A memorandum
      written for the cabinet by Bevin in November 1950 explains clearly the novel strategic importance assumed by the
      Middle East, and by the Suez Canal Base in particular, after the Second World War:
    


    
      
        The strategic emphasis has in fact shifted since 1936, and our primary strategic requirement is now not so much
        the defence of the Suez Canal itself, as the maintenance of a base in Egypt capable of rapid expansion on the
        outbreak of war, in order to support a major campaign in the Middle East [against the Soviet Union] and the
        defence of the base against air attack.9
      

    


    
      Attlee's campaign to evacuate the Middle East had elicited a spate of arguments by British planners on the
      strategic significance of the Middle East in the new circumstances pertaining after the Second World War. In
      essence, the planners argued that the Allies' shortage of manpower ruled out any thought of a
      land attack on the Soviet Union, at least during the early stages of a war. The air offensive, 'either by
      aircraft or projectile', would not only be their sole strategic weapon, but their 'only means of
      effective defence'. Therefore, they had to have air bases close enough to the Soviet Union to enable them to
      reach major strategic targets inside its territory. In this context, the Middle East was essential as a launching
      platform for the strategic air offensive.10
    


    
      The COS's Joint Planning Staff (JPS) adopted and developed an argument adumbrated by Group Captain M. R.
      MacArthur, Deputy Director of Policy at the Air Ministry. Not only was the air offensive Britain's only
      strategy in the event of the Allies becoming involved in a war, they concluded that: 'the threat of attack by
      air or long range weapons will be our one effective military deterrent to Russian aggression'.11 The COS stressed Britain's own vulnerability to air attack, and consequent
      devastation, by the new scientific weapons. They argued that the only area from which they could effectively
      launch an air offensive against the Soviets' vulnerable south-eastern flank was the Middle East.12
    


    THE STRATEGIC AIR OFFENSIVE


    
      American planners, basing themselves upon the experience gained during the Second World War, determined that the
      Soviets' industrial and petro-chemical infrastructures would be the prime targets of the Allied strategic air
      offensive. Given that during the early cold war period the Allies did not have an operational heavy bomber with
      the range to carry a full payload of ordnance from the continental United States to the Soviet Union, overseas
      air bases were vital.13
    


    
      High up on the list of these potential bases were the territories under the control of the Americans'
      principal ally, Britain; particular interest was shown in air bases in Britain itself, and those in the Suez Base
      complex. In the late 1940s, construction work was begun on the Milden-hall base in Britain, and on the Abu Sueir
      base in Egypt. (The British had calculated that, of all the existing air bases available in the British treaty
      zone in Egypt, Abu Sueir would be the most economical to develop and prepare for the reception of the heavy
      B-29s, requiring the least expenditure in labour and money.14) Runways were
      extended, and special refuelling facilities were built, in order to accommodate the heavy B-29s, some of which
      (the 59th Composite Group) were specially converted to carry the atomic bomb.
    


    
      American B-29s taking off from British bases would be able to attack any part of western Europe occupied by the
      Soviets and, in addition, to reach key targets such as the Ploesti oilfields in Romania, the
      Donbass industrial region and Moscow. None of the 140 airfields built in Britain during the Second World War
      could yet accommodate the B-29s, but many could be converted easily and quickly.15
    


    
      The air bases in Britain were in many respects at a logistical disadvantage to those in
      the Middle East. Britain was expected to hold out against a Soviet offensive for between 45 and 60 days. The
      Cairo-Suez bases were not expected to fall to a Soviet offensive until from four to six months after D-day. In
      western Europe, bad weather conditions frequently inhibited flying missions; by contrast, the skies over the
      desert expanses of the Middle East were generally clear. And, given that the Soviets were expected to overrun
      most of Europe very swiftly, aircraft taking off from Britain might from an early stage of the war expect to
      overfly hostile, enemy-occupied territory for most of their missions; and, most important of all, the B-29s,
      carrying their normal payloads of10 – 15,000 pounds of ordnance, were restricted to an effective maximum flying
      range of between 1,500 and 2,000 miles. This meant that the rich oil-producing area around Baku and the Soviet
      industries east of the Ural mountains would be beyond the range of B-29s based in Britain, though within the range of those taking off from Abu Sueir.16
    


    
      Indeed, Egypt's primary strategic advantage over Britain lay in its closer proximity to Soviet strategic
      targets. A far higher percentage of those targets lay within short range of the Egyptian base, even if the
      percentages did even out somewhat when it came to longer-range targets.
    


    
      Of the 40 most important Soviet petroleum refineries and urban areas targeted by Makefast,
      the air annexe to the American plan for a global war offensive (October 1946), their respective ranges from the
      Mildenhall base in England and from Cairo were calculated to be:
    


    
      
        
          	

          	1,500 miles

          	2,000 miles

          	2,500 miles
        


        
          	England:

          	5

          	16

          	30
        


        
          	Cairo:

          	12

          	20

          	32
        

      
    


    
      With regard to the percentage of total Soviet petroleum-refining capacity within striking distance from bases in
      England and Cairo, the comparison is yet more striking:
    


    
      
        
          	

          	1,500 miles

          	2,000 miles

          	2,500 miles
        


        
          	England:

          	12%

          	25%

          	96%
        


        
          	Cairo:

          	72%

          	94%

          	
            99%17
          
        

      
    


    
      Given the limited flying ranges of the strategic bombers available until the early and mid-1950s, the advantages
      of Abu Sueir over English air bases are clear.
    


    
      Even when longer-range bombers became operational, during the early 1950s, the Canal Zone
      remained important both for the launching of medium-range bombers and as a post-strike base for landing and
      refuelling. An American Strategic Air Command (SAC) Emergency War plan approved by the American Joint Chiefs of
      Staff (JCS) on 22 October 1951 determined that medium-range bombers, starting from Britain, would fly along the
      edge of the Mediterranean, and deliver 52 atomic bombs on industrial targets in the Volga and Donets basins. On
      their return flights from their missions, these bombers were scheduled to make landings at Egyptian and Libyan
      air bases.18
    


    
      In effect, British strategy for the Middle East during the early years of the cold war was reduced largely to
      buying as much time as possible for the American strategic air offensive from Abu Sueir to take its toll of the
      Soviets' war-making capacity.
    


    BRITISH PLANS FOR THE DEFENCE OF THE MIDDLE EAST


    
      Allied planners agreed that, in the event of a new war, the Soviets' initial strategic objective would be the
      conquest of western Europe. However, they also agreed that the Soviets would simultaneously have to wage a
      secondary campaign against the Middle East, in order to eliminate the British bases at the Suez Canal, which
      would otherwise pose a serious threat to their exposed left flank.
    


    
      The COS believed that the Soviets would not limit themselves to air strikes, but would mount a land offensive, to
      ensure physical possession of the entire complex of army, air and naval bases that lay at the Allies'
      disposal in the Middle East, especially in Egypt.19
    


    
      But some Foreign Office officials begged to differ, and believed that the Cs in C (Commanders in Chief) Middle
      East were over-anxious about the anticipated Soviet land offensive against the Middle East. One commented,
      somewhat facetiously:
    


    
      
        It seems to me rather unrealistic to assume that the Russians would launch an elaborate land attack across
        several deserts in order to capture the Suez Canal. They don't want the Canal for themselves but only to
        deny it to us. The obvious answer seems to be a few atomic bombs.20
      

    


    
      Whatever the logic in that department's cynicism, it lay beyond the comprehension of Britain's military
      planners. The latter saw it as their duty to prepare for all contingencies, and the prospect of a Soviet Middle
      East land offensive, aimed at the Suez Canal, lay at the heart of their concerns.
    


    
      The British plan for the defence of the Middle East, codenamed
    


    
      Sandown, was drawn up in August 1948. It envisaged that British, American
      and Commonwealth forces would block, and interdict Soviet land and air forces advancing on the Middle East, and
      bring them to a decisive battle on the coastal plain of the country then still known internationally as
      Palestine.
    


    
      Sandown determined that the optimal position from which to defend the Middle East was the
      so-called OUTER RING. This line ran along the Taurus and Zagros mountains, which extend
      from Turkey to Persia, as far as Bander Abbas. This line was cut by a handful of narrow passes through which any
      attacking force would have to channel itself, and which would be relatively easy to defend. However, the COS
      determined that, for the short term, the preparation and maintenance of this line was beyond British resources.
      Moreover, the necessary military infrastructure, bases and logistic backing for the forces required, could not be
      built or supplied in the forseeable future. At best, it was hoped that these might become available ten years
      hence, in 1957.21
    


    
      Owing to the paucity of allied forces available (on paper), the defensive line finally determined upon was the
      shortest, the so-called Ramallah line. This ran east from Tel Aviv through Ramallah, to
      Jericho, then south through the Dead Sea and along the Jordan rift valley to Aqaba. The COS favoured the
      Ramallah position, since any Soviet offensive against the Canal would be forced to
      traverse Palestine through 'the bottleneck formed between the Dead Sea and the Mediterranean, in the area of
      Ramallah'. But the key advantage of the Ramallah line was that it could be held by far
      fewer forces, with significantly less administrative backing than any other line.22
    


    
      However, any strategy based on this line also had great disadvantages: it was perilously close to the Suez Canal;
      and it would mean giving up most of the Middle East oil fields in advance.23 The
      planners were also aware of the political problems that the Ramallah line posed. Its
      construction would require the military collaboration of a country, Israel, the northern half of whose territory
      was to be thereby abandoned in advance. However, the COS were forced to conclude that, for the short term, lack
      of resources would compel the Allies to fall back on this strategically and politically problematic, albeit most
      economical and practical, defensive position.
    


    
      British planners were themselves so sceptical about the prospects of Sandown's success
      that they foresaw the possibility that the Soviets would quickly break through the Ramallah line, and pose a direct threat to the Egyptian base itself. If that happened, they would
      have to call upon the American Strategic Bomber Force to divert aircraft from their strategic targets inside the
      Soviet Union to Soviet tactical targets in the Middle East, in order to hold up the advance of the Red
      Army.24
    


    
      Moreover, a fundamental assumption upon which Sandown was predicated, that
      of an American military contribution to this theatre, was soon shattered. At the annual (since 1947) ABC
      (American-British-Canadian) Planners conference held in the Pentagon in October 1949, the Americans informed
      their British ally that they were 'withdrawing7the American contingent hitherto earmarked for the
      Middle East (three-and-a-third divisions and 160 aircraft). The Americans also turned down British pleas to send
      at least a 'token force' to Israel. The British warned that if the Arabs received any hint that the West
      was going to abandon that theatre, 'then the Cold War would be as good as lost'.25
    


    
      The British team reported back on the Washington talks to the cabinet:
    


    
      
        The Americans are determined not to become embroiled in a Middle East campaign which they fear will draw their
        forces into a 'side-show' theatre instead of allowing them to build up for the re-conquest of
        Europe.26
      

    


    
      During the summer of 1950, international attention focused on Korea, where the first 'hot war' involving
      Western and Communist forces since the Second World War erupted. On 25 June 1950, North Korean forces invaded
      South Korea. On 8 July, in the absence of the Soviet Union, the United Nations voted to intervene on behalf of
      South Korea, and appointed an American officer, General Douglas MacArthur, as commander of UN forces in Korea.
      The Korean war also served to underline the strategic importance of the Middle East, especially the value of
      Allied supply lines through the Suez Canal.27
    


    
      In June 1950, under the shadow of the developing Korean crisis, the British Defence Coordinating Committee (BDCC)
      Middle East (ME) reviewed Sandown, the Middle East theatre plan. This revision was
      codenamed Celery.
    


    THE STRATEGIC IMPORTANCE OF ISRAEL


    
      As part of the review, Israel's alignment with the West also received special attention. On instructions from
      the Foreign Office, the COS now placed more emphasis on the need to secure military and strategic rights on its
      territory. This was due both to Israel's abandonment of her neutrality, and its alignment with the West
      during the Korean War, and to the growing sense of despair of ever reaching a new base agreement with the
      Egyptians.28
    


    
      The COS appreciated that Israel would be most unlikely to cooperate with the Allies on the basis of Sandown, a plan predicated on the abandonment in advance and probable occupation by the Soviets
      of the northern half of its territory. In that event, rather than reconcile itself to that fate,
      Israel was expected to seek terms with the Soviets. If that happened, the allies would have to occupy Israel by
      force.29
    


    
      British concern to secure a military understanding with the Israelis or, at the very least, to guarantee and
      secure in advance transit rights through Israeli territory, prompted the British Government to send General Sir
      Brian Robertson, Commander-in-Chief British Forces, Middle East, to Israel in February 1951.30
    


    
      However, with the American and British Chiefs of Staff preoccupied with the Far East, and the prospect of any
      American or Commonwealth commitment to the Middle East yet more remote, the BDCC, ME, found itself unable to
      agree to the COS request to move the last fortified defence line to the north of Israel, to the so-called
      Lebanon-Jordan line (running from the Mediterranean coast eastwards, from a point just
      north of Beirut, parallel to the main lateral road from Beirut to Damascus, thence south through Lake Tiberias
      and the Jordan Valley, along the 'parallel mountain ranges of the Lebanon and Anti-Lebanon running north and
      south on each side of the Jordan and Baalbek valleys', down to Aqaba).31
    


    
      The Ramallah line remained the 'last-ditch' defence position, owing to the even
      more limited forces now expected to be available for the Middle East theatre. In the autumn of 1950, British
      planners still had no idea of how many land forces the Americans were currently willing to commit to the Middle
      East, nor how many American aircraft would be available. The BDCC, ME, was acutely aware of Celery's weaknesses, but insisted that it remained the only realistic plan in view of the
      limited resources at its disposal.32
    


    
      The dangers of an Israeli refusal to co-operate were again underlined, since, by now, British planners were not
      confident that they would dispose of sufficient forces even to fight their way into southern Israel, if the
      Israeli army were ordered to resist. The JPS pointed out that the BDCC, ME, offered no solution, and no
      alternative course of action to this problem.
    


    
      The initial phase of the war would be critical, and the British would be unable to dissipate effort and forces
      fighting the Israelis. The JPS warned:
    


    
      
        unless sufficient forces are deployed forward to deter a direct Russian advance from Iraq, we might be brought
        to battle at about D + 3 months on ground not of our own choosing and before our build-up had been
        completed.33
      

    


    
      They conceded that prior studies had established the fact that the Ramallah line was the
      last possible point at which to hold up the Soviets, in order to provide sufficient depth for the defence of
      Egypt, and 'to prevent attack by short-range tactical aircraft'. But they protested that
      the Line left Israel 'wide open to Russian penetration', and again warned that 'if the Russians were
      on the point of entering Israel and the Allies were patently incapable of preventing them, Israel would be likely
      to come to an arrangement with Russia'.34
    


    
      Therefore, the JPS reiterated, their main hope of securing the vital co-operation of Israel would be to establish
      their initial defence position further to the north and east, and to deploy enough forces on that line to contain
      the Russian threat (or at least to convince the Israelis that they could).
    


    
      But, whatever the dictates of sound military doctrine, the final decision as to the Middle East defence line
      would depend upon which forces could be allocated initially to this theatre, how soon reinforcements could be
      rushed in, and upon how extensive and effective Turkish opposition (Turkey and Greece were admitted into NATO in
      September 1951) proved to be.35
    


    
      In all Allied contingency plans for the Middle East, the minimum-force levels required exceeded by far those that
      Britain and the Commonwealth were expected to have available for the forseeable future (in September 1950 as a
      result of the Korean War, the British extended military conscription to two years). Everything still hinged on
      the American contribution, on land, sea and air. But the COS doubted whether they could count on any Commonwealth
      or American reinforcements within the critical first six months of the war.36
    


    
      Thus, notwithstanding its glaring deficiencies, the Ramallah line was retained as the
      basis of Britain's Middle East defence plan. The JPS' objections may have been based upon cogent and
      irrefutable military logic. But, with the limited forces at their disposal, the COS were obliged to accept the
      risks, and to bow to the ruling of the Middle East commanders.37
    


    
      This was tantamount to admitting that they could not in fact defend the Middle East — although at this stage, in
      late 1950, no one was yet willing to concede this openly.
    


    THE DEMISE OF THE EGYPTIAN BASE


    
      The key to Britain's strategic interests in the Middle East, in all respects, was Egypt. This was due not
      only to Allied plans for launching the strategic air offensive from Abu Sueir; but also to the Egyptians'
      insistence, since the end of the Second World War, that Britain evacuate their country and grant Egypt full
      independence. The British were quite creative in suggesting various plans to appease the Egyptians (beginning with evacuation of their forces to the Canal Zone, and ending with the plan for an Allied
      Middle East Command) - but all came to naught.
    


    
      For the Egyptians, British imperialism, and not the Soviets
      represented the real enemy. Furthermore, the Egyptians regarded Israel (who had humiliated them on the
      battlefield in 1948) and not the Soviets as the more immediate military threat.
    


    
      During the autumn of 1951, as yet another round of negotiations between Britain and Egypt collapsed, the country
      degenerated into chaos. Reinforcements had to be rushed in from Britain. Organized labour boycotted the Canal
      Base, British and Egyptian security forces clashed, and an indigenous guerrilla campaign harassed British forces,
      and sabotaged British installations. The violence in Egypt peaked on 25 January 1952, with large-scale clashes
      between British and Egyptian forces. The next day, the mob torched and ransacked Cairo.38
    


    
      Quite clearly, as had been the case in Palestine, British force was unable to quash, or cope with, indigenous
      demands for independence. By the end of 1951, the garrison in Egypt had been reinforced from 33,500 to 64,000
      troops; and 20,000 more were on their way. It was the largest concentration of British forces anywhere across the
      globe, and constituted a burden that Britain could no longer shoulder39 (cf.
      Chapter 7 in this volume, by Charles Tripp).
    


    
      Three days after the sacking of Cairo, CIGS (Chief of Imperial General Staff) Slim warned the cabinet that any
      further conflict with the Egyptians might require the despatch of reinforcements from Britain. However, as he
      also noted, they did not in fact have any additional troops to send out, since the entire strategic reserve had
      already been dispatched to Egypt. Slim feared that the lack of any reserve at home might encourage insurgency in
      other parts of the world, to which they would be unable to respond.40
    


    
      The British garrison in Egypt, deployed in order to defend the Canal Base against a Soviet attack, had in fact
      become hostage to the indigenous, hostile population. As noted by Roger Allen, head of the African department at
      the Foreign Office:
    


    
      
        The truth of the matter is that we are at present keeping 80,000 men in the Canal Zone for no purpose except to
        maintain themselves … It is useless to maintain troops simply to be shot at.41
      

    


    
      It was clear that remaining in Egypt would prove too costly, in both manpower and money.42 But to pull out precipitately would advertise clearly to the Arabs, and to the
      world, British impotence. British motives were by now mixed, involving intangible, albeit vital issues such as
      prestige and Toss of face'.
    


    
      By the spring of 1952, the Foreign Office began to fear that the garrison in Egypt could no
      longer guarantee Allied strategic interests in the event of war with the Soviets, but was there primarily in
      order to preserve Britain's ‘face’ as a Great Power:
    


    
      
        From a long-term point of view there is much to be said for pulling as many troops as we can out of the Middle
        East, and so removing a major irritant to our relations with Middle East countries. On the other hand their
        presence there increases our prestige, and lends strength to our diplomatic arm. It boils down to whether we
        really want to keep our troops in the Middle East in order to fend off the Russians, or
        whether one purpose, if not the main purpose, of keeping them there is to safeguard our position in those
        countries.43
      

    


    
      In any case, the size of the garrison now earmarked by the COS for the Middle East, a single division (of which
      but a single brigade was to be stationed in the Middle East) and 160 aircraft, was woefully inadequate. The
      Middle East commanders demanded the addition of at least an armoured force and a number of tactical
      bombers.44
    


    THE SWITCH TO THE NORTHERN TIER STRATEGY


    
      During the course of 1953, British planners determined on a new strategy for the Middle East, the
      'Levant-Iraq', or ‘Forward’ strategy. The new strategy recognized the inevitability of evacuating Egypt,
      and planned, with the help of indigenous forces (Iraqi and Jordanian), to hold up a Soviet offensive at the
      northern approaches to the Middle East. The new strategy dovetailed in neatly with the Northern Tier strategy
      that the Americans had been pressing on their British ally for years. It would take on political expression in
      the Baghdad Pact, set up in 1955.
    


    
      In the event of an emergency, the British garrison in the Middle East would be reinforced from a strategic
      reserve to be stationed in Britain. This reserve would be endowed with the ability to fly at short notice to any
      trouble spot across the globe. This 'mobile concept' was developed in order to cut down force levels, as
      required by the stringencies of budget cuts.45
    


    
      But the new strategy was in fact but a thin veil, which barely covered Britain's military bankruptcy in the
      Middle East. As such, it came under scathing criticism by the Defence Coordination Committee (DCC), Middle East.
      With not a little sarcasm, and rancour, the DCC commented that it was its responsibility to confine itself to
      'real solutions of the problem of defending this important area, and to exclude those which are only
      “make-believe”'.46 If Britain could not afford 'a real solution'
      (whether due to political or economic reasons), but had to put forward
    


    
      'a facade', the Committee felt itself bound by good conscience to put in the following
      caveats:
    


    
      (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 to the real thing.
    


    
      (c) The facade must not be so transparent that it fails to
      deceive. There is already doubt in the Arab world about our ability 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 be the public announcement of our intentions and our answer to such questionings;
      the effectiveness of that answer depends upon its size.,47
    


    
      This memorandum, written during the evolution of the new ‘forward’ strategy, in effect reflected the nemesis of
      the British imperial dream in the Middle East.
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    Britain and the politics of the Arab League,1943–50


    
      MICHAEL THORNHILL
    


    
      On 22 March 1945, Egypt, Iraq, Lebanon, Saudi Arabia, Syria, Trans-jordan and Yemen came together to form the
      Arab League. This intergovernmental organization was the practical political application of a movement towards
      Arab unity which had begun with the collapse of the Ottoman empire during the First World War. After 1918,
      Ottoman rule was replaced by British, and to a lesser extent, French control of the region. The Arab unity
      movement was by definition an anti-imperial venture and its final aim was the abandonment of the artificial
      boundaries imposed by the Great Powers. Yet the language of pan-Arabism in the European phase of Middle Eastern
      history was more often used as a prop by local elites for their own state-building purposes. Moreover, the
      arbitrary nature of the externally imposed frontiers engendered a competitive edge to this state-building
      process. The upshot was fierce inter-Arab rivalries, often stemming from dynastic unity schemes. The Arab
      countries seized the opportunity presented by the Second World War to try and loosen the imperial bindings, and
      an indirect challenge to Britain's position was mounted through efforts to form a regional power bloc. Rather
      than oppose this process, British policy-makers worked discreetly to channel it in a direction they hoped would
      be less harmful to their own longer-term interests. It was with this mixed — though concealed — parentage that
      the Arab League came into being in 1945.
    


    PRESENT AT THE CREATION


    
      Britain's behind-the-scenes role in shaping the Arab League was part of its approach of making tactical
      concessions to nationalist demands in order to preserve its position in the Middle East. Two concerns dominated
      British thinking in the later stages of the Second World War: the future of Palestine and the peacetime
      maintenance of the Suez Canal Zone base. Both issues were produced by the drive for independence
      and both had the potential to destabilize Britain's wider regional interests. The strategy of British
      policy-makers between 1943 and the creation of the Arab League in March 1945 was to allow Egypt to play the
      central role in the League's foundation, the corollary of which was leadership of the Arab world. The
      immediate objective was to limit Palestine's influence in the proposed organization and to keep the problem
      of its future low on the agenda. A somewhat vaguer hope was that Egypt would steer the other League members along
      the road of Anglo-Arab partnership in the postwar era. However, buoyed by its new-found leadership position,
      Egypt used the Arab League as a vehicle for its own nationalist goals. Britain quickly lost confidence in the
      body, with disastrous consequences for Palestinian Arab nationalism. During the Palestine War of November
      1947-January 1949, Britain adopted a pro-Transjordan policy, which placed it in direct opposition to the Arab
      League objective of establishing a Palestinian Arab state over the whole of mandatory Palestine. The creation of
      Israel and the Arab defeat was to undermine Britain's imperial position in the Middle East.
    


    
      On 24 February 1943, a reply to a parliamentary question by Britain's foreign secretary, Anthony Eden, was to
      have a significant impact on Middle Eastern politics. The question posed by Morgan Philips Price, a pro-Arab
      Labour MI? concerned the delicate issue of Arab unity: would Britain, he asked, be taking any steps 'to
      promote greater political and economic cooperation between the Arab states of the Middle East, with a view to the
      ultimate creation of an Arab Federation?' Eden's response reaffirmed existing policy in that Britain
      would support the idea of Arab unity, but that any initiatives must come from the Arabs themselves.1This low-key statement was to trigger an Egyptian-led integrative process, which
      British officials struggled to keep in step with during the subsequent two years. To understand British thinking
      and policy at this time, it is useful to begin by identifying its sources.
    


    
      The main tributary was the Palestinian Arab Revolt of 1936–39. The revolt's impact reverberated around the
      Middle East, causing an upsurge in pan-Arab and Islamic sentiment among the indigenous peoples. Arab governments
      responded to these domestic pressures by supporting the Palestinian Arab cause, which was pro-independence and
      anti-Zionist, while also promoting schemes for Arab confederation. These plans challenged the regional framework
      by which Britain maintained its predominant position. British officials were initially unimpressed by this talk
      and instead continued to emphasize their own handiwork, namely the importance of competing dynastic interests in
      the shaping of regional relations.2
    


    
      This was to change, however, after Arab conferences on Palestine in 1937 and 1938. For the first
      time British policy-makers began to recognize the growing importance of the Arab collective will, even if serious
      doubts about the realism of Arab unity remained. It was decided that Britain should involve itself in future
      inter-Arab discussions, whether on Palestine or confederation, in order to influence their outcome. The aim as
      far as Palestine was concerned was to secure Arab endorsement of British policy in the mandate's affairs. In
      confederation discussions, the purpose was to emphasize the obstacles and minimize the prospects, although it was
      important for Britain not to appear to be opposed to the basic idea of unity. The brief was guidance rather than
      obstruction. The St James' conference in London in early 1939 was evidence of this new approach vis-a-vis inter-Arab politics. The official line on pan-Arabism as Britain edged towards war with
      Germany was to view its aims with ‘sympathy’ but to 'take as little initiative as possible' towards its
      fulfilment.3
    


    
      While it remained easy for British officials to dismiss ideas of a one-nation super-state as an ideological
      fantasy, the territorial status quo was less secure in the face of rival dynastic unity
      projects. The rulers of Iraq and Transjordan, for instance, each dreamt of creating 'Fertile Crescents',
      the details of which varied but usually involved the absorption of Syria and Lebanon, and sometimes Palestine.
      The prestige to be gained from such ventures ensured the vigorous opposition of Saudi Arabia and Egypt. Nor did
      the Syrian, Lebanese and Palestinian populations care particularly for substituting European domination for rule
      by their Arab cousins. Britain opposed the dynastic unity projects because they threatened to divide the region
      into rival power blocs. A split in the Arab world would have compelled Britain to choose which side to support,
      thereby instantly losing a significant area of influence.4
    


    
      The impact of global war was clearly a major determinant of Britain's Arab policy in 1943. Arab support or,
      failing that, acquiescence for the Allied war effort was perceived as vital. This requirement had determined
      Britain's White Paper policy of 17 May 1939, which promised a Palestinian state based on its majority Arab
      population within ten years. Earlier promises to the Jews were ignored. Jewish immigration was subsequently
      curtailed and made ultimately dependent upon Arab consent. The maintenance of Arab backing also lay behind
      Eden's Mansion House speech on 29 May 1941. The key passage stated that Britain would give its 'full
      support' to the strengthening of cultural, economic and political ties between the Arab states, provided that
      any scheme commanded 'general approval'.5
    


    
      Arab support for the Allied war effort had been wavering since the collapse of France a year earlier.
      Britain's proclivity to maintain the regional status quo was in the meantime affected
      by Vichy French activities in Syria and Lebanon. The situation came to a head in early May 1941,
      when the French authorities in Syria gave assistance to Rashid Ali's pro-Axis government in Iraq.
      Britain's prime minister, Winston Churchill, a sympathizer with the Zionist cause, wanted to use this
      interference to eliminate the Vichy French in the Middle East, and in the process solve the Palestine dispute.
      Churchill believed that this could be achieved by implementing a proposal for the federation of the Middle East
      in which a Jewish state would exist in western Palestine and be an independent unit in a wider Arab caliphate.
      The idea had been previously broached by H. St John Philby when he was acting as an adviser to the Saudi monarchy
      in the late 1930s. Then, however, such federative solutions to the Palestine problem could not be made compatible
      with French interests in the Middle East. By May 1941, Churchill held that Vichy collaboration with Nazi Germany
      had removed this obstacle.6
    


    
      Eden in the Foreign Office was more circumspect. He knew that Arab opinion opposed any form of Jewish statehood
      in the region, and with an Allied invasion of Syria imminent, the foreign secretary felt that Arab support had to
      be bolstered, not undermined. Eden's Mansion House speech thus had two purposes: to ground Churchill's
      federation kite, which had already been floated to some cabinet members, and to pander to Arab unity aspirations
      as part of a propaganda offensive on the eve of military operations in Syria. The Arab response to Eden's
      statement was positive but muted. Commitments made under the duress of a precarious international situation were
      judged in their context.7
    


    
      It was not until the autumn of 1941 that the longer-term implications of the Mansion House policy were fully
      considered. This followed the establishment of a special sub-committee of the Committee of Imperial Defence in
      September. The timing was determined by the Anglo-Free French defeat of Vichy Syria and the questions this raised
      about Syria's future. The Damascus-Jerusalem linkage was underlined in the committee's terms of
      reference, which were to 'examine forthwith the various forms which a scheme for Arab Federation might take
      and to report on their advantages and disadvantages, as well as their practicability, paying special attention to
      the Palestine problem'.8 Senior officials from the Foreign Office and Colonial
      Office were joined by representatives from the service departments, the Treasury and the India Office.9
    


    
      The committee's deliberations centred on whether the policy of supporting Arab unity initiatives should be
      taken one step further and whether Britain should actually lead the process. The views of the Foreign and
      Colonial Offices finally prevailed. Influenced by representatives in the region, the thinking was that political
      federation was still an unrealistic proposition and that greater economic co-operation was the
      only possibility. The Middle East Supply Centre, established in April 1941 to regulate civilian supply needs, was
      held as the beacon in this respect. Britain's ambassador in Egypt, Sir Miles Lampson (Lord Killearn, January
      1943), best encapsulated the preferred line when he wrote that Britain should confine itself to Vague
      expressions' of support for Arab unity10
    


    
      This, then, was the broad thrust of British thinking on Arab unity when Eden repeated his Mansion House pledge in
      the House of Commons in February 1943. The reason the second statement served as a catalyst for the concerted
      negotiations which led to the signing of the Arab League in March 1945 was Britain's victory at El Alamein in
      November 1942. With the German threat to the region diminishing, the Arab states were obliged to square their own
      national aspirations with the continuation of British imperium.
    


    
      The pace of the integrative process was determined by the relationship between inter-Arab rivalries and a power
      struggle in Egypt. Regional manoeuvring began as soon as the implications of the German defeat in the Western
      Desert became apparent. The Iraqi prime minister, Nuri al-Said, set the ball rolling when he outlined his new
      Fertile Crescent thinking to the British ambassador in January 1943. Syria, Lebanon and Palestine would be joined
      with Transjordan, and an Arab league would be created between this new state, Iraq, and the other Arab countries.
      Ever the wily politician, Nuri coupled this initiative with a declaration of war against the Axis powers.11 Iraq's premier followed this up with a letter to Egypt's Wafd prime
      minister, Mustafa al-Nahas, on 17 March suggesting an inter-Arab conference. The status of the meeting — i.e.
      governmental or unofficial — was left open.12 The struggle for Arab leadership
      between Egypt and Iraq had therefore started even before Eden's statement on 24 February.
    


    
      Al-Nahas' immediate preoccupation, however, was with his domestic position. King Faruq deeply resented having
      the Wafd ministry imposed upon him by British tanks in February 1942, and his abiding aim was to get rid of
      al-Nahas as soon as he could. Faruq also had regional ambitions of his own and dreamed of becoming the Caliph of
      all Muslims. Al-Nahas was concerned that Nuri's lack of precision over the nature of the Arab conference
      would enable Faruq to play a central role in the proceedings. These fears increased after Eden's statement on
      24 February prompted the leading Egyptian pan-Arabist journalist and former minister Abdul Rahman Azzam to write
      a newspaper article calling for a 'free Arab conference'.13 The domestic
      threat of the Palace and the external challenge of Nuri prompted al-Nahas to make a highly significant
      announcement in the Egyptian parliament. On 30 March, the Wafd government stated that it intended to begin
      bilateral negotiations with Arab governments on the subject of future Arab political
      co-operation. When this process was completed, Egypt would sponsor an official Arab conference.14
    


    
      The 30 March initiative by al-Nahas began an Egyptian move for leadership of the Arab world. The Waf d
      government's reliance on British backing to remain in office during1943 – 44 could suggest that Britain was
      underwriting the leadership bid. However, two qualifying points should be made. Firstly, Egypt's interest in
      regional leadership derived from far deeper well-springs than al-Nahas' concerns of early 1943. Egyptian
      pan-Arabism emerged as a force to be reckoned with during the Palestine Revolt. But even then domestic factors
      were important. Wafdist interests in pan-Arabism were partly a ploy to offset the influence of Faruq's
      thinking on the Caliphate.15 Another domestic motivation was the need to try and
      limit the growth of extra-parliamentary pressure groups like the Muslim Brotherhood. The trend from the late
      1930s was for nationalist and Islamic opinion to be canalized outside the parliamentary framework. The creeping
      effect was to weaken the appeal and stability of the established governmental structures.16
    


    
      Short-term political advantage was therefore responsible for the timing of al-Nahas' initiative, but the
      roots of Egyptian interest in regional leadership were clearly traceable to the 1930s. The second point to be
      made about al-Nahas' leadership bid being backed by Britain related to geopolitical realities on the ground.
      Egypt's pre-eminent position in the Arab world was in many ways conferred by its size and geographical
      centrality, its large and homogeneous population, and the relatively large measure of independence it had already
      acquired. In this respect, Britain's policy of backing the al-Nahas-Egyptian leadership drive was akin to
      swimming with the tide.
    


    
      The Arab states reacted to the al-Nahas initiative in a number of ways. For Syria and Lebanon, the two countries
      most often threatened territorially by Hashemite unity schemes, Egyptian leadership was welcomed
      enthusiastically. By the same token, Transjordan and Iraq felt not a little bitter as their Fertile Crescent
      dreams faded. Nuri was further piqued by al-Nahas' first stealing and then trumping his Arab conference card.
      Saudi Arabia was the state most wedded to the status quo and was wary of any moves which
      challenged it. Consequently, Ibn Saud's reluctant participation in the unity process was the result of
      anti-Hashemite sentiments deriving from rivalries over dynastic prestige, coupled with an anxiety to press for a
      looser form of confederation.17
    


    
      In short, the unity movement under the Egyptian bloc was primarily a containment strategy of Hashemite dynastic
      ambitions. Although the existing political framework was clearly the preference for British policymakers, the
      Egyptian-led process offered the best prospect for guiding the proceedings in a favourable direction. Indeed, the
      sheer physical presence of Britain's military build-up in Egypt during the war, together with
      the embassy's concerted involvement in Egyptian domestic affairs because of the etat de
      siege and the need to keep the Wafd in power, encouraged British officials to think that they could
      influence al-Nahas' hand in the inter-Arab negotiations.18
    


    
      When Britain's senior military and political authorities in the region gathered in Cairo in May 1943 for a
      meeting of the Middle East War Council, the usual concerns with political unity were expressed. The
      recommendation which followed was to offer the Arab states encouragement only in the cultural and economic
      spheres.19 A few weeks later, on 19 July, the War Cabinet reached the same
      conclusions. Caution was the watchword because of Palestine and the future of the French position in the Levant.
      Nevertheless, the basic approach of avoiding the appearance of blocking the unity movement remained in place, as
      did the declaratory policy of support for it. As a consequence, British diplomatic efforts were targeted at
      discouraging, albeit in an indirect way, the idea of a general Arab conference, where the subjects of Palestine
      and Syria were bound to be raised.20
    


    
      By the spring of 1944, the bilateral process was reaching its final stages and could not be drawn out any longer.
      The prospect of a general Arab conference loomed large. On 5 June, Killearn broke the cover of informal
      representations and urged one of al-Nahas' chief aides to allow the conference idea to 'peter out'.
      The message went on to remind al-Nahas that Nuri's resignation as Iraq's prime minister in May had
      removed the personal challenge to his leadership of the Arab world.21
    


    
      Once again, al-Nahas' more immediate concerns related to his domestic position. Corruption allegations
      levelled at his government by a former minister had damaged the Waf d's already faltering position. It
      appeared as though British support and the separate Arab unity negotiations were the only obstacles to the
      Palace's dismissing the Wafd and appointing a new government. Yet, with the 5 June demarche, Killearn was making an implicit linkage between the continuation of British support and an
      end to the unity discussions if a general Arab conference was planned. Herein lay the dilemma for al-Nahas.
      Reliance alone on British backing could destroy the Wafd as a political force in Egypt. With this in mind, the
      Egyptian premier decided to ignore the demarche and instead sought to rebuilt his domestic
      standing by pursuing an increasingly independent line vis-a-vis Britain. The main prop of
      this entailed accelerating the Arab unity discussions. Al-Nahas' next move therefore was to invite the main
      Arab governments to form a preparatory committee as a prelude to a general conference. The question of
      Palestinian representation was explicitly raised.22
    


    
      The Cairo embassy was informed of al-Nahas' intentions but by the time Killearn had received
      instructions from London, the invitations had been dispatched to the Arab heads of state. Killearn was
      embarrassed at being out-manoeuvred and, like the Foreign Office, incensed at the names suggested for the
      Palestinian delegation: two of the leaders mentioned were internees in British camps.23 In order to mend fences with Britain, al-Nahas subsequently did his utmost to
      reassure Killearn that discussions on the Palestine question would be conducted in a sober manner. To this end,
      the moderate Palestinian leader, Musa al-Alami, was chosen to head Palestine's delegation. These reassurances
      on Palestine went some way to soothing Britain's fears as regards the calling of an Arab conference while the
      war was still on. British officials also took heart from the Saudi monarch's anger at not being given prior
      notice, let alone consulted, about the conference's timing. Indeed, it was perhaps only because Britain
      advised Ibn Saud to accept the invitation if the balance of other Arab states did likewise that Saudi Arabia
      eventually agreed to attend the conference.24
    


    
      Between 25 September and 6 October 1944, the leaders of the Arab world gathered in Alexandria, Egypt, to discuss
      the momentous question of Arab unity. While Britain was unable to halt this conference (without, that is, losing
      face on its claims to support the unity idea), its influence on proceedings was nevertheless significant. Most
      importantly, al-Nahas continued to assuage Britain on Palestinian issues. The weakening of the Saudi-Egyptian
      axis, because of continuing tensions over the invitation faux pas, also had its diplomatic
      advantages. That said, the anti-Hashemite bloc was still able to keep the inherently destabilizing Fertile
      Crescent schemes off the agenda. The ingredients were thus present for a loose confederation of Arab states being
      proposed, something Britain's imperial interests could live with. At the end of the two-week conference, a
      protocol was signed outlining the principles for the establishment of a league of independent Arab states. The
      purpose was to protect state sovereignty and increase co-ordination of political policy. The phrase Arab
      unity' was notably absent from the protocol's wording.25
    


    
      The day after the signing of the Alexandria Protocol King Faruq dismissed the Wafd government. Britain's
      policy of maintaining al-Nahas in power had been quietly abandoned. Al-Nahas' conference invitation
      fait accompli of June 1944 was certainly a major factor in confirming this decision. Yet
      it was his desire to appease Britain after his errant behaviour which made him such a good conduit for Cairo
      embassy guidance on Palestinian topics at the Alexandria Conference. Their needs having been served,
      Britain's inclination to prop up al-Nahas' Wafd ministry finally melted away. Faruq must have sensed this
      drift -evidenced by Killearn's absence on holiday in South Africa — and awaited his moment.
      This came with the ending of the inter-Arab conference. An earlier dismissal might have led to a charge of the
      Palace's being unsympathetic to the pan-Arab cause.26 Continuation of
      Egypt's regional policy was passed to the new coalition government headed by Ahmad Maher and, after his
      assassination in February 1945, to Muhammad al-Nuqrashi. The pan-Arabist campaigner, Azzam, was brought in as
      minister for Arab affairs. As such, he was responsible for turning the principles of Alexandria into a working
      organization.
    


    
      Britain's influence over the final stages of the negotiations remained extensive for two crucial reasons:
      Syria and Palestine. Firstly, the Arabs feared the re-establishment of French interests in Syria, and Britain was
      in a strong position to block this. Secondly, the Arab states demanded the full implementation of the Palestine
      White Paper policy of 1939. Again, Britain appeared to hold the key. In a telegram to Killearn (repeated to other
      Middle Eastern missions) dated 4 January 1945, Eden underlined the official policy of support for the
      post-Alexandria league negotiations, albeit out of the customary desire of not wanting to be seen to obstruct the
      unity process. The dispatch went on to note that Britain would oppose the French use of force to retrieve its
      position in the Levant.27
    


    
      To the last, concern over Palestine dominated British policy. In early March 1945, the political sub-committee
      established at Alexandria to work out the details of the league framework over-stepped what Britain thought
      permissible. The problem was a text that recognized the right of the Palestinian Arabs to participate in the
      proposed organization on an equal standing with the founding members. Al-Nahas certainly had not gone so far at
      Alexandria, and Britain placed the opprobrium for this ‘fanaticism’ at Azzam's door.28 The British view was that observer status was the best Palestine could expect
      because it was still under mandatory rule. Strong representations were made to the Arab drafting delegates,
      resulting in the clause's being dropped.29 Syria, Lebanon and Transjordan —
      the other mandates in the region — were spared this reasoning. The upshot was that Palestine was relegated to an
      annex of the pact. This was a pointed downgrading, even from the Alexandria proceedings. The Palestinian
      moderate, Musa al-Alami, was in no doubt about the implications: Palestine had been deliberately marginalized and
      the Arab League structure was a glorified debating society.30
    


    
      British policy-makers could be satisfied with the outcome of the unity negotiations prompted by Eden's
      Commons statement in February 1943. To be sure, Britain was out-paced at times during the process, but, come the
      finishing line, it was exactly where it wanted to be. Most crucially, the intimate relationship between the
      pan-Arab movement and Palestine, which had developed in the late 1930s, had been weakened.
      Furthermore, the Arab League Pact, like the Alexandria Protocol, made no mention of Arab unity'. One British
      official noted smugly that the powers of the new body were somewhat less binding on the member states than the
      rules of the Royal Automobile Club.31Another London-based diplomat took the view
      that 'Divide et impera may be a risky motto for us in the future'; he suggested
      that there would be 'real advantages' in 'promoting solidarity' among the Arab states and in
      encouraging them to look to Britain for leadership and help, as there was 'a strong tendency for them to
      do'.32 Killearn, from the vantage of the Cairo embassy, was more cautious in
      his estimate. Officially, he noted that the Arab League was an Egyptian triumph over Hashemite unity schemes and
      its formation inaugurated an era of Egyptian leadership in inter-Arab politics. To his diary, however, he
      confided that he was 'still afraid that the zealots of pan-Arabism were going to force the unfortunate child
      [the Arab League] to run before it had even begun to walk'.33
    


    FORMATIVE YEARS


    
      Britain's harmonious relations with the Arab League ended soon after British forces had compelled the French
      to stop their bombardment of Damascus and other Syrian towns in late May 1945. With the French threat over, the
      League began to pursue a more independent line. Neither Egypt nor the Egyptian-dominated Arab League framework
      were willing to act as Britain's partners in the Arab world. Under Azzam's leadership, the Arab League
      developed into a tool for ending British control, with Egypt the priority and the rest of the region to follow.
      This was not the bellwether role Britain had envisaged. The irony of having backed Egypt's pre-eminent
      position was not lost on British officials, who were soon likening the organization to Frankenstein's
      monster. Moreover, the political pay-off on Palestine proved to be shortlived. International pressures in the
      wake of the Holocaust meant that the problem did not stay low on the agenda for long. By 1947, the future of the
      mandate dominated League Council proceedings, even to the detriment of Azzam's Egypt-first approach, and the
      centrality of the dispute was made permanent with the creation of Israel in 1948. The Palestinian issue in one
      form or another thus came to dominate Britain's relations with the Arab League after 1945.
    


    
      As secretary-general until 1952, Azzam incurred much of the blame from British policy-makers for the political
      direction of the fledgling organization. In 1939, he had been against an Egyptian declaration of war and, as a
      close confidant of the troublesome Ali Maher, was lucky to have avoided internment. During the
      final drafting stages of the Arab League Pact, he annoyed Killearn by his championing of representation for the
      non-independent Arab countries of north Africa. There was also, of course, his text for equal Palestinian
      representation in the League. The ambassador informed Eden on 9 March that he was 'frankly apprehensive of
      his [Azzam's] lack of responsibility and his amateur methods'.34However,
      Azzam's assumption of the secretary-general post was guaranteed by the success of his mission to Ibn Saud in
      January 1945, in smoothing the feathers al-Nahas had ruffled in his haste to call an Arab conference in
      1944.35
    


    
      Azzam interpreted the pan-Arab charter of the Arab League as a mandate for securing the complete independence of
      the Middle East. He believed that this could be achieved by first securing Egyptian nationalist goals. Besides
      engendering predictable friction with Britain, this Egypt-first strategy also annoyed the Palestinian ‘observers’
      when the League Council met in Cairo in November 1945. The Palestinians argued that their own national cause was
      more urgent and they left the meeting with their fears of marginalization confirmed.36 At the start of the Anglo-Egyptian treaty negotiations in 1946, Azzam announced
      -without much pretence of consulting any other delegates — that the Arab League gave its full support to
      Egypt's demands for the unconditional withdrawal of British military forces and for union with Sudan.37
    


    
      An important element in the 1946 Egyptian negotiations was Britain's attempts to establish a Middle Eastern
      defence system to ease its reliance on the Canal Zone installations. Despite this regional aspect, Britain
      refused to use the Arab League as a forum for negotiations and insisted that they remained on a strictly
      bilateral basis.38 The idea of Azzam in a mediating role was simply not
      practicable. Nevertheless, Britain did use Arab friends like Nuri to try and pressure Egypt through the League
      into accepting Britain's modified military requirements. Nuri took an instant dislike to Azzam and believed
      that he had hijacked the Arab League for Egyptian interests.39
    


    
      The main feature of the 1946 negotiations was the British offer to withdraw from the Canal Zone base by 1949.
      This concession was made because Palestine was viewed (by the military at least) as an alternative main base in
      the Middle East. The offer to redeploy from Egypt was a highly significant development and the influence of the
      Arab League should not be understated. International weight was being added to the Egyptian case through
      Azzam's leadership of the Arab bloc. While the secretary-general's use — or manipulation — of Arab
      identity' for Egyptian ends certainly had its critics in the Middle East, delegates in the Cairo head offices
      of the Arab League could see at first hand the strength of Egyptian nationalist agitation, especially during the
      demonstrations of January-February 1946. The on-looking Saudi representative was especially
      worried that a revolution was imminent, a fear no doubt repeated among the other narrowly based elites of the
      region.40
    


    
      When Britain's foreign secretary, Ernest Bevin, met Azzam in September 1946, he came away with his own
      anxious analysis of the connection between the Egyptian situation and mass movements throughout the Middle East.
      The link, as ever, was Palestine. The import, as Roger Louis writes, was that 'the Arab states feared Zionist
      expansion to the extent that they would support the Egyptians against the British in return for assurance of a
      united Arab front under Egyptian leadership in Palestine'. The upshot was that 'the Egyptians held the
      hand of an anti-British whip, in part because of Azzam's grip over the Arab League'.41
    


    
      This situation prompted Foreign Office officials during the summer of 1947 to contemplate toppling Azzam from his
      position as secretary-general, despite the Bevin-imposed principle that Britain should avoid intervention in the
      internal affairs of the Arab states.42 The immediate background was the Egyptian
      decision to take the Canal Zone dispute to the Security Council of the United Nations. The main proponent for
      ousting Azzam was the head of the Foreign Office's Egyptian department, Daniel Lascelles. Referring to the
      Arab League, he minuted on 5 May: 'Can we do anything about this Frankenstein of ours beyond trying to get
      rid of Azzam or put him in his place?' 'If the upshot were the disruption of the League, how much would
      we care?' He concluded by observing: 'Divide et impera is still a good maxim,
      though much blown upon of late.'43 On the other side, Peter Garran of the
      Eastern department (under which Palestine was subsumed) was reluctant to write off the Arab League merely because
      of Azzam. In his opinion, the organization served as 'a convenient safety-valve for Arab nationalist
      sentiment' and it was better to have this than other ‘outlets’ like the Muslim Brotherhood. It was this view
      that prevailed and British policy became one of checking Azzam's ambitions and extravagances rather than
      drastic measures.44
    


    
      After the Egyptian Security Council action in July 1947, the Arab League's Egypt-first policy was pushed
      aside by the worsening crisis over Palestine's future. The establishment of the Anglo-American Committee in
      November 1945 had been interpreted by the Arabs as a direct challenge to the White Paper policy of 1939. It was
      at this point that Musa al-Alami and other Palestinian leaders lost their patience with Azzam's Egyptian
      preoccupations in the Arab League. A Council resolution of December 1945 calling for the boycott of Jewish goods
      was perceived as a step in the right direction, but little attention was given to the means of
      implementation until the next summer.45 Even then, the actions taken at the
      Inshas summit in Egypt in May 1946 (the first ever held between Arab heads of state) and another in Bludan,
      Syria, the following month, were a response primarily to domestic pressures in Arab countries on the Palestine
      issue.46
    


    
      The Bludan meeting nevertheless stands out as the moment when custody of the Palestinian Arab cause was formally
      taken over by the Arab League.47 This trusteeship was to have a decisive impact
      on subsequent events. Significantly, the custodial role was grafted on to an organization that still bore the
      imprint of British influence at its inception — no voting rights and observer status only for the Palestinian
      Arabs. Britain's position on this issue was determined largely by its attitude towards Haj Amin al-Hussaini,
      the Grand Mufti of Jerusalem. After leading the1936 – 39 revolt, Haj Amin had thrown his lot with the Nazis
      during the Second World War. Moreover, his support for the Rashid Ali forces in Iraq in 1941 guaranteed the
      lasting hostility of the Hashemites. But even if the Mufti had few friends in the Arab League, he remained the
      standard-bearer of Palestinian national hopes.48
    


    
      Meanwhile, Britain's commitment to the 1939 White Paper policy was being eroded by international pressures,
      not least from the United States. Sensing this drift, the Arab League countries protested vigorously against the
      idea of partition during an emergency conference in London at the start of October 1946. In their view, the
      creation of a Jewish state in any part of Palestine would be tantamount to establishing a settler colony and an
      infringement of the right to self-determination for the Arab majority. The conference was barely over when
      President Truman made his 'Yom Kippur' speech of 4 October, in which he appeared to endorse partition.
      The subsequent exacerbation of tensions in Palestine coincided with the breakdown of the Anglo-Egyptian
      negotiations. Britain's military chiefs responded by sending troop reinforcements from Egypt to Palestine, a
      clear indication that the Palestine main base idea was still alive.49 For his
      part, Bevin was preoccupied in late 1946 with preserving what was left of Arab goodwill towards Britain. He was
      beginning to think that the best way of doing this was to hand over the Palestine problem to the United Nations.
      The ultimate aim was to maintain British imperial interests in post-mandatory Palestine. As for Egypt, the
      intention was to stand firm on existing treaty rights.50
    


    
      During 1947, three momentous events vis-a-vis Palestine tested the collective will of the
      Arab League, one by Britain followed by two UN decisions. On all three occasions, the collective stance was
      fractured. The first was Britain's decision to refer the Palestinian issue to the United Nations, announced
      on 18 February. The Arab League reacted by calling a Council session in Cairo between 17 and 19 March. At this
      meeting, the Transjordanian delegate made known his government's intention 'to safeguard
      its right to take an independent course of action'.51
    


    
      The next test came in September, when the United Nations Special Committee on Palestine (UNSCOP) published its
      minority and majority reports and presented them to the General Assembly The majority report favoured partition,
      with an Arab state, a Jewish state and a separate status for Jerusalem. The minority report was for a federal
      state with Jewish and Arab components, and Jerusalem as its capital. Six of the seven delegates on the Arab
      League's Committee on Palestine declared their fundamental opposition to the partition plan as a violation of
      the UN charter and the democratic rights of the Palestinian people. The seventh member, Transjordan,
      abstained.52
    


    
      The third and greatest test for the Arab League came after the General Assembly's vote for partition on 29
      November. Britain's 26 September decision to quit Palestine on 15 May 1948 meant that this established a
      five-and-a-half month timetable in which to prepare the ground for an independent Palestinian Arab state. As the
      Arab League prevaricated during the subsequent weeks, Britain came to adopt a pro-Transjordan approach regarding
      Palestine's future. This strengthened Abdallah's resolve to break from Arab League policy and pursue a
      separate partition solution.
    


    THE PALESTINE WAR


    
      The Palestine War had two distinct phases: the civil war between November 1947 and 14 May 1948, and the
      Arab-Israeli war from 15 May 1948 until January 1949. Britain was directly involved in the former because of its
      responsibility to maintain law and order during the final months of the mandate. Its involvement in the second
      phase — the interstate conflict — was indirect. The precise nature of Britain's role throughout the Palestine
      War is the subject of heated historical controversy, particularly among Israeli scholars.53 The debate centres on the role of Transjordan and whether an agreement was reached
      between Abdallah and the Jewish Agency Executive following meetings with Golda Myerson (Meir) in November 1947
      and May 1948. One of the main disputed points concerns Bevin's response to Abdallah's intention to
      enlarge Transjordan's borders. Whatever its substance, the Transjordan-Britain connection must reside at the
      heart of any assessment of British policy towards the Arab League during the Palestine War. The following
      analysis argues that Britain and Transjordan did reach a tacit understanding in February 1948.54 This was then developed in a piecemeal and pragmatic manner, which was to have
      detrimental effects on the Arab League's military aims and its attempts to establish an
      independent Palestinian Arab government.
    


    
      A portent of the Arab League's lack of unity during the Palestine War evidenced itself at the Council meeting
      in Sofar, Lebanon, between 16 and 19 September 1947. The League deliberated on whether to implement earlier
      secret resolutions passed at Bludan in 1946, specifically on the use of an oil embargo. This was the Arab
      bloc's strongest lever against the increasingly oil-hungry Western powers. Iraq was a strong advocate of the
      oil sanction, but mainly as a means of embarrassing the reluctant Saudis, who had more to lose.55 This petty manoeuvring was indicative of inter-Arab tensions within the League
      framework.
    


    
      The next Council meeting was in October at Aleyh in Lebanon. The military situation dominated the proceedings
      because of the circulation of a report by a specially established technical committee. It made gloomy reading for
      the delegates, detailing the advanced state of Zionist administrative and institutional capabilities, together
      with an alarming but accurate assessment of Jewish military superiority. The strong recommendation was for urgent
      remedial action, especially in the military sphere.56 Although Egypt made an
      extremely able leader of the Arab states in terms of rhetoric and posturing, it was to prove less capable of
      instigating concrete actions. In this instance, the Egyptian government responded to the technical report's
      recommendations by down-playing its ability to contribute forces because of internal issues connected with the
      British occupation.57 By contrast, when Syria declared its willingness to make
      substantive troop deployments, its motives were viewed suspiciously by the other Arab states.58 Such was the spirit in which the Arab League prepared for war.
    


    
      The failure at Aleyh to address systematically the League's military shortcomings meant that this topic also
      dominated the next Council session in Cairo in December. The Arab states had the added impetus of internal
      pressures from agitated public reactions to Palestinian defeats during the first weeks of the civil war. It was
      at this meeting that a formal political commitment was made to support the Palestinian Arabs in defence of all
      Palestine. On a practical level, the Arab League promised 10,000 rifles, a 3,000-strong volunteer force, and
      financial assistance.59 The effect of this was to sideline the Palestinian Arab
      war efforts and push the Arab League's contribution to the fore. As a consequence, Palestinian political
      marginalization came to be coupled with military marginalization.
    


    
      The more determined resolve at the Cairo meeting was shrouded in a thicker veil of secrecy over its proceedings.
      Even Nuri was reticent to tell the British what measures were being undertaken. Britain's ambassador in Iraq
      concluded that this probably meant that the Arab League 'had done little more than
      wrangle'.60 This observation was symptomatic of British attitudes towards the
      organization, not least in the area of military decision-making. Yet, despite the secrecy, Britain, as the arms
      supplier to the region, remained in an excellent position to assess the fighting worth of the Arab armed forces.
      Britain believed that the Arab armies — with one exception — were poorly organized and badly equipped, and taken
      together compared unfavourably with the Jewish forces. Transjordan's British-led, trained and subsidized Arab
      Legion was the exception.61
    


    
      This was the military situation when Bevin and the Transjordanian prime minister met on 7 February 1948. The
      meeting was a turning point in British policy towards the Middle East, in that Bevin chose to cooperate with
      Abdallah to secure the expansion of Transjordan over the areas allotted by the UN to Arab Palestine.62 A corollary of this policy was the need to obstruct the creation of a Mufti-led
      Palestinian state. Britain was nevertheless anxious for Abdallah to abstain from using the Arab Legion for
      aggressive purposes. These were defined as military actions in territories allotted to the Jews by the UN.
      British officials hinted to Abdallah that the financial subsidy given to Transjordan's Arab Legion, together
      with the British officers who served in it, would be withdrawn if it occupied or was used against Jewish
      areas.63 Abdallah duly assured Britain on 13 February that his goal was to occupy
      only the Arab-designated areas of Palestine. Any public pronouncements to the contrary were intended solely to
      forestall accusations that he was implementing partition. The publicity aspect touched a British concern over the
      possible alienation of Transjordan in the Arab League. Abdallah was therefore advised to secure Iraqi support
      before making a start on his plans.64.
    


    
      A succession of Palestinian military defeats in the final six weeks of the mandate compelled the Arab League to
      abandon its policy of using volunteer forces. Apart from sidelining Palestinian units, the volunteers had made
      little impact on the war effort and were ill matched against the well-organized Jewish forces. In addition, the
      effects of incidents like the Deir Yasin massacre on 9 April exerted domestic political pressures on Arab
      governments for greater involvement in the war. Egypt had previously stressed the need for its army to stay at
      home for policing duties; but mounting domestic pressures meant that elements of the Egyptian army had to be
      deployed in Palestine precisely to prevent disturbances in Egypt. Other Arab states had similar national
      agendas.65Consequently, on 16 April, after a week of discussions in Cairo, the
      Arab League finally committed itself to sending regular troops to Palestine.66The
      question of leadership for these forces was not decided until a few hours before the end of the mandate.
    


    
      In the second week of May, the secretary-general of the Arab League travelled to Amman to see
      Abdallah and Sir John Glubb, the senior British officer with the Arab League. Azzam's mission was to offer
      titular control of the Arab League forces to Abdallah and the commander-in-chief position to Glubb. The motives
      for this action remain a source of controversy. It may have been that Azzam wanted the command of the League
      forces to go to the most experienced officer in the strongest of the Arab armies. He may also have been trying to
      tie down Transjordan politically to Arab League war aims. In this respect, doubts and rumours about
      Abdallah's commitment to the collective Arab policy of opposition to partition had long been a feature of
      political gossip. For instance, an Egyptian newspaper article in 1947 had reported Ibn Saud as saying that
      Abdallah was 'just a minor Ottoman official' who had managed 'to get himself crowned king', and
      that he was 'a secret ally of the Zionists'.67Suspicions about
      Transjordan's contacts with the Jewish Agency gained in currency in early 1948. British actions were also
      under a cloud of suspicion, not least after the swift military withdrawal from Haifa on 21 April paved the way
      for its fall to Jewish forces on 22–23 April.68
    


    
      Given the extent of mutual distrust, it is probable that Azzam had ulterior motives for offering the command of
      the Arab League forces to Abdallah and Glubb. Moreover, Azzam was well aware that the Arab armies were woefully
      unco-ordinated and poorly prepared for war. The very fact that the senior command positions were not filled until
      two days before the end of the mandate was further testament to that. Glubb's own feeling was that Azzam, in
      making the offers, was looking for future scapegoats.69 There were few better
      candidates than an unreliable ally (Abdallah) and a living totem of British imperialism (Glubb). While Abdallah
      accepted Azzam's offer, Glubb declined — so explicit a British connection to the Arab armies would have been
      a major blow to imperial prestige in the event of the anticipated military defeat. The Arab League forces
      therefore came under the leadership of Abdallah.70 This placed him in an ideal
      position to shape the Arab bloc's invasion strategies to further his own goals for a greater Transjordan.
      Britain's tacit support for Abdallah's war aims guided its policy throughout the Arab-Israeli phase of
      the Palestine War.71
    


    
      The Arab League's administrative arrangements for post-mandatory Palestine were also hindered by inter-Arab
      differences. The Mufti was largely responsible for the confusion. His mere presence at Council meetings in late
      1947 acted as a brake on preparations for Palestinian statehood. The Iraqi delegate at Aleyh in October refused
      even to meet with him, let alone support his demands for a 'government-in-exile', because of memories of
      1941.72 The Mufti's demands served to obfuscate the League's trusteeship
      of the Palestinian cause when the civil war began. The member states were well aware of the
      Jewish Agency's administrative and organizational lead because of the aforementioned technical report
      findings in October. Nevertheless, at Cairo in December, the League Council managed only to agree on increasing
      military assistance. As the end of the mandate approached, the problem of establishing a Palestinian
      government-in-waiting became more acute. Continued wrangling in February 1948 led to a
      decision-to-defer-a-decision until Palestine had been conquered.73 February, of
      course, was the month of the reorientation in Britain's Middle Eastern policy. An important influence on this
      shift was the Arab League's inability to establish blueprint administrative structures for after 15 May 1948.
      By contrast, the Transjordan option appeared to offer the best prospect of stability and security once the
      British mandate had ended.
    


    
      The Arab League's negligence in failing to prepare administratively for the end of the mandate stood in stark
      contrast to the Zionist efforts. It was not until 8 July that the League Council relented in its anti-Mufti
      stance and accepted a temporary civil administration under his direction.74 Not
      surprisingly, Abdallah saw this institution as a direct threat to his own ambitions and wanted to end its
      existence as soon as he could. A major split between Transjordan and the Arab League therefore occurred when the
      League Council turned the Mufti's temporary administration into a permanent body through the proclamation of
      the All-Palestine Government' on 22 September.75 The Arab delegates were
      motivated by three main aims: the familiar need to appease domestic pressures; Arab claims to sovereignty over
      the whole of Palestine also needed to be preserved; but, most important, the All-Palestine Government was a means
      of blocking Abdallah's thinly veiled annexationist plans.76
    


    
      The Mufti realized that the inter-Arab rivalries responsible for establishing the All-Palestine Government could
      also destroy it. Therefore, to give the government a lasting legitimacy, he announced founding elections for 1
      October. Abdallah responded by convening a congress of Palestinian notables in Amman on 30 September.77 In the battle of rival governments which followed, Britain worked assiduously to
      prevent international recognition for the Arab League-sponsored Palestinian government. As before, a strong
      desire to prevent the creation of a Mufti-led Palestine went hand in hand with support for Abdallah's
      'Greater Jordan' policy. British officials also attempted to win Iraq's support for an enlarged
      Transjordan in the wider interests of the Hashemite houses, but little progress was made because the Iraqi Regent
      feared the likely public reaction to partition.78 A more telling blow to the
      All-Palestine Government was dealt in mid-October when Glubb's Arab Legion forces dismantled the Mufti's
      Holy War Army because of attacks on UN observers.79
    


    
      The timing could not have been worse. On 15 October, the second truce was broken by an Israeli
      attack on Egyptian positions in the south of Palestine. Egypt's army was pushed into a rapid retreat,
      prompting the Gaza-based All-Palestine Government to flee to neighbouring Arab states. With its foothold on
      Palestinian soil abandoned, the Mufti government lost much of its prestige and authority, leaving the Palestinian
      Arabs little choice but to look to Abdallah for protection.80Abdallah obliged by
      holding a second meeting of Palestinian notables. It was at the Jericho conference of 1 December 1948 that a
      motion was passed calling for the unification of Palestine and Transjordan into one kingdom. This resolution was
      condemned by the other Arab states as being contrary to the Arab League's pre-invasion commitment to enter
      Palestine for rescue purposes only81 Consequently, throughout 1949, the Arab
      League sought to prevent Abdallah, who was seen as a 'land-grabber', from formally annexing the
      Palestinian territory under his control.82 The other major concern was that a
      separate peace treaty would be signed between Jordan (the ‘Trans’ prefix was dropped in 1949) and Israel under
      the cover of the armistice negotiations. Meanwhile, Britain urged caution on Abdallah and encouraged him to try
      and improve his relations with the other Arab states.83
    


    
      The annexation issue finally came to a head in the spring of 1950. The crisis began in March when the
      All-Palestine Government, which was leading a nominal existence in Cairo, complained that it was being denied
      representation in Arab League Council meetings. A resolution was duly passed inviting the exiled government to
      send a representative to future sessions.84 Abdallah was concerned that increased
      visibility for the Mufti government would further undermine Jordan's post-Jericho claims that it represented
      Palestinian interests in the Arab League.85Shortly afterwards, Jordan's own
      position in the League was questioned following reports of secret peace negotiations with Israel. In a thinly
      veiled warning to Abdallah, an Egyptian-drafted resolution dated 1 April stipulated that any Arab state
      recognizing or making peace with Israel would be expelled from the Arab League.86
      Abdallah's next gambit for securing his gains from the 1948 war was to hold a general election on 11 April.
      The purpose was to facilitate Palestinian representation from the occupied West Bank in Jordan's parliament.
      With this achieved, Amman announced on 24 April that it was uniting the two banks of the river Jordan. Formal
      British recognition came three days later.87
    


    
      This disappearance of Arab Palestine in this way had serious implications for all the Arab regimes, which were
      already in jeopardy after the 1948 defeats.88 Meeting on 15 May, the Arab League
      rejected the annexation as a unilateral act in defiance of previous Council resolutions.89 Egypt, Lebanon, Saudi Arabia and Syria also wanted to expel Jordan
      from the League framework. However, the Iraqi and Yemeni delegates needed to consult their respective governments
      and so a decision was delayed until June. The breathing space permitted mediation efforts by Iraq and (following
      a change of mind) Lebanon aimed at keeping Jordan in the Arab League. These negotiations paved the way for a
      compromise solution at the next Council session on 12 June. This was based upon Jordan's holding on to the
      West Bank until a final settlement of the Palestine question was reached. For its part, Jordan promised to accept
      the unanimous decision of the other member states when this time came.90 Not for
      the first time, the Arab states had accorded a higher priority to maintaining the integrity of the bloc of
      'seven' than to protecting the Palestinian national cause.
    


    
      Between 1943 and 1945, Britain quietly backed Egypt's leadership of an Arab unity process, which became, in
      effect, a Hashemite containment strategy. This pleased British officials because Iraqi and Trans-jordanian
      Fertile Crescent schemes had been the most destabilizing external influences on the situation in Palestine. Three
      years later — and after the embittering experience of seeing the Arab League turn into a vehicle for
      uncompromising Egyptian nationalism — Britain conducted a volte face in its Middle Eastern
      policy. Abdallah was given a green light to seize the UN-designated Arab parts of Palestine. Again, British
      officials played a behind-the-scenes role. The creation of a 'Greater Jordan' at the expense of a
      Mufti-led Palestinian state was a bid to preserve Britain's influence after the mandate had ended. Throughout
      these years, the Arab League proved to be an unsuitable guardian for the Palestinian Arab national cause. In
      fact, the ambitions and rivalries of the seven member states played a crucial part in frustrating the emergence
      of a Palestinian Arab state. But just as Britain's imperial position in the Middle East was undermined by the
      emergent Arab-Israeli conflict, so too was the stability of the king-pasha order.
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    Economic aspects of Arab nationalism


    
      RODNEY WILSON
    


    
      Determining causation between economic and political factors is always difficult, but careful appraisal of the
      historical facts and economic circumstances can provide valuable insights. The major premise of this chapter is
      that it was Britain's severely weakened domestic economic circumstances in the immediate post-war period that
      was responsible for its withdrawal from the Arab world.
    


    
      After a review of Britain's economic interests in the Arab world, consideration is given to the economic
      aspects of Arab nationalism, focusing in particular on Egypt, which was at the centre of the movement. The
      ideology of Britain's immediate post-war Labour government resulted in a growing desire to move from an
      economic relationship based, at least on some interpretations, on imperialist exploitation, to a partnership,
      where Arab economic development could be linked to Britain's own interests. It is clear not much progress was
      made with this policy shift, as there was arguably more rhetoric than substance, but the Sudanese development
      experience is examined to throw some light on this issue. Finally, the question of Britain's role in the
      region's oil production is examined, particularly its involvement in Iraq and Kuwait.
    


    BRITAIN'S ECONOMIC INTERESTS


    
      Elizabeth Monroe, who worked for the Ministry of Information during the war, had some pertinent observations on
      Britain's interests in the Middle East in the 1940s. She asked: 'What constitute interests? Are they
      purely material — supplies, markets, airlines, pipelines — or are they also psychological, entailing prestige and
      moral ties such as alliances?'1
    


    
      While recognizing the importance of the ‘psychological’ factor, I will consider here only the 'material'
      aspects. It is important to evaluate the extent to which the Arab world represented an asset or a liability to
      Britain. The evidence from the1943 – 55 period seems to point to the latter, at least in strictly economic
      cost-benefit terms, despite the continuing importance of the Suez Canal and the growing
      significance of the region for oil production. In the late 1940s it was Iran rather than the Arab countries that
      was of most significance for Britain's oil interest, hence there appeared to be less economic purpose to be
      served by maintaining a British presence in the Arab states on the scale that was necessary during the Second
      World War.
    


    
      It can, of course, be argued that the British involvement in the Middle East was not simply to serve its own,
      narrowly defined, national economic interests, and there were wider strategic issues. Its original involvement
      had been to serve the needs of its broader empire in Asia and Africa, and to counter the threat from other
      European powers, especially Germany and Italy, in the period up to 1943. After the Second World War, and
      especially following the withdrawal from India in 1947, the prime, and novel, strategic importance of Egypt lay
      in the Suez Canal Base, rather than in the Canal itself, which was now to serve as the launching pad for the
      allied strategic air offensive against the Soviet bloc, in the event of a Third World War (see Chapter 2, this volume).
    


    
      The British government became very upset about competition from the United States, partly because of tensions
      that had arisen in the Middle East Supply Centre, which had been created to make the region more self-sufficient
      during the Second World War.2 Britain wanted to perpetuate its imperial
      preferences, but the United States favoured an 'open-door' policy and non-discriminatory trade.3 Nevertheless, there was a degree of co-operation over oil, despite some British
      resentment over United States involvement in Saudi Arabian oil. Britain's economic interests were in any case
      well served through the Anglo-Iranian Oil Company, and British and American oil companies shared in the ownership
      of a number of oil companies in the Arab world, including the Iraq Petroleum Company.
    


    
      Britain's trade with the Middle East during the1943 – 55 period was much more significant than that between
      the United States and the region. The Middle East accounted for over eight per cent of United Kingdom exports in
      1946, and almost five per cent of its imports.4 Of this the Arab countries
      accounted for most of the share, Iran being the other maj or partner, much of its trade being associated with the
      activities of the Anglo-Iranian Oil Company. Britain maintained a trade surplus with its leading Arab trading
      partners as Table 4.1 shows, although with increasing dependence on Gulf oil in the 1950s, the overall balance
      moved into deficit.
    


    
      It was important for Britain to maintain a trade surplus in the early post-war years, as it had incurred enormous
      debts as a result of its wartime expenditure. In 1939, United Kingdom external debt amounted to £476 million, but
      by 1945 this had risen to £3,355 million, largely as a
    


    
      TABLE 4.1
    


    
      Britain's trade with the Arab world (£ million)
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      Source:Frank Brenchley, Britain and the Middle East: An Economic History,1945 – 87
      (London: Lester Crook Publishing, 1989, Table 2) pp.40 – 3 and Table 3, pp.113 – 15. Brenchley compiled the data
      from the Accounts Relating to Trade and Navigation of the United Kingdom.
    


    
      Notes: X = exports; I = imports; V = visible trade balance.
    


    
      ߪ Refers to Palestine, including Transjordan, before 1947 and Israel from 1948.
    


    
      ǂ Refers to Kuwait, Bahrain and the Trucial States.
    


    
      consequence of military expenditure in the Middle East and Far East, including infrastructure
      spending on airfields, railways, roads and harbours, and payments to local labour and suppliers.5 This debt was still accumulating after the war, with the maintenance of British troops
      in Egypt and Palestine. In 1946, Britain's overseas military expenditure still amounted to £216 million, of
      which £61 million was spent in the Middle East.6 There were strong pressures on
      the British Labour government of1945 – 51 to reduce this expenditure, not least from the Conservative opposition,
      with even Churchill, the great statesman of the empire, attacking the government of Attlee for throwing away
      between £30 million and £40 million of hard-earned money in Palestine.7
    


    
      Although much of Britain's debt was to the United States, a sum estimated at £588 million was to Middle
      Eastern governments,8 over one-sixth of the total. Much of this debt was to the
      government of Egypt, the base for Britain's Middle Eastern and Balkan campaigns during the war. Egypt, like
      the Sudan, Palestine and Transjordan, was part of the Sterling Area. This meant it had accumulated financial
      reserves that were effectively tied to the purchase of British goods and services, but which could not be used to
      finance imports from other sources such as the United States. Egypt was the major holder of these balances, as
      its sterling holdings rose from £190 million in 1943 to £390 million in 1945, and subsequently peaked at £470
      million in 1947.9 The other significant holders of sterling assets were the
      governments of Palestine (£120 million) and Iraq (£70 million), with Aden, Transjordan and the Sudan holding
      around £10 million each in 1945.10
    


    
      Not surprisingly, the Arab governments, especially the government of Egypt, were unhappy with these arrangements.
      There were negotiations in 1945 which resulted in an Anglo-Egyptian Financial and Commercial Agreement. This
      permitted Egypt to spend up to £10 million outside the Sterling Area, of which the maximum for visible imports
      was £7.5 million, £1.5 million for invisibles and £1 million for contingencies such as import price rises
      resulting from any fall in the value of sterling or a rise in dollar prices. Under a further interim agreement,
      in January 1946, the Egyptians were allowed to spend a further £4 million for the period to April. Subsequently,
      for the year starting in April 1946, a ceiling of £12 million was set for hard-currency, non-sterling
      purchases.11
    


    THE ARAB NATIONALIST RESPONSE


    
      Needless to say, the Egyptian government felt obliged to resist these constraints on its trading policy and its
      lack of financial independence. It was seen as another manifestation of British imperialism, which was so much resented by those involved in politics in Egypt. Given the strong nationalist feelings, and
      resentment at Britain's meddling in Egyptian internal affairs, its continuing military occupation of the
      Canal Zone, and its policies in the Sudan and Palestine, no Egyptian government could be seen as being too
      compromising to Britain. The weakness of the coalition governments in Egypt meant that even those who thought
      they might get some benefit from British support could not openly speak out. The political climate was such that
      London's support for the Wafd party leader Mustafa al-Nahas, who was accused of corruption after he
      relinquished power in 1944, proved counterproductive, and al-Nahas, seeing this, took an anti-British
      stance.12
    


    
      Egypt pressed to leave the Sterling Area, which the United Kingdom formally agreed to in June 1947. The departure
      was made conditional on Egypt transferring an estimated £400 million of sterling holdings to a blocked account,
      with £30 million to be made available for purchases from hard-currency countries in 1947.13 Further allowances were made for the release of funds in 1948,1949 and 1950, but
      even in March 1951 Egypt still had blocked sterling funds worth £230 million. Under an agreement later that year
      a further £150 million was to be released over a 10- to 13-year period, hardly a satisfactory situation for a
      country supposedly given monetary and commercial independence from Britain.14 The
      reality was that, despite the appearance of Egypt's leaving the Sterling Area, Britain was still in a strong
      position to dictate reserve policy, given that it was the United Kingdom's currency that was involved.
    


    
      As Raymond Mikesell, a well-known American monetary economist of that period, noted: 'Egypt's departure
      [from the Sterling Area] appears to have been motivated by a desire for an outward expression of independence
      from Britain and not to have been based on a careful calculation of the economic consequences.'15
    


    
      The extent to which economic discontent underlied Arab nationalism must be open to doubt. The Arab countries were
      extremely poor, with widespread malnourishment, bad housing, a lack of adequate sanitation and much disease. The
      amelioration of these problems did not appear to be a high priority for the pre-revolutionary governments in
      Egypt or Iraq, however, during the 1940s and early 1950s. Arab economists themselves saw this poverty as a
      condition that had existed for centuries, and that they believed was likely to continue to prevail, as it
      reflected the meagre resources of the region, apart from oil.16 Social structures
      also served to hinder economic development, notably the feudal land-tenure systems, which often resulted in large
      absentee landlords controlling much of the countryside, while the majority of their tenants lived in absolute
      poverty and were burdened by debt.17Such agricultural systems resulted in
      under-investment and inefficient production, but the governments in Cairo before 1952 and Baghdad
      before 1958 were reluctant to undertake land reforms, as the landlords were a major force in nationalist
      politics. Selma Botman has calculated that of the 50 cabinets formed in Egypt from the time of Husayn Rushdi in
      1914 to Ali Maher in 1952, 58 per cent of the ministers were themselves large landlords.18
    


    
      There was also the vexed issue of the relationship between Arab nationalists and Islamic political movements,
      which had implications for economic development. Controversially, there were some economists, notably Alfred
      Bonne, Professor of Economics and Director of the Economic Research Institute at the Hebrew University in
      Jerusalem, who blamed Arab backwardness on Islamic economic ethics.19 Perhaps the
      most revealing passage is where he asserts: 'In comparison to the social ethics of Calvinism and
      Protestantism and similarly also of late Judaism, with the high demands they made at all times on the conduct of
      their followers, Islam was a non-committal, indulgent, easy-going form of religion/20
    


    
      Furthermore, Bonne draws attention to: 'the contrast between the significance of the time factor in Islam and
      its role at the beginning of modern development in the West… On no account must there be any acceleration of the
      natural slow course of events. “Hurry is the Devil's work” is a classical saying commonly quoted by Muslim
      moralists/21
    


    
      Empirical evidence of a rather casual kind is cited by Bonne to support his case: 'The practice of Muslim
      life itself supplies ample material in support of our theses. The lack of initiative, the absence of creative
      ideas among many native merchants and entrepreneurs is a phenomenon soon apparent to all who have lived for any
      length of time in Oriental countries/22
    


    
      I would suggest that the Islamic responses to modernization were more complex, some following the modernizing
      thinking of al-Afghani, while others followed the more conservative line of the Muslim Brotherhood, which shunned
      capitalism, and abhorred the secularist attitudes and lifestyles of those who were influenced by British ideas.
      Arab nationalists who could be categorized in this way were regarded as hypocrites even if they rejected British
      imperialism. The Muslim Brotherhood was especially active in Egypt during the1945 – 48 period, sabotaging
      meetings of the Wafdists and leftists, who were regarded as too secularist.23 In
      these circumstances successive Egyptian governments had to be extremely sensitive in handling issues which might
      antagonize Islamists, even those who held moderate views. This represented a real constraint on any radical
      thinking in the conduct of domestic economic policy, and encouraged governments to adopt a conservative line
      while venting their frustrations on the British, opposition to whom was a unifying factor.
    


    
      Peter Franck, one of the earliest American economic-development specialists, provided a
      wide-ranging assessment of the economic implications of nationalism in the Middle East in 1952 for the Near East
      Studies Programme of the University of Michigan.24 Economic nationalism was an
      alien concept for the Arabs and Turks, he believed, but in the nineteenth century European nationalism had a
      profound influence on the Middle East, not only in reshaping the economies of the region, but also in influencing
      popular attitudes towards the role of nation-states. As Franck asserts, from the perspective of the politically
      concerned in the Middle East: 'The power of those [European] nations was to them [Arabs and Turks] a
      reflection of the superiority of the combination of a cultural and political heritage, of political
      centralisation with economic viability, over the decentralised political entities which were the Arab or Ottoman
      empires/25
    


    
      It was the power and success of Britain in particular from which lessons were drawn, and, even though its power
      was clearly reduced by the mid-1940s, it was still in a position to secure victory over its European rivals. This
      arguably increased its esteem among the Arab political classes, even if it did not bring admiration. Arab
      nationalists had no preferences between the European powers, resenting them all, and the waning support for
      Germany in 1942 and 1943 merely reflected the perception that there was no point in siding with losers. Indeed,
      the Wafd in Egypt, who had been highly critical of the British in opposition, saw much to be gained by
      collaborating with the British occupying forces when in government during the war.26 By contrast, in Iraq, the army seized the opportunity of a weakened British position
      in 1941 to take over power, installing a pro-Axis prime minister, Rashid Ali al-Gaylani.27
    


    
      Two major policies were urged by Arab nationalists in the economic sphere: first, tariffs, and, second, other
      protective measures so that local business would not have to compete with British firms in their own markets. The
      latter sought controls over foreign ownership of local assets and foreign direct investment more generally. The
      problem with both of these policies in the Middle East in the 1940s and early 1950s, according to Franck, was
      that when implemented they resulted in unscrupulous behaviour by local business groups.28 The Pashas supported economic xenophobia for their own ends, not only to deflect
      domestic criticism,29 but to create commercial opportunities for themselves and
      their local business associates. They were unconcerned about the conditions of the poor, or issues of fair prices
      for consumers.
    


    
      Franck cites the case of Egyptian cotton textiles as a good example of this abuse of tariffs.30 After 1930, the ban on raw-cotton imports and the high tariffs on imported cotton
      goods encouraged a tenfold increase in local textile production in the period up to the Second World War. However, the industry was so inefficient and the output so expensive that the masses of fellahin could not afford the cloth, even though subsidies had to be paid to the local textile
      owners to keep them competitive. Meanwhile, Britain switched to purchasing Sudanese raw cotton, leaving Egyptian
      cotton producers with substantial unsold stocks.
    


    
      There were, nevertheless, cases where local production was justified, but where Britain took a negative stance in
      response to lobbying from its own producers. In the late 1940s, Egypt wanted to establish a fertilizer industry,
      as each year around $30 million was spent on imported fertilizers, mostly from the United Kingdom. Britain's
      Imperial Chemicals Industry (ICI) opposed any Egyptian venture, even though there were abundant local raw
      chemicals.31 Not only did ICI fear losing the Egyptian market, but it saw
      production there as a potential threat to its sales to India. British banks refused to finance the venture, even
      though the Egyptian government was prepared to offer some of its sterling holdings as collateral. In the end the
      United States Export-Import Bank financed the venture, much to Britain's annoyance.
    


    BRITAIN'S ROLE IN ARAB ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT


    
      Such examples of Britain's deliberately inhibiting Arab development were the exception by the late 1940s. It
      can be argued that, as already indicated, Ernest Bevin's approach was ideologically different from that of
      previous governments, but his intention to retain British dominance was unambiguous. Altruism' and
      'economic justice' were phrases that were little more than gloss, and the Egyptians were not in the least
      taken in. Again, it is instructive to read Vitalis on how certain Egyptian-American business links undermined the
      British economic and political position. The Labour government of1945 – 51 took a different ideological stance
      from its predecessors, and did not want to be accused of perpetuating colonialist exploitation and economic
      imperialism. Bevin, who was British foreign secretary until almost the end of the period of the Labour
      government, supposedly sought the transformation of imperial relations into more of a partnership of equals.
      Practice did not match ideology, however, as Bevin still believed that Britain had a special, perhaps even a
      paternalistic, role, given its vast experience of empire. Unlike Attlee, Bevin thought that Britain had a
      continuing major part to play in the Middle East, including the development of the region's oil
      resources.32 In practice, this was really a continuance of the old dominance,
      although oil was to be exploited in order to help the British Empire as a whole, and the countries of the region,
      rather than to benefit narrow capitalist interests.33
    


    
      Although economic development as a sub-discipline of economics was in its infancy, and the
      concept of underdevelopment was only just emerging, Bevin had an optimistic view on the possibility of economic
      progress which would benefit the common man. The view that progressive change was impossible in a region such as
      the Arab world was rejected. Despite Britain's very limited resources in the aftermath of the Second World
      War, economic development of the empire and the countries of the Middle East was given a much higher priority
      than hitherto. With independence for India, Bevin turned his attention to Africa, a region he believed to be of
      enormous economic potential and value to the empire, where Britain, with its experienced colonial officers, had
      an important role to fulfil.34 The Middle East was valued not only for its own
      resources, notably oil, but as a gateway to Africa, with Egypt and the Sudan being the focus of particular
      attention.
    


    
      The greater priority given to Middle Eastern economic development by the British Labour government reflected its
      own ideology and convictions rather than any pressures from the region itself. Indeed, the governments of Egypt,
      Iraq and other Middle Eastern countries within the British domain were mainly concerned with maintaining their
      own power, and saw development as a potentially destabilizing factor rather than as an opportunity. The
      government of al-Nahas Pasha in Egypt represented the feudal landlords who dominated the Wafd Party, not the
      landless labourers, nor the urban poor, nor even the urban middle classes who supported reform. Nevertheless,
      there were forces for change, and Egypt in particular had an extremely active labour movement, which no
      government could ignore,35 but the extent to which this movement was concerned
      with wider economic development issues or simply the narrower concerns of its own members must be open to debate.
    


    
      Although Palestine absorbed most of the political energy of the British Labour government in the Middle East
      during the period after the war, the Sudan was the major focus of the development effort. The Sudan was arguably
      a great source of hope, unlike Britain's other involvements in the Arab world, which were often viewed with
      despair. Sudan had its discontented educated minority, the Graduates Congress, and rivalry between the followers
      of the Mahdi's posthumous son, Sayed Abdulrahman, and the anti-Mahdist, Khatmiyya, led by Sayed
      al-Mirghani.36 Nevertheless, the country was well administered and largely
      content, Sir Hubert Huddleston being an especially enlightened British Governor General during the1940 – 46
      period. Sir James Robertson, who had been with the Sudanese Political Service since 1922, and was head of the
      civil service in Khartoum between 1945 and 1953, had a great interest in agricultural development issues and the
      Gezira scheme in particular.37
    


    
      The area between the White and Blue Nile to the south of Khartoum had been developed for cotton
      cultivation by the British, the major work being the construction in the late 1920s of a large dam at Sennar and
      irrigation channels to provide water to an area of over 300,000 feddans.38Much
      effort had been expended on the Gezira scheme, and the British administrators in the Sudan were extremely proud
      of the results of their efforts. There were marketing and pricing difficulties with the cotton itself, and
      serious problems of indebtedness among some of the tenants on the scheme,39 but,
      in terms of irrigation extension and agricultural production, the scheme was seen as a great success.
    


    
      Much was done to combat the social problems that had resulted in the indebtedness, and to put the scheme on a
      sound financial footing. Sir James Robertson saw Gezira as: not just a machine for the production of cotton and
      money: it might be the scene of a real experiment in mass education, in social improvements, in co-operative
      enterprises, in democratic control of local administration, as well as an agricultural scheme of great importance
      to the Sudan'.40 With the British Labour government's interest in
      economic and social development, Robertson expressed the view in a 1947 memorandum that: 'we have a
      magnificent chance of making something unique out of Gezira if we can capture the imagination of the British and
      Sudanese'.41 In fact, it was not so much a matter of additional external
      funding, as there was little prospect of that, given Britain's financial position, but rather of
      administrative and organizational change, and investment in social provision such as better housing and water
      supplies, better diet and healthcare, and improved education.
    


    
      Interestingly, much of this organizational change was to survive after Sudanese independence in 1956, although
      the long-term sustainability of the social development in such an underdeveloped country was more open to
      question. What was not maintained was the physical infrastructure, which was to deteriorate throughout the Sudan,
      with meagre and inefficient investment, as political corruption and civil strife took their toll.
    


    THE BRITISH AND ARAB OIL


    
      Much of Britain's interest in Middle East oil was focused on Iran during the1943 – 55 period, especially
      given its interest in the Anglo-Iranian Oil Company, whose Iranian assets were nationalized by Mosaddeq in
      1951.42 Iraq, however, also had significant supplies of oil, and Kuwait and the
      other Gulf Arab states protected by Britain were also obvious alternative sources of oil. Britain's interests
      in the Gulf dated from the East India Company's agency in Basra in 1723,43 the start of a long historical involvement, which was always as much about
      'economic insurance' as political strategy. There was, on the one hand, the desire to maintain a British
      presence and exclude both other European powers and, by the 1930s, the United States, with its growing interests
      in Saudi Arabia. On the other hand, there was the security of having a diverse portfolio of actual or potential
      oil supply, so that if difficulties arose in one location, either operational or political, the supply from
      another source could fill any gap.
    


    
      Oil was first discovered in Iraq in 1927. From the start it was the Iraq Petroleum Company that was involved, a
      British-registered company with a British chairman, which obtained a 75-year concession to exploit most of the
      country's resources.44 British oil companies still had a substantial stake in
      the Iraq Petroleum Company in 1945, with the Anglo-Iranian Petroleum Company (later British Petroleum, BP) owning
      23.75 per cent and Shell (Anglo-Dutch) owning a further 23.75 per cent, with American and French companies owning
      the remainder.45After the Second World War, in order to increase Iraq's
      export capacity, the Iraq Petroleum Company began the construction of a 16-inch pipeline between Kirkuk and Haifa
      parallel to an existing 12-inch pipeline that carried oil to the Mediterranean. The Iraqis would have liked an
      even larger pipeline, but 16 inches was the maximum size of pipeline that could be manufactured in Britain, and
      the British government was unwilling to supply hard currency for the purchase of pipes from a United States
      company.46
    


    
      Britain's withdrawal from Palestine was to prove a major setback for the Iraqi economy, owing to the
      disruption of oil exports. Just as work on the 16-inch pipeline was nearing completion in 1948 the war in
      Palestine erupted, with Iraq joining the Arab forces fighting the new state of Israel, which had been created on
      the 14 May. Iraq ordered the closure of the 12-inch pipeline to prevent the oil from falling into Jewish hands,
      the revenue from this oil being worth £1 million a year. Furthermore, with the failure to complete the 16-inch
      pipeline, a further £2 million of potential revenue was lost.47 The Iraqi
      government's financial problems were compounded by a an invasion of locusts and a severe drought in 1947 and
      1948, which cut the wheat harvest by almost 40 per cent. Domestic price rises forced the Baghdad government to
      pay more for wheat purchased for the urban poor, and increased imported wheat purchases. As the urban poor were
      politically militant, and the governments of al-Sadr and al-Pachachi were weak, they had little choice but to
      continue this policy of food subsidy, even though they had not the resources to sustain it.
    


    
      With an increasing budget deficit, the government asked Britain for a loan of £2 million in 1948.
      Although all this amounted to was, in effect, a request for the release of Iraq's blocked sterling balances,
      Britain refused partly because of its own financial difficulties, but also because of Iraqi repudiation of the
      Treaty of Portsmouth governing the British military bases in Iraq. The Iraqi government was having difficulty in
      collecting taxes, and could not borrow internally, as affluent Muslims and Christians lacked confidence in the
      government's ability to honour its commitments, and affluent Jews abhorred its policies towards both them and
      Palestine. The Iraq Petroleum Company was also reluctant to make funds available, as they were unhappy about the
      closure of the Haifa pipeline, although in the end they agreed to bring forward a £1 million royalty payment from
      1950 to 1949.48 Britain finally agreed in 1949 to make some money available,
      which was tied to the purchase of British railway equipment that had already been ordered, as the cancellation of
      the order would have created major problems for the company involved.
    


    
      In the end, Iraq's financial position was rectified, thanks to a loan of $12.8 million from the World Bank in
      July 195049 and rapidly rising oil revenues during the early 1950s.50 The government of Nuri Pasha was much more pragmatic than the government of Iran in
      reaching a settlement in the economic interests of both Iraq and Britain.51 The
      World Bank mission to Iraq in 1951 was able to report on the plans for rapid rises in output from 6 million tons
      in 1950 to 30 million tons in 1955.52Oil revenue subsequently rose more than
      fivefold over the1950 – 55 period,53 with much of it assigned to the Development
      Board charged with overseeing infrastructure improvement and agricultural and industrial development.54 By then the Americans and the World Bank were playing a major part in Iraq's
      development, somewhat eclipsing the role of Britain.
    


    
      As the Anglo-Iranian Oil Company owned 50 per cent of the Kuwait Oil Company,55
      the emirate was an obvious location from which to expand production, both as a precaution against potential
      problems in Iran itself, and as a consequence of the realization of Britain's worst fears with the
      nationalization by Mosaddeq. Oil production in Kuwait was increased from 5.9 million barrels in 1945 to 125.7
      million barrels in 1950, and subsequently to 402.7 million barrels by 1955.56 As
      a consequence, Kuwaiti government oil revenue was to rise from a mere $760,000 in 1946 to $16 million by 1950,
      and $281 million by 1955. Kuwait was transformed from a small backwater at the head of the Gulf into a major
      centre for oil production, to the satisfaction of both the British and the emir. Although there had been some
      stirrings for reforms in government in Kuwait dating from 1938 in response to maladministration by the ageing
      ruler, Ahmad bin Jabars, the ruler was to hold on until the mid-1950s when the less conservative
      Sheikh, Abdallah as-Salem, took over.57Some of the more internationally aware
      Kuwaitis resented British policy in Palestine, but the currents of Arab nationalism did not take hold in Kuwait,
      and there was no general disquiet with British foreign policy or the role of the British political agent.
    


    CONCLUSION


    
      The central thesis of this chapter is that Britain's weak economic position at home in the post-war period
      dictated much of its policy towards the Arab world, and that Arab nationalism, with the possible exception of
      Egypt, had a more limited impact. Certainly, Britain's oil interests in the Arab world were not curtailed by
      nationalist pressures, although the situation was very different in Iran. The Anglo-Iranian oil company was able
      to develop its interests in Kuwait, and in Iraq, despite the deep hostility to British policy in Palestine and
      the closure of the pipeline to Haifa. Furthermore, it is clear that it was Iraq and not Britain that suffered
      from this action.
    


    
      Britain did not have the resources to take economic development schemes, such as that in the Gezira region of the
      Sudan, much further, in spite of the advocacy by supporters of the Labour government of such schemes. Ultimately,
      it was international bodies such as the World Bank and the United States that were to have more impact on Arab
      economic development, but there are no indications that Arab nationalism deterred Britain. Indeed, the
      nationalists had a common cause with those in the Labour Party who wanted to replace economic relationships that
      they regarded as imperialistic with those based on partnership. There was little evidence, however, that Arab
      nationalists took advantage of this, as their agenda was primarily concerned with Arab rights, and economics was
      not seen as a priority. Not surprisingly, Arab governments were absorbed by their own domestic issues and had
      little understanding of, or interest in, British politics and Labour Party ideology.
    


    
      Egypt was a good example of this Arab concern for politics rather than economics. It had arguably the strongest
      Arab nationalist movement, which was to undermine Britain's strategic interests, especially in Suez. However,
      Egypt's governments acquiesced in the major economic policy that really mattered in the post-Second World War
      period, the blockage of the sterling balances, which severely limited economic sovereignty. Although Egypt
      formally left the Sterling Area, it could still not utilize most of its balances. Arab nationalists were more
      concerned with broad political issues, with form rather than substance. The blocked sterling
      balances were seen as a mere technical matter, and there was little appreciation of their economic significance.
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    A new Middle East? The crystallization of the Arab state system after the Second World War


    
      BRUCE MADDY-WEITZMAN
    


    
      The imminent end of the Second World War seemed to herald great change in the Arab Middle East. A generation of
      British and French domination was coming to a close, ignominiously, in France's case. An Arab
      'proto-system' of sorts had already emerged during the inter-war years. In March 1945, the ruling Arab
      elites of the incipient system's ‘core’ - Egypt, Iraq, Syria, Lebanon and Transjordan — joined together with
      Saudi Arabia and Yemen to establish the League of Arab States, a framework designed to advance their declared
      common goal of intensified co-operation, particularly in the face of external challenges, and to regulate
      relations properly between them. To be sure, the new arrangement was a far cry from the unity ideal championed by
      opposition pan-Arab elements within their societies. Nonetheless, the League's creation was a milestone in
      the history of modern Arab politics, establishing both an organizational framework through which Arab states
      could formulate and co-ordinate common policies, and normative standards of conduct by which regimes could be
      measured. Taken together with the concurrent, irreparable decline in British and French capabilities in the
      region, one may speak of 1945 as marking a historical watershed, inaugurating a fully fledged Arab state system.
    


    
      At the same time, the Arab League framework, constituting a compromise formula between the advocates of closer,
      more integral ties and the proponents of a regional status quo and the protection of
      individual sovereignties, provided only the barest of guidelines for Arab policy-makers as they entered the new
      era. The issues facing them were fundamental: what was the preferred formula for advancing agreed-on all-Arab
      interests — co-operation among the existing sovereign states, implementing partial unification schemes among
      neighboring entities, or adopting a more comprehensive approach that would fundamentally alter the region's
      post-Second World War territorial boundaries? How did Arab leaders guard and enhance their own
      particular interests both domestically and within the wider Arab setting? More generally, what was the
      relationship between the vision of Arab nationalism and the reality of Arab particularism?
    


    
      On the concrete level, how did the Arab states cope with the challenge posed by the Zionist movement in
      Palestine? How did ruling elites manage their relations with Britain, whose influence in the Middle East, while
      having waned, remained pre-eminent among the Great Powers? And how did they manage their own internecine
      rivalries?
    


    
      The answers to these questions, as they would evolve on the plain of history over the following decade, the
      'dynastic phase' of inter-Arab relations, resulted in a more definitive crystallization of the Arab state
      system. The system was state-centric, marked by high levels of both conflict and co-operation, and with a
      particular modus operandi based on loosely structured, shifting coalitions, while an
      overall equilibrium was maintained through checks and balances. At the same time, ‘Arabism’ was confirmed as an
      unchallenged normative value in both domestic and regional politics. As such it helped to prepare the way for
      Gamal Abd al-Nasir's challenge to the existing Arab order beginning in 1955.1Nonetheless, the consolidation of the Arab state system during the preceding decade
      significantly inhibited the subsequent efforts of radical Arab nationalists to implement their vision of
      revolutionary transformation of Arab societies and the Arab regional order.2
    


    
      The dynamic, complex interactions between domestic, regional and international factors that produced this outcome
      are the subject of this chapter. Three overlapping issue areas are treated: the future of Syria, the question of
      Palestine, and Arab-British relations.
    


    THE FUTURE OF SYRIA


    
      Syria's place in the Arab firmament was a subject of almost continuous dispute during the system's
      formative years between what can be termed the ‘Hashemite’ and 'anti-Hashemite' camps.3 The former consisted of Iraq and Transjordan, the latter of Egypt, Saudi Arabia and
      Lebanon, and nearly always the Syrian regime itself. Patrick Seale dramatized the dispute as the 'struggle
      for Syria', placing it at the center of Middle East regional dynamics.4 Even
      if Seale's geopolitical-centered analysis does not always stand up to rigorous examination, it still has much
      merit.
    


    
      At stake between the two loose coalitions was the determination of a considerable portion of the regional balance
      of power. The Hashemite grouping was, in essence, unhappy with the regional status quo and
      sought to alter it, albeit in an unco-ordinated fashion, to their respective advantages. The
      first post-war effort was by Transjordan's King Abdallah in 1946–47. The second, more serious, one was
      spearheaded by Iraq in 1949. Their actions drew sharp responses from the other Arab states, which consolidated
      into an Egyptian-led bloc.
    


    
      From the moment that France evicted Faysal from Damascus in 1920 and abolished his short-lived Syrian kingdom,
      his brother Abdallah had cast his eyes on Syria as an appropriate place to fulfill his own, and his family's
      ambitions for Arab leadership. These ambitions had originated in the Hashemite-led 'Great Arab Revolt'
      against the Ottomans in the First World War. By the 1940s, Syria had become somewhat of an obsession for this
      senior surviving member of the Hashemite house, now ensconced in a small desert kingdom between his ancestral
      home in the Hijaz and the 'prize' that Damascus and the 'Fertile Crescent' embodied. But his
      entreaties to Britain in1939 – 40 to fulfill what he viewed as Winston Churchill's 1920 promise to restore
      Hashemite rule in Syria were brushed aside.5 Similarly, his efforts to promote a
      Greater Syrian federation under his own leadership during the 1943–44 discussions, which led to the establishment
      of the Arab League, produced no results.6Nonetheless, he remained seized by the
      matter.
    


    
      Abdallah launched a new bid during 1946–47. One aspect of his efforts was the tendering of financial support for
      various opposition elements within Syria.7 Another, more vocal and thus more
      irritating to his rivals, was his tendency to issue grandiose pronouncements on the issue. His 11 November 1946
      speech on the need for Syrian-Transjordanian unity generated swift Syrian and Lebanese condemnations. The Arab
      League Council took up the matter as well, despite Abdallah's vigorous opposition to League
      involvement.8 Throughout the following year, Abdallah continued to promote his
      scheme, highlighted by an 11 August 1947 proclamation inviting 'the regional Syrian governments' to
      convene jointly a constitutional assembly to lay down a constitution for Greater Syria, on either a union or a
      federative basis. Syrian President Shukri al-Quwwatli responded in kind, rejecting Abdallah's 'false
      federation' and emphasizing that if any of the Arab states was historically illegitimate, it was
      Abdallah's 'princely throne' that had been 'detached from the [Syrian] motherland'.9
    


    
      Abdallah was either unwilling or unable to take real risks on behalf of his dream, and his challenge to the
      republican status quo in Syria faded in importance during the remaining four years of his
      life. Nonetheless, Transj or dan's effort and Syria's responses during 1946–47 highlighted three
      important features of inter-Arab politics during these years: (1) the intermeshing of ideological and pragmatic
      political considerations; (2) the intense personal rivalries between Arab leaders; and (3) the importance of what Stephen Walt calls the 'balance of threat' mode of politics, demonstrated in
      this case by Quwwatli's hasty mobilization of Egypt and Saudi Arabia to counter Abdallah's designs.10
    


    
      For its part, Iraq had no interest in Abdallah's designs on Syria, and on occasion even served as a mediator
      between Jordan and the anti-Hashemite camp.11 Rather, the Iraqi leadership,
      particularly Nuri al-Sa'id, the strongman of Iraq for nearly four decades, and Crown Prince and Regent Abd
      al-IUah had their own (sometimes conflicting) designs on Syria. Nuri's conceptual framework was first laid
      out in his 1943 'Fertile Crescent' project, which envisioned a Greater Syrian entity linked together with
      Iraq in an Arab League' (without Egypt or the Arabian Peninsula).12
      Notwithstanding the Egypt-centered League that emerged, Nuri never abandoned his geopolitical focus on the
      Fertile Crescent. In 1946, he sought a bilateral pact with Syria to complement a recently concluded accord with
      Turkey.13 Concurrently, he rebuffed Abdallah's efforts to forge closer ties,
      forcing him to settle eventually for a watered-down treaty of 'Brotherhood and Alliance'.14
    


    
      The peak of Iraqi efforts in Syria came in 1949, a year of unprecedented internal instability there. The
      successive military coups of 30 March and 14 August offered Iraq an unprecedented opportunity to alter the
      regional balance of power in its favor. However, countervailing regional and internal Syrian factors, as well as
      a lack of Iraqi resolve, blocked the realization of the ambitions of Nuri and the Regent.
    


    
      The overthrow of Quwwatli's government by the Army Chief of Staff, General Husni al-Za'im, on 30 March
      caught the whole region by surprise. Both the Regent and Nuri were apprehensive about the implications of the
      coup, fearing that it might have a contagious effect on the Iraqi army, which was concurrently withdrawing from
      Palestine following its less-than-glorious campaign there. At the same time, they recognized that the coup
      provided them with new opportunities. Za'im himself also displayed interest in strengthening Syrian-Iraqi
      ties in order to bolster his position in the forthcoming armistice negotiations with Israel and to legitimize his
      takeover in the eyes of the international community. However, after three hectic weeks of meetings and contacts,
      including a stormy tete-a-tete between Nuri and Za'im in Damascus,15Za'im restored Syria's place within the Egyptian-led anti-Hashemite camp.
      Nuri's innate caution had deterred him from bold intervention, while his hopes that Syria's civilian
      politicians would take the lead toward an Iraqi-Syrian merger were disappointed.
    


    
      Iraqi-Syrian relations during the following months were mostly sour, and Iraq pursued contacts with dissident
      factions within the Syrian officer corps. However, Nuri was unwilling to adopt their plans for a coup
      wholeheartedly: consequently, Za'im's overthrow by Colonel Sami al-Hinnawi on 14 August
      again caught the Iraqis by surprise. This time, the opportunity for merger or federation seemed more propitious,
      and two months of discussions ensued. But again, Nuri was cautious, depending on pro-Iraqi civilian and military
      figures in Syria to neutralize the anti-merger forces. By mid-October, enough progress had been made to begin
      drawing fire from the anti-Hashemite countries, who used the Arab League to adopt an all-Arab collective security
      package as an alternative to Syria's exclusive dependence on Iraq. The Iraqis had again been outmaneuvered on
      the inter-Arab stage.
    


    
      Their last chance came with the Syrian elections for a Constituent Assembly in mid-November. However, their
      efforts to promote pro-unionist forces did not bear sufficient fruit. The latter managed only to galvanize
      anti-union sentiment in the army, leading to Hinnawi's arrest on the night of18 – 19 December by Colonel Adib
      Shishakli. The Syrian army became the ultimate arbiter of Syrian political life, a pattern which would repeat
      itself in other Arab states in the coming year.
    


    
      Politically, the inter-Arab system of checks and balances had triumphed over Iraqi Hashemite revisionist
      aspirations: Syria was kept within the Egyptian-Saudi fold, the 'co-operation' mode of inter-Arab
      relations, as opposed to the ‘federation’ or 'unity' mode remained dominant; and overall systemic
      equilibrium was maintained. Iraq (and Jordan, until Abdallah's death in 1951) engaged in periodic intrigue in
      Syrian affairs during the following years. The Iraqis continued their support of opposition military elements and
      tendered various federation plans. But the regional status quo remained unchanged.
    


    THE QUESTION OF PALESTINE


    
      From the mid-1930s, the fate of Palestine had become a litmus test for fidelity to rising Arab nationalist values
      among both Arab regimes and their increasingly politicized publics.16 The
      inclusion in the Arab League Charter of a special annex on Palestine provided tangible evidence of the centrality
      the issue held for its members. Indeed, the overwhelming majority of Arab League meetings during the following
      decades would be devoted to the subject.
    


    
      The rush of events in Palestine after 1945 posed the first real test of the fundamental tenets of all-Arab
      solidarity and collective will, enshrined in the Arab League Charter. The Arab countries tried to rebuff the
      challenge posed by the Zionist movement and sought to preserve what they viewed as a central part of the Arab
      patrimony. But, as it turned out, the picture of Arab unity of ranks and purpose, embodied by the all-Arab war
      coalition that attacked Israel on the morrow of the British withdrawal from Palestine on 14 May
      1948, proved to be a thin facade. Competing interests, acute suspicion toward fellow Arab states and a lack of
      resolve dominated Arab state behavior during the 1948 war. Consequently, they failed to achieve their declared
      goal of preventing the establishment of a Jewish state in Palestine, with their armies suffering an ignominious
      defeat on the battlefield (see Chapter 12 by Avraham
      Sela in this volume).17
    


    
      The exception to this sorry state of affairs was Transjordan. Alone among the Arab states, it demonstrated a
      clear sense of purpose, growing out of Abdallah's interest in expanding his kingdom and blocking the
      challenge posed by radical Palestinian nationalism. The linkage to his Syrian ambitions was only minimal. To be
      sure, Abdallah occasionally speculated about Palestine being a stepping stone to Syria, but the rush of events in
      Palestine and the opportunities available for him there made Palestine a vital arena for action in and of itself.
      Moreover, in contrast to his ambitions regarding Syria, Abdallah possessed the means to implement his program in
      Palestine: a strong, albeit small fighting force, the Arab Legion, plus the required geographical proximity to
      Palestine's heartland. Two other elements were no less crucial to his success: a pragmatic, and realistic,
      view of the capabilities of the Zionist movement; and the quiet support of Britain.18
    


    
      Arab suspicions regarding Abdallah's intentions in Palestine, his own mere lip service to the collective Arab
      line that their intervention in Palestine was merely of a temporary nature, and his ability to maneuver adroitly
      between collective Arab requirements and his own particular interests, are well known. Less well understood is
      one important aspect of this maneuvering: the fashioning of a temporary Jordanian-Egyptian axis during the
      crucial days just prior to the British withdrawal and Arab attack, which lasted throughout the first round of
      Arab-Israeli fighting between 15 May and 11 June. This alignment, between the main Arab aspirant in Palestine
      (Transjordan) and the Arab country capable of posing the biggest obstacle to these ambitions (Egypt), enabled
      Abdallah to establish a presence in the West Bank and Jerusalem, which he would never relinquish, while
      demonstrating Egypt's own contradictory policy of half-measures regarding the Palestine question.19
    


    
      Paradoxically, this tacit, temporary but crucial alliance came on the heels of Egypt's King Faruq's 12
      April 1948 declaration that any Arab action in Palestine must be regarded as temporary, following which
      'Palestine must be handed over to its own people'. Abdallah subscribed publicly to the notion, and then
      moved to legitimize his army's future activities by placing them within the framework of an all-Arab military
      action. One month later, on the eve of the invasion, Abdallah successfully changed the invasion
      plans to his benefit and was named overall commander in chief. Both actions were done with the approval of Egypt,
      which dispatched staff officers to Amman to help co-ordinate their upcoming actions. The changes in the plans
      made military sense for both sides, as each would provide support for the other's flank, with the Egyptians
      even providing volunteer units to shore up the Arab Legion's position in the Hebron-Bethlehem area, right up
      to the outskirts of Jerusalem (these units would later be the cause of much friction between Jordan and
      Egypt).20
    


    
      Egyptian and Jordanian interests diverged following the first ceasefire. Abdallah, however, had exploited his
      hand to the fullest, and was now, territorially speaking, in the driver's seat. The Egyptians, for their
      part, had recognized that the Arab cause would be utterly hopeless without Abdallah, and thus acquiesced in his
      change of military plans. Moreover, their subsequent promotion of a Palestinian alternative to Abdallah was done
      in a restrained fashion, more for the purpose of demonstrating Egyptian fidelity to the cause of Arab Palestine
      than to block Abdallah's territorial aggrandizement.
    


    
      The successful negotiation of separate armistice agreements between Israel and its Arab neighbors during 1949 was
      for the Arab states, in a sense, a triumph of raison d'etat over the doctrine of
      pan-Arabism. At the same time, the limitations on Arab states' individual freedom of action in the
      Arab-Israeli sphere was highlighted on two fronts: the Palestine Conciliation Commission collective negotiating
      framework, and Jordan's efforts to achieve a separate, non-aggression treaty with Israel. Jordanian-Israeli
      secret diplomacy during the winter of1949 – 50 produced a draft non-aggression agreement, but thanks to Egyptian
      and domestic constraints, Abdallah was incapable of seeing it through. Instead, on 1 April 1950, the Arab League
      laid down a basic rule of the game', which would guide Arab behavior toward Israel for almost three decades:
      Arab states were henceforth forbidden from negotiating or concluding 'a separate peace or any political,
      military or economic agreement with Israel'. Two weeks later, the Arab League Council spelled out the
      consequences for possible violators: expulsion from the League, political and economic sanctions, the severance
      of all relations and the closing of common frontiers.21
    


    
      Abdallah had not given up hope of pursuing an agreement with Israel, but the die had been cast as far as the
      Jordanian political elite had been concerned. More important for them was the need to consolidate Jordanian
      control in the West Bank and neutralize Egyptian threats to expel Jordan from the League for this as well. As it
      happened, Jordan managed to parry the Egyptian moves and rebuff the League's efforts to place Jordanian rule
      under a temporary, trusteeship framework.22 The de facto legitimacy of its authority over the rump of Arab Palestine was not called into question
      for a decade, and was seriously reopened only after the June 1967 War. In addition, the consolidation of the
      Jordanian entity continued apace during the crucial years of uncertainty between the time of Abdallah's
      assassination in 1951 and the young King Husayn's full assertion of authority in 1956.23
    


    
      As for the other Arab regimes involved in the 1948 war, the failure in Palestine would cost many of them dearly,
      catalyzing political opposition among alternative elites and newly mobilized sectors of the population alike, and
      contributing to their ultimate downfall. On the ideological level, the nakba (catastrophe)
      of 1948 contributed to the emergence of a more strident, militant brand of Arab nationalism, which dominated Arab
      political life for a generation.
    


    ARAB-BRITISH RELATIONS


    
      Contrary to long-held belief, Britain was not the driving force behind the creation of the Arab League in
      1945.24 Rather, it was compelled to follow Egypt's lead in supporting the
      creation of a loose co-operative framework, at the expense of the more compact, Hashemite-inspired unity schemes.
      Nonetheless, Britain did play a role in its formation, encouraging the various, often competing, clients to damp
      down their differences on behalf of the common good. It was Britain's hope that this 'common good'
      would be commensurate with British interests, inaugurating a new era of Arab-British partnership. To that end, in
      May 1945, Britain imposed on France an unconditional withdrawal of its forces from Syria and Lebanon. However,
      the Arab League proved to be a disappointment to the British, serving as a forum to promote more strident Arab
      nationalist interests, usually under Egypt's guiding hand.25Nonetheless,
      periodic discussions among British (and American) policymakers regarding the desirability of the League's
      continuation or termination always reached the conclusion that a break-up of the League would be even more
      destabilizing to inter-Arab relations and thus to British and Western interests.26
    


    
      Part of Britain's efforts to fashion a post-war order that would continue to serve its interests focused on
      the renegotiation of existing bilateral treaties with Egypt and Iraq. These efforts turned out to be both
      unsuccessful and traumatic. The 1946 Bevin-Sidqi draft agreement, which was to have replaced the 1936
      Anglo-Egyptian Treaty, never came to fruition, leaving Anglo-Egyptian relations fraught with ill will and
      tensions. The January 1948 Portsmouth Agreement with Iraq, designed to replace the 1930 Anglo-Iraqi Treaty, was
      renounced within days by the Iraqi Regent following large-scale rioting, which threatened the
      stability of the regime.27 (For details on Egypt and Iraq, see Chapters 9 and 10, by Peter Hahn and Michael Eppel respectively, in this volume.)
      Only with Transjordan did matters proceed smoothly, with cosmetic changes being made in 1948 to a 1946 bilateral
      treaty.
    


    
      Britain's efforts to advance its interests and strengthen its numerous allies in the region were also
      complicated enormously by inter-Arab differences and rivalries. Abdallah's machinations regarding Syria
      repeatedly raised the ire of his Arab rivals against Britain, which, they assumed, could easily have restrained
      Abdallah should it so desire. In fact, however, Britain was caught in the middle, and thus adopted a posture of
      strict neutrality regarding all Arab unity schemes, on the condition that they were being advanced peacefully.
    


    
      Britain's representatives in Amman did try periodically to moderate Abdallah's utterances, albeit with
      extreme caution so as to 'not drive him to some act of folly on the spur of a moment of
      irritation'.28 Similarly, Britain repeatedly cautioned the Iraqis against any
      thoughts of military intervention in Syria during the unstable times of 1949. It also avoided giving definitive
      clarifications and encouragement to Iraqi and Syrian leaders during their federation discussions in the fall of
      1949. That would have enabled Syrian Foreign Minister Nazim al-Qudsi to counter domestic criticism that the
      federation would bring Syria under the thumb of British domination, through the application of the existing
      Anglo-Iraqi treaty to Syria.29 An additional geopolitical factor in British
      calculations was Israel's likely behavior in the event of a Syrian-Iraqi union, or the breakdown of order in
      Syria. Along with the USA, Britain feared possible Israeli intervention in Syria to block a Syrian-Iraqi union.
      At the same time, Britain and Jordan were concerned that chaos in Syria would lead to an Israeli move against
      Jordanian forces in the Jordanian-held areas of the former mandated Palestine.
    


    
      Inevitably, the Palestine question placed Britain, as the responsible mandate power, in an enormously difficult
      position vis-a-vis its Arab allies. As arbiter of an unstable, and ultimately untenable
      situation, Britain was keen on avoiding responsibility for any outcome which the Arab world might deem
      unfavorable. Inter-Arab divisions over Palestine further complicated its possible policy choices.
    


    
      In early December 1947, on the morrow of the UN General Assembly partition vote, Arab leaders meeting in Cairo
      appealed to Britain to extend the mandate. Notwithstanding the negative reply, they still believed for a time
      that Britain would not in the end withdraw, if only because Palestine was viewed by them as the most likely
      alternative site for a British base once Britain withdrew its forces from Egypt. Their evaluation of
      Britain's strategic needs was not totally groundless, as a September 1947 report by
      Britain's general staff had said as much.30However, Arab leaders failed to
      calculate the costs Britain would incur by remaining in Palestine, and their optimism proved not only premature
      but also damaging, since it contributed to the slowness of their own response to the developing situation.
    


    
      Abdallah's ambitions in Palestine were viewed guardedly at first among British policy-makers. Many were
      especially concerned that his more pragmatic policies towards the Zionists and his territorial aspirations would
      lead to Transjordan's isolation from the other Arab states and consequently destabilize his position. They
      also feared UN sanctions against him were he to dispatch his forces into areas assigned to the Jewish state. On
      the other hand, Transjordan's explicit plans to occupy the Arab areas of Palestine adjacent to Transjordan,
      laid down by Prime Minister Tawfiq Abul Huda to Foreign Secretary Ernest Bevin on 4 February 1948, dovetailed
      with Britain's preference to wash its hands of the problem. Bevin thus tendered his silent approval to Abul
      Huda's plan.31
    


    
      Some British officials were also enamored with the idea of detaching the Negev from the as yet unborn Jewish
      state, in order to assure territorial contiguity between Egypt, Transjordan and Iraq, for the sake of
      Britain's military interests32 (on British military interests in the Negev,
      see Chapter 2 by M. J. Cohen in this volume). The idea
      resurfaced in the recommendations of the UN mediator Bernadotte in September 1948, and in periodic British
      efforts to coax Cairo and Amman toward a common position that would dovetail with British strategic
      interests.33However, the matter was never given high priority among British
      policy-makers, and the reluctance of Egypt and Jordan to co-ordinate their own policies was a source of constant
      frustration to Britain. More generally, the Bernadotte Plan seemed to offer an opportunity for Britain to
      strengthen its interests. However, the plan could be imposed over Israeli and Arab objections only with the
      co-operation of the USA. When the latter prevaricated, the plan was doomed, and Britain's ability to shape
      regional events continued to decline.34
    


    
      Overall, Britain's refusal to support the UN plan for the partition of Palestine, its studied neutrality
      during the war, and its quiet support for Abdallah left it room to repair and maintain its relationships with
      ruling Arab elites. None the less, blame for the defeat of the Arabs in Palestine and the emergence of Israel
      could easily be traced to Britain's door: after all, it was Britain that had committed what in Arab eyes was
      the original sin, the issuing of the Balfour Declaration. For the rising generation of an increasingly
      politicized Arab public, Britain shouldered much of the blame for the events in Palestine, as it did for so many
      of the other perceived evils in the region. Britain's intimacy with Arab ruling elites did not provide a
      sufficient counter to this view, and in fact reinforced it.
    


    
      Whereas Britain was entangled in Palestine over a 'core' Arab concern, its strategic
      planning was bedeviled by its unresolved dispute with Egypt over the future of the British base in Suez and of
      the Sudan. Much to Britain's disappointment, the other Arab states, while privately exhibiting little
      sympathy for the Egyptian position, publicly toed the all-Arab line in support of Egypt's position.35
    


    
      British-Egyptian negotiations, Western powers' defense proposals (the Middle East Command and the Middle East
      Defense Organization) and inter-Arab contacts on finalizing their 1949 Joint Defense Pact became closely
      intertwined between 1950–52. Nuri al-Sa'id of Iraq was active in pushing for closer Arab-Western ties, and at
      times sought to mediate between Egypt and Britain. However, it was Egypt's position that continued to be
      decisive on both Arab-Western and inter-Arab matters. Egypt's rejection of Western defense proposals designed
      to supersede the Anglo-Egyptian impasse, and its ability to mobilize Arab support behind its demands for
      unconditional British withdrawal continued to confound British policy-makers. In turn, Britain continued to
      recognize the primacy of Egypt's strategic value versus Iraq's secondary status, much to Nuri
      al-Sa'id's chagrin.36
    


    
      The overthrow of Faruq and the consolidation of power by the Free Officers Movement in Egypt, in July 1952,
      changed the focus of both Britain and Egypt and led to a resumption of negotiations. Agreements on the Sudan and
      on British withdrawal from Suez were concluded during 1953 and 1954. Inexorably, the USA was supplanting Britain
      as the Western power primarily responsible for the defense of the area, and would become increasingly entangled
      in the intricacies of inter-Arab affairs as well. Concurrently, Britain and (unofficially) the USA scaled down
      their defense plans into a 'Northern Tier' policy, given public expression in the Baghdad Pact. In doing
      so, they ignored the likely destabilizing effect this would have on inter-Arab affairs. Throughout the previous
      decade, Britain's old ally Nuri al-Sa'id had reluctantly acquiesced to the Egyptian-centered Arab League
      framework. Consequently, his embrace of a non-Arab centered regional defense framework marked a bold departure
      from past policies. This inaugurated a new, and more volatile, era in inter-Arab relations.37
    


    CONCLUSION


    
      Ruling Arab elites had entered the post-Second World War era with varying agendas: the Egyptians were determined
      to assume the position of primus inter pares among the Arab states while simultaneously
      freeing themselves from the remaining British shackles; the Iraqis still nurtured dreams of playing Prussia to
      the Arabs of the Fertile Crescent; in Transjordan, Abdallah was at times obsessed with Greater Syria but sharply focused on Palestine; the Syrians needed support to rebuff Hashemite designs; Saudi
      Arabia's Abd al-Aziz saw Hashemite conspiracies at every turn; and the Lebanese were wary of everyone.
      Consequently, the chance that Arab elites would develop a sustained co-operative mode of relations among
      themselves and with Britain, and begin to reverse what Arab nationalists condemned as the ‘Balkanization’ of the
      Arab world after the First World War, was remote.
    


    
      What crystallized, instead, was a state-centric system adhering to a common ideology of fidelity to Arabism,
      marked by sharp swings between co-operation and conflict, and the fashioning of loosely structured and shifting
      coalitions. The issues of the day — the future of Syria, the question of Palestine (and Israel), and the future
      relations with Britain — produced innumerable bouts of inter-Arab tension. However, irreversible schisms were
      avoided, sometimes by design, sometimes by an almost mechanical process of systemic checks and balances.
    


    
      At the same time, the status of the Arab League, whose founding had engendered considerable hope among the Arab
      political public, was irreparably eroded, becoming instead a symbol of impotence. Its fading into irrelevance
      helped prepare the ground for the emergence of a more militant, mass-based, radical pan-Arab ideology, beginning
      in the mid-1950s. However, the intricate system of inter-Arab checks and balances which had emerged during the
      first decade after the Second World War, coupled with the failure of Arab states even to begin to develop
      interlocking economic interests, contributed heavily to inhibiting the implementation of the radical pan-Arabist
      revisionist vision in the years ahead.
    


    
      For Britain, the ultimate inhibition of radical pan-Arabism was of scant comfort. The decline in its ability to
      shape Middle Eastern events reverberated throughout the first post-war decade, particularly over the Palestine
      question, as well as with regard to its efforts to consolidate regional defense arrangements and bilateral
      security links with Egypt and Iraq. Thus, the Suez debacle and the violent death of the pro-British Hashemite
      regime in Iraq in 1958 were, in a sense, only the last nails in the coffin of British influence in the region,
      after two generations of preeminence. The terminal decline of Britain's position was intimately linked with
      the emergence in 1945 and subsequent evolution of a contentious and quarrelsome Arab state system.
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    Lampson and the wartime control of Egypt


    
      MARTIN KOLINSKY
    


    
      During the Second World War, Egypt was at the centre of Britain's military efforts in the Middle East and
      Mediterranean theatres. The headquarters of the army and air forces were in Cairo, and the headquarters of the
      Mediterranean Fleet were at Alexandria. Egypt was turned into a vast military complex, with extensive bases in
      the Delta and the Suez Canal area, and with networks of ammunition dumps, stores, workshops and hospitals.
    


    
      A prime concern of the British authorities was for the internal security and political tranquillity of this
      crucial base, with its direct links to India and the Far East. Highly suspicious of the intentions of some of the
      leading Egyptians, the British monitored domestic political affairs closely, and were prepared to intervene
      directly when they thought it necessary to do so. The most notable and notorious intervention occurred in
      February 1942, when King Faruq was threatened with dethronement if he did not appoint a prime minister of
      Britain's choosing.
    


    
      This was a major turning point in Anglo-Egyptian relations, provoking a sense of humiliation and frustration,
      which had profound political repercussions. It could be argued that all that mattered at a time of acute danger
      was to ensure that the Egyptian Government was fully supportive of Britain's war effort. This was the
      position of the British ambassador in Cairo, Sir Miles Lampson,1 of the foreign
      secretary, Anthony Eden, and of the war cabinet. Yet some senior British military officers2 doubted the wisdom of forcing the change. The interpretation presented in this chapter
      vindicates their misgivings. I shall argue that the intervention would have been unnecessary in February 1942 had
      Lampson taken appropriate measures earlier; and that Lampson's mistaken political evaluations contributed
      significantly to the crisis. Had he been more detached, and not motivated by a desire to settle his personal
      account with the young King Faruq, the situation might have been resolved in a much less spectacular manner.
    


    
      But once Faruq was threatened by force publicly there was no going back. Neither Lampson nor Eden
      took account of the consequences, which were to weaken the Wafd party by making them appear subservient to the
      foreign power. The humiliated monarch attracted widespread sympathy and was in due course able to regain a strong
      position. Consequently, the British began to lose control, being tied to a diminishing asset, the Wafd party.
      Responsibility for these major errors of policy lay as much with Eden as with Lampson, since the former gave his
      man on the spot full support.
    


    
      This gives rise to a further issue: was Eden at fault for keeping the ambassador in Egypt too long? Lampson had
      taken up his post in Cairo in 1934 and had become deeply involved in domestic politics. Perhaps too deeply, in
      that he moved beyond being an arbiter to a participant with personal emotional involvement. His partnership was
      ultimately detrimental to the long-term British objective of retaining influence in Egypt.
    


    
      The questions to be explored in this chapter are: Why did the February 1942 crisis occur? Could it have been
      avoided? What were the consequences for Anglo-Egyptian relations? Discussions of these issues requires a brief
      review of developments prior to the beginning of the Second World War.
    


    
      A key element in the situation was that Fuad (sultan1917 – 23, king1923 – 36), with the support of the old
      Turkish ruling stratum, was not content to be merely a constitutional monarch. His aim was to expand his
      prerogatives beyond such limitations and to subordinate parliament when he could not dispense with it altogether.
      He was successful in the main, and on three occasions removed the Wafd party from power. The British did not
      interfere, which attracted the criticism that they were interested in upholding a corrupt autocracy.
    


    
      Faruq, who reigned from1937 – 52, tried to emulate his father in manipulating elections and in outmanoeuvring
      Lampson. By acting with apparently scatter-brained insouciance and lack of discipline, the young king
      disconcerted the powerful British ambassador. Lampson's desire to get to grips with 'the boy' was
      often frustrated, even during the war years. Faruq was far more influenced by Ali Maher, who was prime minister
      on several occasions,3 and by his tutor, Ahmad Hassanein -both of whom served as
      Chief of the Royal Cabinet — and by lesser members of the court, some of whom were Italian nationals.4
    


    
      Parliament was dominated by politicians of the pasha class, landowners and notables who formed in-bred cliques,
      seeking positions of influence from which to dispense patronage to their followers. As such, expediency and
      inevitably corruption were the springs of political motivation, rather than ideological or moral
      principles.5 The nationalistic Wafd party conformed to this
      model,6 yet was different in significant respects. Its emphatic commitment to
      nationalism and its organizational capabilities endowed it with a much broader mass appeal than the others. It
      was dominant in the cities and in many rural areas, with support from schoolteachers and village headmen. It was
      a party of government, which was often denied its role in government, and therefore was not loathe to resort to
      violent agitation and demonstrations, and to organize the paramilitary Blue Shirts during the 1930s.7Moreover, the Wafd as a mass party consisted of different wings, which represented
      diverse social groups. Hence the internal struggles within the Wafd were something more than the competition of
      cliques: they can be seen as a struggle for dominance between rural landowners and the urban middle-class
      effendis. The former eventually won, personified by the transition of al-Nahas himself
      from leader of the urban middle-class elements to supporter of the conservative rural landowners.8
    


    LAMPSON'S ABANDONMENT OF THE WAFD


    
      King Fuad died in 28 April 1936. Shortly afterwards elections were held and the Wafd came to power for the fourth
      time. Prime Minister Mustafa al-Nahas negotiated the Anglo-Egyptian treaty, which was signed in August. It was a
      20-year military alliance, which was to become a focal point of tension between the two countries, as is
      discussed in the following chapters. Of more immediate significance was the bitter internal dispute within the
      Wafd government, which led to the expulsion of Ahmad Maher and Mahmud al-Nuqrashi (both future prime ministers)
      in the autumn of 1937. They formed a new entity, the Saadist party, which represented emergent industrial
      interests.
    


    
      Faruq was eager to take advantage of the split that had weakened the Wafd. The king, who came of age to ascend to
      the throne in July 1937, wanted his own men in charge. He reappointed Ali Maher as Chief of the Royal Cabinet, a
      move which al-Nahas opposed because he realized that it would create trouble for him. The palace sought
      vigorously to assert its control over the budget and to increase its support within the key institutions of the
      senate, the army, and the Al-Azhar religious university. Faruq was an attractive figure to many Egyptians, being
      young, handsome and full of promise. His popularity grew at the expense of the Wafdist government, and at the end
      of December 1937 Faruq judged that al-Nahas was sufficiently weakened to dismiss him.
    


    
      Lampson tried to prevent the king from acting in such an arbitrary way, and warned against dismissing the head of
      an elected government. But it was to no avail. Worse was to follow. The elections of April 1938 were rigged to reduce severely Wafd representation. By allowing the palace to get away with these
      actions, the British ambassador was storing up difficulties for the future. Lampson was aware of the damage that
      was done to the cause of democracy in Egypt, but neither he nor the Foreign Office were willing to take action.
      The probable explanation is that they saw no immediate threat to fundamental British interests in Egypt, and they
      were reassured that the man who replaced al-Nahas, the Oxford-educated Muhammad Mahmud, a former Liberal
      Constitutional prime minister, was well disposed towards them. Heedless of the long-term consequences, they did
      nothing to protect the institution of parliament and responded opportunistically. The fact that Mahmud was a weak
      leader, without popular support, who depended on the embassy for guidance and encouragement, was advantageous to
      them.
    


    
      The combination of inertia, opportunism and lack of foresight meant that Lampson had abandoned the Wafd to the
      arbitrary actions of the palace. The ambassador subsequently made no effort to rectify the situation. He was more
      concerned about his inability to influence the young king.9 For his part, al-Nahas
      reacted with bitterness against the British, with whom he had negotiated the historic treaty. The new modus vivendi that the treaty represented was thrown into doubt. He and William Makram Ebeid, the
      prominent Wafdist politician who served as minister of finance in 1936, led an agitated extra-parliamentary
      campaign. They criticized the British for seeking to reimpose control over Egypt by supporting a weak government
      in office. This had the effect of keeping up the pressure on Mahmud, and of reinforcing their own position in the
      country.
    


    
      The situation continued unchanged after Mahmud was forced to resign because of ill-health on 12 August 1939. The
      resignation might have provided Lampson with an opportunity to press for the restoration of the Wafd to
      government, but he did not do so. Instead he left the initiative to Faruq, who appointed his adviser Ali Maher as
      prime minister. It was a political error of the first magnitude on the eve of the Second World War. Instead of
      ensuring that a popular, pro-British government was installed at this crucial point, Lampson acquiesced in the
      continuation of unrepresentative government. The consequence was that the movement for neutrality remained
      unchecked and allowed to grow.
    


    EGYPTIAN NEUTRALITY


    
      The movement for neutrality, which Lampson suspected was covertly supported by the king, was sufficiently strong
      to prevent Egypt from issuing a declaration of war on Germany in Septemberl939. A significant pointer to post-1945 developments was that some of Ali Maher 's cabinet, led by Abdel Rahman Azzam
      (who in 1945 became secretary general of the Arab League), were holding out for a promise that at the end of the
      war Britain would negotiate a revision of the Anglo-Egyptian treaty.10
    


    
      Lampson rejected the notion of treaty revision outright; the upshot was that, although Egypt co-operated fully
      with British requirements, the government did not declare war. Diplomatic relations with Germany were severed.
      Censorship was imposed under a regime of martial law known as the etat de siege. An
      embargo was imposed on trade with Germany, and neutral ships in Egyptian waters were searched. A strict economic
      regime was established, and the prices of foodstuffs and essential commodities were controlled.11 In those circumstances, the British government decided not to press the Egyptians
      further on the issue of the declaration of war.12
    


    
      But suspicions had been aroused, fed by intelligence reports that Ali Maher was maintaining secret contact with
      both the Italian and the German governments. Moreover, his dismissal of a number of pro-British officials from
      his administration added to Lampson's doubts about his trustworthiness.
    


    
      Matters came to a head in June 1940 with the collapse of France, the expulsion of British troops from the
      European continent, and the Italian declaration of war. The movement of opinion towards Egyptian neutrality
      gained strength. Faruq and Ali Maher were anxious to reinsure with the Italians, at the very least by not
      offending them. The Maher government wanted to proclaim Cairo as an 'open city', which would have
      necessitated the removal of British troops and anti-aircraft defences, to prevent it from being bombed. Lampson,
      with the strong approval of the Foreign Office and the military chiefs in Egypt, prevented him from doing so.
    


    
      On 12 June, two days after the Italian declaration of war, Ali Maher broke off diplomatic relations with Italy;
      but his statement in the Egyptian parliament indicated that the government would not declare war if Italy did not
      attack Egypt. The British Embassy was alarmed by this, and their anxiety was increased by the slowness of the
      Egyptian government in expelling Italian diplomats, and in interning suspected Fascists. Lampson was convinced
      that the prime minister was endeavouring to maintain good relations with the Italians and was working against
      British interests, a conviction strengthened by reports that the Egyptian minister in Rome was advocating
      Egyptian neutrality.
    


    
      Afraid that the prime minister's attitude would spread defeatism and undermine Britain's position just as
      military action was about to begin, Lampson intervened forcibly. He told Faruq on 17 June that he had to dismiss Ali Maher.13 Lampson also insisted that Maher should not be
      allowed to return to a position of influence in the palace. Failure to comply, he warned, would bring Faruq into
      confrontation with General Wavell, the Commander-in-Chief, Middle East, a thinly veiled reminder of the
      dethroning of the Khedive Abbas Hilmi in 1914.14
    


    
      Al-Nahas wanted elections to be held, but Lampson did not agree, using the war as an excuse. This was another
      mistake, of the same order as before, because the Wafd then decided to stay out of government. They were certain
      that they would win an overwhelming majority and saw no reason to be compelled to rule through a coalition for
      Lampson's convenience. Thus another opportunity was missed to legitimize the accession to power of a friendly
      government, which would have been based on mass support. Instead, Faruq was again handed the initiative and he
      chose as prime minister Hassan Sabry, who lacked political standing though his views were pro-British. His
      cabinet consisted of Saadists, Liberals and Independents.
    


    
      The feeble political standing of the cabinet allowed the Palace to retain considerable influence over
      policy.15 Thus the actions of the embassy continued to support the palace to the
      detriment of parliament, though Lampson was convinced that the Wafd were much more reliable from a British point
      of view than Faruq.
    


    
      On the issue of neutrality, the new government followed the same policy as Ali Maher had done. In June, the war
      cabinet gave Lampson discretion not to insist on an Egyptian declaration of war, provided that they co-operated
      on internal security matters, did not hinder British military actions and broke off diplomatic and trading
      relations with Italy. The Egyptians were reluctant to declare war, even when the Italians penetrated over 70
      miles into the Western Desert, because they were fearful of exposing their cities to bombing. But by then, the
      British military commanders in the Middle East no longer thought an Egyptian declaration of war to be necessary,
      as long as the Egyptian prime minister co-operated fully with the British war effort.16
    


    
      The pro-British elements in Egyptian political circles were strengthened by the outcome of the Battle of Britain,
      and by Lampson's success in persuading the Treasury to help financially with credits for arms and to purchase
      the cotton crop. In addition, the loss of export trade was compensated by the expenditure of the imperial forces
      on local Egyptian goods and services.
    


    
      Nevertheless, the positive effects were offset by the consequences of an internal political crisis between the
      prime minister and his Saadist colleagues. Some of the acrimony was personal, but more important was the question
      of Egypt's position, as war threatened the western frontier. Unlike his brother Ali, the Saadist leader Ahmed
      Maher was strongly pro-British, and responded to the Italian invasion of Egypt by campaigning
      for active Egyptian participation alongside Britain in the defence of the country. But the prime minister refused
      to go beyond the cautious inaction of his predecessor, and wished to postpone defining the red line that would
      necessitate Egyptian participation in a war confined so far to distant areas of desert. He forced the Saadist
      ministers to resign. Lampson confined himself to verbal protests to Hassan Sabry, and made no attempt to have
      them brought back into the government. The result was to demoralize the Saadists and with them the pro-British
      elements.
    


    
      On 15 November the new parliamentary session began. It was marked by a dramatic incident: Hassan Sabry collapsed
      and died while reading the king's speech. A few days later, Husayn Sirry became the new prime minister, and
      affirmed the continuity of Egyptian policy, in particular, that of refraining from declaring war on the Italians.
      The new government was composed of Liberals and Independents. It faced a twofold opposition. The Wafd remained
      outside government, and were critical of the embassy for again supporting an unrepresentative minority
      government, which enabled the palace to retain much power. The Saadists disdained the minor cabinet posts offered
      them. They again campaigned for more active participation in the war in order to strengthen Egyptian claims at
      the peace settlement. At the end of December 1940, while Wavell's forces were routing the Italians in the
      Western Desert, parliament debated the question raised by the Saadists. The result was a government victory (122
      votes to 68) on a vote of confidence. The Wafd, still hostile to Ahmad Maher and the Saadists for splitting away
      in 1937, voted for the government.17
    


    THE THREAT OF ROMMEL


    
      The build-up of the German air force in Sicily and the Dodecanese islands during January 1941 seriously affected
      the strategic situation in the Mediterranean. Heavy bombing of the port of Benghazi from mid-February forced the
      British to revert to Tobruk, some 200 miles to the east, as their supply base. The British commitment to Greece
      weakened their position in Libya, and Rommel's first offensive at the end of March came much sooner than
      Wavell had expected. Six days later, the Germans invaded Yugoslavia and Greece.
    


    
      The rapid advance of the Axis forces under Rommel alarmed the Egyptian public and even overshadowed the
      coup d'etat in Iraq on 1 April by the pro-Axis Rashid Ali. With the important
      exception of the Wafd, the political parties supported the government's policy, which the
      prime minister explained in a secret session of parliament on 14 April. The policy was to co-operate with
      Britain, uphold public morale, and employ the Egyptian Army mainly on internal security duties, especially
      protection of the vital infrastructure of communications, such as bridges and public utilities.18
    


    
      The Wafd was highly critical of the British for maintaining an undemocratic government during such a crisis. But,
      from Lampson's point of view, the prime minister was doing a good job of deflating Ali Maher and
      counter-acting defeatist and anti-British tendencies.19 The danger of spying and
      sabotage had increased greatly, and the paramilitary formations led by Abdul Rahman Azzam and Taher Pasha were
      under suspicion. Ali Maher had turned to Islamic organizations as a means of preserving his influence, but Husayn
      Sirry had weakened them by exiling Hassan al-Banna, the head of the Muslim Brotherhood, and was planning to
      imprison Ahmed Husayn, the head of the National Islamic Party, formerly 'Young Egypt'. Moreover, Husayn
      Sirry gave Ali Maher the alternative of accepting the position of Egyptian minister in Washington or of being
      confined to his country house.20
    


    
      Husayn Sirry attempted to secure the agreement of the party leaders for a government of national unity, but
      al-Nahas was not interested: he wanted parliament dissolved and new elections held. However, the other parties
      did not agree, and negotiations broke down. The upshot was that at the end of July 1941, Sirry reconstituted his
      cabinet. It included five each of Liberals, Independents and Saadists. Neither Ahmed Maher nor al-Nuqrashi were
      among the latter because they refused to take minor positions. For its part, the Wafd was incensed and loudly
      exploited the unpopularity of the new cotton agreement with Britain, which disposed of only half the crop.
      Al-Nahas severely criticized the British for undermining the economy and independence of Egypt and claimed that
      they were violating the treaty he had negotiated with them. After his first speech, he was received by the king,
      which made it appear that Faruq was encouraging his attacks on the British. For Lampson, it was a novel and
      unwelcome development: the new royal-Wafd rapprochement weakened the prime minister. The latter, having lost the
      king's favour, was exposed as ruling only through British support. Many senators and deputies followed the
      trend, shifting their allegiances away from the prime minister, and others, mainly Saadists and some Liberals,
      supported the weakened government without enthusiasm.21
    


    
      Lampson's previous political miscalculations and opportunism had created an impasse. By the autumn, Lampson
      felt that there was only one solution: he wanted to bring the Wafd into the government, but could not find a way
      to do so. He knew from past discussions that the British military would be opposed to using
      force to make Faruq accept al-Nahas as long as there was no obvious internal threat to the stability of the
      Egyptian base. His best hope was to try to establish a national coalition in which the Wafd would play a leading
      role,22 but that was not what al-Nahas wanted. The latter was convinced that
      elections would give him a clear majority, and he saw no reason to accept less.
    


    THE ULTIMATUM TO FARUQ


    
      The Japanese attack on American and British positions in the Far East in December 1941 had serious economic
      repercussions in Egypt. The restriction on imports aggravated the shortages of cereals and other supplies and
      gave further impetus to inflation, resulting in strikes and agitation. Lampson was critical of the prime minister
      for his lack of control, and for his failure to explain to a fearful public that it would be impracticable to
      declare Cairo an 'open city' to shield it from bombing. The ambassador increasingly felt the strain of
      'backing a minority though entirely friendly government, against a hostile majority'.23 His involvement in the situation, and desire to reconstruct it to his personal
      satisfaction, which included ousting the king, lay behind the sudden development of a crisis.
    


    
      On 6 January 1942, the Egyptian government, at the request of the British, broke off diplomatic relations with
      Vichy France because it was assisting the Axis armies through Tunisia. This act did not attract much attention in
      the Egyptian press, and its connection with the sudden resignation of the prime minister on 2 February was not
      immediately perceived. Faruq had objected to the rupture of relations with Vichy, especially as he had not been
      consulted, and he forced the resignation of the Foreign Minister Salib Sami. This provoked Sirry Pasha, who was
      not willing to tolerate such blatant interference from the king, to resign in protest. In turn, the British
      authorities were angered because they had initiated the severing of relations with Vichy.24 Lampson suspected that Faruq had acted upon the advice of Ali Maher, and was
      determined to end the latter's influence.25 Moreover, Lampson, fed up with
      the antics of the king, was eager to remove him.
    


    
      Eden gave his full support to bringing the Wafd to power. He recommended that al-Nahas be sounded regarding the
      elimination of 'insidious influences in the palace' and the fulfilling of Egypt's obligations under
      the treaty. He wanted Lampson 'to make it plain to al-Nahas Pasha that we do not intend to allow any question
      of treaty revision to be raised so long as the war lasts'. Eden then stated, with supreme cynicism and
      arrogance:
    


    
      
        Should Nahas Pasha offer satisfactory assurances … (and I should value such assurances, not
        because I necessarily expect him to keep them, but because if he does not, they will afford us strong grounds
        for turning him out) … you will feel at liberty to encourage the king to follow Husayn Sirry's
        advicexand form a Wafdist Government.
      

    


    
      But if the king wanted to nominate his own prime minister, Eden continued, you should acquiesce in his doing
      so' (apart from Ali Maher), while at the same time warning him that 'we in London are wondering whether
      the only way to get rid of a cycle of which we are heartily tired would not be by reducing the governing factors
      from 3 to 2'.26 The threat to Faruq was undisguised; but Eden had not
      considered the longer-term consequences.
    


    
      Thus armed, Lampson sent the king an ultimatum on Wednesday 4 February. The issue was dramatized to the full when
      the Abdin Palace was surrounded by British troops and tanks. Lampson, General R. G. Stone, Commander of British
      Troops in Egypt, and armed officers, arrived at 9 p.m., four hours after the expiry of the ultimatum.27 Within an hour, Faruq appointed al-Nahas as prime minister. The humiliation of the
      king was felt widely in Egypt, particularly among Army officers,28 as an affront
      to national dignity.
    


    
      The consequences of the humiliation far outweighed the gains. Britain's position in the country had not been
      threatened seriously by internal political movements and conspiracies, and far less obtrusive measures could have
      been taken to resolve the problem. Lampson could have supported the prime minister by insisting on the
      reinstatement of the foreign minister, a measure that would have checked the palace without precipitating a major
      crisis. Alternatively, he could have pressed for new elections, which would have had the effect of bringing the
      Wafd to power in a legitimate manner. But Lampson wanted to settle his personal vendetta with the king. As a
      consequence the Wafd were imposed on the palace, and were thereafter visibly dependent on the British. It was
      deeply damaging, though not fatal, to a party which had spearheaded the Egyptian independence movement.
    


    
      Notwithstanding the need for a new personality and a fresh, less emotional approach, Lampson was kept on. He
      retained the confidence of Eden, not simply because he was zealous in his flattery of the rather vain foreign
      secretary. More fundamentally, they saw eye to eye on the handling of political matters. Lampson was rewarded by
      being raised to the peerage in 1943 for services, which in effect had undermined British influence in the country
      after the February coup.
    


    
      Elections were held in March, and were boycotted by the Saadist and Liberal parties. Although the Wafd won an
      overwhelming majority with over 85 per cent in the Chamber of Deputies, and over 50 percent in the Senate, Lampson was concerned about the negative reactions of the Saadists and Liberals to the new
      government. They had been highly supportive of the British alliance, and were now faced with the unpleasant fact
      that their loyalty had been rewarded by British intervention in favour of their political rivals. He feared they
      might turn against the treaty.29
    


    
      The Muslim Brotherhood responded in a more extreme and hostile manner, but al-Nahas struck back at them by
      ordering their leader Hassan al-Banna to withdraw from the elections and by arresting their ally Ali Maher in
      April. Some months later, after some of their leaders had made pro-German speeches, al-Nahas banned their public
      meetings.30
    


    
      The reactions in the Egyptian Army were potentially more serious, as they might have had an effect on the British
      war effort, given their services in connection with aerial defence and protection of the lines of communication.
      The Egyptian army resented the pressure employed against the king in bringing the Wafd to power. There were some
      thoughts among the junior officers of taking action against the British, but these were discouraged by their
      superiors.31 General Wilson, who had commanded British troops in Egypt until
      February 1941, and served subsequently in Greece, Palestine, Syria, Iraq and Iran, credited its Chief of Staff,
      Atallah Pasha, with preventing any serious incidents. Wilson, with considerable justification, blamed the British
      ambassador for creating the tense situation. The general endorsed the view of Hassanein, the head of the Royal
      Cabinet, that it had not been necessary to force the issue with the king. Wilson insinuated that Lampson's
      ham-fisted approach was due to personal shortcomings rather than to any inherent political necessity.32
    


    
      A year later the situation had improved considerably, according to a review by General Stone, who before becoming
      GOC (General Officer Commanding) British Troops in Egypt had been head of the military mission. He regarded the
      Egyptian army as fully co-operative. But he warned that 'if we took any form of military action against the
      king, the Egyptian army, even though unable successfully to oppose our action, would almost certainly cease to
      co-operate with us'.33 The danger was not of an overt rebellion, but of a
      sullen refusal to service British wartime needs. Moreover, the discontent would probably have been much more
      serious and widespread than that manifest in abortive attempts by young officers like Anwar Sadat to contact the
      Axis.34
    


    POLITICAL DISARRAY


    
      The Wafd government fulfilled the immediate British requirements for wartime co-operation, suppressing defeatist
      propaganda and imprisoning those suspected of Axis sympathies. But the embassy became increasingly anxious about the government's underlying instability because of the development of
      serious conflicts. As early as April 1942 the rift between al-Nahas and Makram Ebeid, the minister of finance,
      was becoming irreparable. It was provoked by the latter's resistance to promotions for favoured Wafdist
      bureaucrats as well as his reluctance to grant special import licences which al-Nahas' wife, the daughter of
      a landowner, wanted for her relatives.35 The split affected the Wafd Party at the
      highest level, because Makram was also the party's secretary general and commanded the allegiance of many of
      his fellow Copts. The conflict made it easier for the palace to undermine the Wafd in preparation for eliminating
      them from the government.36
    


    
      Makram, who was increasingly wooed by the king, was left out of the government when al-Nahas recast it in May.
      The popularity of the Wafd government eroded over the summer, owing to persistent charges of corruption and
      nepotism. In addition, government officials and police were disgruntled; and potentially more dangerous was the
      anti-government attitude spreading in the army, which was upset by appointments and transfers designed to reduce
      the influence of the palace. Faruq was still regarded sympathetically throughout the army as a symbol of the
      national humiliation imposed by the British. Embassy officials were aware that it was only the British commitment
      to al-Nahas that pre-vented the king from sacking him.37
    


    
      Matters became far worse when Makram, who was also expelled from the party in July 1942, formed his own group,
      the Independent Wafdists. He co-operated with other opposition leaders and with the palace. He severely damaged
      the government in the spring of 1943 when he published a sensational document, called the Black
      Book, which gave a detailed account of the alleged corruption and misdeeds of al-Nahas, his wife, her
      relations and other Wafd politicians. Al-Nahas' response was to accuse the palace of having promoted this
      book to discredit and get rid of him.
    


    
      The Foreign Office was worried, and instructed Lampson to play a more active role in defending al-Nahas, in
      particular, to prevent Faruq from seizing the opportunity to dismiss him. The calculation was that 'if we let
      Nahas Pasha go (and the prospect is one of minority government with no solid foundation) the Wafd is almost bound
      to return to power once more and if they were convinced that we had let them down after their record last summer
      we should find collaboration with them difficult indeed'.38
    


    
      However, the British service chiefs took a different view of the situation. Because of pending military
      operations, they were unwilling to resort to force if Faruq decided to dismiss the Wafd. Moreover, they thought that it would be more dangerous from a security point of view to have the palace and the army
      hostile than it would be to incur the animosity of the Wafd. Both the minister of state, Richard Casey, and his
      deputy, Lord Moyne, agreed, but Lampson did not. The latter argued in the Middle East War Council that the Wafd
      in opposition would be most troublesome because of its mass support, and in its feeling of betrayal would beat a
      frenzied chauvinistic and anti-British drum. Casey referred the issue to London, and to Lampson's delight the
      prime minister supported his position.39
    


    
      However, the problem diminished in importance in May because of Allied success in Tunisia, and the elimination of
      the Axis from north Africa. Moreover, al-Nahas successfully defended himself against the accusations of
      corruption and nepotism, and won a decisive vote of confidence in parliament. This made it hard for the king to
      act against him directly.40
    


    DISMISSAL OF THE WAFD


    
      Lampson had no grounds for complaint about the government in terms of its co-operation on war measures. But its
      decline in popularity created two major problems for the British. One was that they were publicly obligated to
      the Wafd because their force had been used to bring it to power; there was no one else to whom the embassy could
      turn. Moreover, Lampson took a certain pride in being loyal and could not in good conscience simply let the
      government fall — though it did come to that at a later stage.
    


    
      The second problem was that al-Nahas sought to overcome his government' s loss of domestic support by
      vigorous nationalism in foreign policy. A key feature of this was the promotion of cultural relations with other
      Arab countries. Egypt's claim to leadership in that domain was strengthened by his attempts to interfere in
      the affairs of Syria, Lebanon and Palestine. This aroused Lampson's concern, as did the likelihood that
      al-Nahas would insist on Egypt's claims to a role in future peace negotiations.41 It was a surefire way to rally political support in Egypt, as no matter what the
      differences between the parties, they all agreed on the need to achieve independence in the post-war period and
      to secure their longstanding claims to 'the unity of the Nile Valley' (i. e. to control the Sudan) and to
      influence in the region. These goals could be attained only at the expense of the British, whose withdrawal from
      the country was fervently desired. As the war receded from the Egyptian frontier, Egyptian nationalist feeling
      began to rise, with an increasingly sharp anti-foreign, especially anti-British, tone. It was to
      culminate in strikes and rioting in February 1946, as is discussed in the following chapters.
    


    
      Meanwhile, the opposition parties were anxious to take advantage of the government's weakness, and were able
      to overcome their internal differences to establish a 'National Front'. In February 1944, a second
      edition of Makram's indictment of the al-Nahas government, The Black Book, was
      published. The National Front followed this up in May with a list of repressive acts that the government had
      taken, accusing it of abusing the provisions of martial law for its own political purposes.42On 12 April, Faruq, confident of the loyalty of the Egyptian army, informed Lampson
      that he wanted to replace the Wafd government with one of his own. It was to be headed by Hassanein, whom Lampson
      had begun to distrust after having previously accepted his appointment as Chief of the Royal Cabinet.
    


    
      Neither Lampson nor the War Cabinet in London wanted a change of government. They realized that its successor
      would be highly dependent upon Faruq, whom Lampson ached to depose and whom Churchill characterized as 'an
      Oriental despot who on every occasion has proved himself a poor friend of England',43 Lampson was authorized by Churchill to use force, if necessary, to prevent Faruq
      from dismissing al-Nahas, despite the reluctance of the military authorities, who were preoccupied with
      Greece.44
    


    
      But the position of the Wafd in the country had weakened to such an extent that Lampson was becoming resigned to
      its demise. He was increasingly aware of the disadvantages of prolonging the association with what was widely
      perceived as a corrupt, autocratic government.
    


    
      On 8 October 1944, while Lampson was on a visit to South Africa, Faruq seized the opportunity to get rid of
      al-Nahas and dismissed the Wafd.45 The king then appointed the Saadist leader
      Ahmed Maher as prime minister. It was difficult for Lampson to object to Ahmed Maher because he was a
      long-standing advocate of full alliance with Britain in the war. In any case, the writing had been on the wall
      for some time, and Lampson was relieved that the sacking had occurred during his absence.46 No vital British interests were at stake, and Lampson did not seem worried that
      Faruq might have outwitted him. For his part, Faruq knew the limits of his power and did not attempt to push
      matters with Lampson further. The choice of Ahmed Maher was opportune and astute.
    


    
      The elections held in January 1945 were boycotted by the Wafd. Ahmed Maher's government took measures to meet
      the economic distress of inflation and food shortages, and released all political prisoners. On 24 February,
      parliament approved the prime minister's proposal to declare war on Germany. Although coming
      very late in the war, the intention was to secure a seat at the United Nations in order to fulfil Egypt's
      post-war aims.47 On leaving parliament, Maher was shot dead by a terrorist.
    


    
      The political degeneration which had been such a long-standing feature of the Egyptian scene worsened. December
      1937 had been a low point with Faruq's abrupt dismissal of the Wafd government, and the naked exercise of
      British power in February 1942 had provoked a widespread sense of humiliation. The Wafd, hoisted to power by
      Lampson, was consequently undermined and the parliamentary process was brought into disrepute. It was a
      turning-point, after which the British authorities began to lose control.
    


    
      Although rewarded with a peerage, Lampson had in fact failed. His action in February 1942 was unnecessarily
      overdone because all he had to do to curtail Faruq and support the prime minister was to insist on the
      restoration of the foreign minister. Previously, he had reacted passively to Faruq's arbitrary actions. He
      knew Faruq was out of bounds in December 1937 when he dismissed the popularly elected Wafd government, and when
      Faruq grossly manipulated the 1938 elections to keep out the Wafd. For the next four years, he and the British
      government were content to have unrepresentative governments, entirely dependent on embassy support. The effect
      of this short-sighted opportunism was to damage parliament, and to let the king persist in acting beyond
      constitutional limits. The 1942 action was supposed to have been a 'correction', but it made matters far
      worse because the army and the country were humiliated. The Wafd party was damaged because it was then seen to
      depend on Lampson.
    


    
      The end of the war was heralded by political assassination. Lampson was still in charge of the embassy, and the
      British military presence gripped Egypt. The British wartime aim of stability in Egypt had been attained, but at
      a high political cost. British support, as al-Nahas saw clearly, was an important asset in the deadly political
      game. But it was not enough to offset the palace; and it was not constant, being guided by imperial interests,
      not those of Egyptian democracy. There was less and less to show for the decades of British influence and
      manipulation. Ernest Bevin, foreign minister in the new Labour government, professed an ideology of ‘development’
      and ‘partnership’,48 which attempted to breathe new life into the nearly defunct
      relationship; but it had no meaning for the Egyptians. By the end of the war, they wanted merely to be rid of
      Britain's self-interested presence, which had produced little for Egypt beside the wreckage of political
      vendettas.
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    Egypt 1945–52: The uses of disorder


    
      CHARLES TRIPP
    


    INTRODUCTION


    
      Egyptian public life in the years following the Second World War and prior to the military coup
      d'etat of 1952 has often been characterized as disorderly, violent and chaotic. There is some truth in
      this. However, a closer examination of the political violence and disorder that have figured so widely in
      descriptions of this period reveals a more intricate and in some respects stylized pattern of public behaviour
      than may have been imagined. The demonstrations, public disorders and occasional riots which erupted during these
      years throw some light on the structures, both symbolic and material, of the political world in which they were
      occurring. In doing so, they help to explain the nature of the arena in which successive Egyptian governments had
      to strive for authority, but more particularly for credibility with their peers, with the palace and, to some
      degree, with the British government.
    


    
      Public disorder is both a phenomenon and a powerful image, almost a metaphor. As such it acts as a form of
      language between those concerned, communicating fears of social chaos and the breakdown of hitherto-accepted
      conventions of political behaviour. More than that, however, demonstrations, rallies and other manifestations of
      'direct action' provide the participants with important forms of expression, directing their anger or
      support and thus publicly involving them in a political world from which they would otherwise be largely
      excluded. They are being given the opportunity to make their mark and, in doing so, to enter into the shaping of
      the history of the polity, at least in theory. In reality, of course, it may serve to deflect them from having
      any effective role in the making of that history, except as part of some more powerful actor's strategy.
    


    
      In Egypt during the first half of the twentieth century public disorder of this kind always had a role to play
      For Egyptian nationalists of whatever party, it was a key element in the vernacular language of the argument against British domination. It was also assumed to undermine the confidence of either the
      British or the king in the government of the day. Under certain circumstances, these tactics were largely
      successful.1The features sustaining, and, it could be argued, encouraging, this
      particular form of political activity were various. Some had been part of public life in Egypt since before the
      British occupation of 1882. Other rules had been implanted as a direct result of the British occupation or had
      developed since 1922. Here the British military occupation and all that it implied had been decisive in ordering
      a certain kind of public life.
    


    
      However, it had not been the sole factor of importance. Demographic changes in the urban-rural balance of the
      population, as well as in its generational composition, had contributed to the ways in which political action was
      to be structured, especially in the introduction of the idea of national politics, based on mass participation.
      Equally, the new forms of economic life had demanded new forms of organization and of association, and these too
      had helped to shape the setting in which occurrences of public disorder were to be projected as significant
      harbingers of change.
    


    
      The consequences of these changes had been evident during the 1930s.2 In the
      period following the ending of the Second World War, similar conditions existed. However, there were added
      factors that influenced the nature of public disorder during this period. These heightened the symbolic resonance
      of such disorder, but they also altered the terms under which it took place. One such factor, important
      particularly in the symbolic realm, was the emergence of a broad, if notoriously fragmented, communist movement
      in Egypt. The onset of the cold war and the well-developed anxieties of much of the elite about the unknown power
      of organized labour, lent to communism a particularly threatening character. This threat, illusory though it may
      have been, had a powerful grip on the imagination of those who saw themselves as the principal actors in Egyptian
      public life and contributed directly to the symbolic power of public disorder during the period.3
    


    
      Another factor was the entry of the Muslim Brotherhood on to the political stage as an actor in its own right. As
      an image of unmeasured power and potential menace, the Brotherhood was quite as potent as the communist movement
      in colouring the imaginations of the political elite. However, as a distinctly indigenous outgrowth of Egyptian
      society, it was thought, not without justification, to be amenable to the forms of patronage that enmeshed all
      other organizations in Egyptian public life. In short, there was an ambiguity about the Brotherhood (which in
      part reflected stresses and strains within the organization itself) that made it a fitting player in the game of
      staged public disorder that was being used to such effect in Egyptian politics during these years.
    


    
      Finally, the question of the Egyptian army's allegiance to the government of the day and to
      the Crown took on new importance. In a game where public disorder was being actively encouraged as a means of
      discrediting rival factions and communicating the sense of menace and impending social breakdown necessary for
      the transfer of power, it became ever more important to ensure that the ultimate coercive sanction in the state —
      the Egyptian armed forces — should be prepared to do the bidding of those who sought to profit from social
      disorder.
    


    
      This intensified established forms of political patronage in the officer corps, but also encouraged the aspiring
      radical organizations to cultivate dissent in this arm of the state. Many of the officers who were to overthrow
      the monarchy had been made aware of the potential political role of the armed forces by one or other of these
      influences — sometimes by both. They were also concerned about the problem of social disorder, but from their
      perspective the king and the established politicians were part of the problem. Given the structural basis of the
      stylized disorders that had prevailed in Egyptian politics since the development of the nationalist movement in
      the early twentieth century, this was a fairly accurate assessment.
    


    AL-NUQRASHI, SIDQI AND THE MUSLIM BROTHERHOOD,1945–49


    
      In symbolic terms, demonstrations operated on two levels. The first lay in the highly charged issue that was used
      as the pretext for bringing people on to the streets to demonstrate. The second was in showing up the inadequacy
      of the government of the day, both in its commitment to the issue in question and in its capacity to maintain
      order should the demonstrations become riots. This ensured that the governments themselves became engaged in the
      ambivalent task of controlling demonstrations and disorders not simply by suppressing them, but also by
      sponsoring them. This was particularly the case of those which occurred in connection with the troubled
      relationship with Britain or over the question of Palestine. These occasions allowed the government of the day
      and its opponents to play out the roles appropriate to these highly charged issues, while at the same time vying
      with one another for control of the streets in order to appear the more authentic voice of the mass of the
      population.
    


    
      This was first seen on a large scale in early November 1945, following the abolition of martial law and in
      connection with a series of strikes and demonstrations throughout the Arab world against the Balfour Declaration.
      These events display some of the features that were to govern similar events in the future. Lacking any form of
      mass party organization of his own and anticipating widespread Wafdist protests against his
      government, the prime minister, Mahmud Fahmi al-Nuqrashi Pasha, had taken the precaution of cultivating the
      Muslim Brotherhood. This limited the impact of the Wafdist demonstrations of that summer and helped the
      government to control labour unrest.4
    


    
      The growing agitation over the question of Palestine could not be ignored by al-Nuqrashi and his government, just
      as they could not ignore the agitation over the position of Britain in Egypt. Al-Nuqrashi intended to exploit
      these themes to his own advantage and in doing so both to pre-empt the Waf d and its allies, as well as to
      impress upon the British the necessity of renegotiating the terms of the 1936 Anglo-Egyptian Treaty in
      Egypt's favour. In this scheme, the Muslim Brotherhood was exceptionally useful, as it had the capacity to
      control large numbers on the campuses and on the streets of Cairo in particular. Furthermore, Hassan al-Banna had
      unequivocally declared the readiness of his organization to play a full part in Egyptian political life.5 For his part, al-Nuqrashi assisted the Brotherhood financially. He also forbade the
      police from using firearms in any circumstances to keep order and gave official sanction for those demonstrations
      he thought would be useful, much to the consternation of the police.6
    


    
      On the anniversary of the Balfour Declaration, 2 November 1945, an unprecedented closure of businesses, schools,
      government offices and workshops took place and a massive demonstration was organized at al-Azhar. Some of this
      initiative came from the Wafd, but the scale of the organization, the initial tolerance shown by the police, and
      al-Nuqrashi's determination to address the gathering crowds suggest government encouragement. Al-Nuqrashi was
      seeking to turn these events to his advantage, restating his commitment to the cause of Palestine and pre-empting
      the efforts of his political opponents to capture the streets.
    


    
      This was not altogether successful. Encouraged by the small numbers of police present, looters began attacking
      shops in the Sharia al-Azhar and the Mousky. After initial confusion, the Cairo police moved in and restored
      order. In another part of town the Ashkenazi synagogue in Sharia Faruq was attacked. Nevertheless, these
      disorders were also rapidly dealt with and the main body of demonstrators assembled in front of the Abdin Palace
      and then dispersed.7 Wafdists and others sought to prolong the disorders, but the
      police were prepared and moved rapidly to prevent crowds from forming and thus maintained order. The same
      precautions were taken on the following day when a series of attacks was made on shops in the European section of
      Cairo, which were intended to embarrass the government. The police moved in rapidly and succeeded in preventing
      serious disorder.8
    


    
      These events bring out a number of themes that are of significance in the analysis of civil
      disorder during this period. In the first place, there was the desire of the government to stay ahead of the
      game, preventing its political opponents from mobilizing effective numbers around some highly symbolic and
      emotive issue. To do this, the government used its powers of patronage to win over some at least of those
      organizations which had the capacity to bring people out on the streets. In addition, full, if rather ambiguous,
      use was made of the police and the security forces both to allow certain kinds of manifestation and to suppress
      others, depending on the identity rather than the actions of the demonstrators. At the same time, it was clear
      that the government's opponents tried to use the situation to their advantage, injecting an element of
      violent disorder, trying to turn the demonstrations away from the question of Palestine, which the government had
      successfully appropriated and extending the disorder beyond the time that the government had allocated. The
      government's opponents seem to have hoped to create a situation that the authorities would have found much
      harder to control without resort to a more determined and potentially controversial use of force.
    


    
      Although al-Nuqrashi succeeded in avoiding these traps in November 1945, he was less successful in doing so when
      the next major eruption of public disorder took place, in February 1946. By this stage, the context had changed
      significantly, restricting his options and making public disorder a much more effective means of undermining his
      government. Al-Nuqrashi was facing problems within his coalition government, particularly from Makram Ebeid and
      his party, al-Kutla. This had begun as a commonplace dispute about cabinet positions, but had developed into the
      more serious question of the attitudes of al-Nuqrashi and Ebeid towards the possibility of renegotiating the
      terms of the Anglo-Egyptian Treaty.9 It was, consequently, against the background
      of the perennially troublesome question of Anglo-Egyptian relations and of a divided cabinet that the political
      drama was to play itself out.
    


    
      The Waf d had every interest in promoting the most uncompromising position on national issues in order to
      maintain pressure on the government. These views were being echoed within the cabinet, particularly by Ebeid and
      the members of al-Kutla. The barely suppressed tension simmered throughout January 1946, while the Egyptian
      government awaited the crucial British reply to their note of December 1945, formally requesting the opening of
      talks to re-negotiate the Anglo-Egyptian Treaty. When that reply arrived it received an unfavourable response
      from most of the Egyptian political world and al-Nuqrashi's opponents claimed that this was due to the
      initially feeble request that he had sent in December. Only the government press tried to cast the British reply
      in a favourable light and, even so, it was noticeable that the al-Kutla press (in theory,
      supporters of the government) was as hostile as the opposition papers.10
      Apparently thwarted by the British, no longer the master of his own cabinet, and rapidly losing the confidence of
      the king, al-Nuqrashi was in a particularly vulnerable position.
    


    
      It did not take long for his opponents to exploit this situation through the use of civil disorder. On 8 February
      1946, the Muslim Brotherhood, signalling the end of their relationship with al-Nuqrashi, organized a
      demonstration of protest at Al-Azhar. There was no serious disorder, but on 9 February 1946 the Wafd, now
      collaborating with the Muslim Brotherhood, organized a march of 6,000 or so students from the campus of Fuad I
      University in Giza to the Abdin Palace (a traditional site for such demonstrations). Al-Nuqrashi, having lost his
      hold on the students through the break with the Muslim Brotherhood, could only rely on the police to prevent the
      demonstration from developing into more serious disorders in the centre of town. He was aware of the fact that he
      was losing the confidence of the palace and that King Faruq might use the apparent inability of his government to
      maintain order as a pretext for his dismissal. Equally, he was aware of the profit which Ebeid and others in his
      cabinet may have hoped to derive at his expense from any outbreak of serious disorder. Under these circumstances
      he reversed his orders of November 1945 and authorized the police to use all possible means to prevent the
      demonstration from reaching the Abdin Palace. These orders resulted in the police's attacking the
      demonstrators on the Abbas bridge across the Nile and then opening the bridge itself, leading to the death and
      injury of a number of the student protesters.
    


    
      If al-Nuqrashi had thought that this show of force would secure his position, he was soon proved wrong. The king,
      who visited the campus of the university the following day, sought to distance himself from the methods of the
      police and from the government, which appeared to have sanctioned such methods. Not only the opposition press but
      also the al-Kutla papers attacked the police for the excessive violence used. On 11 February 1946, a large
      student demonstration marched on the Abdin Palace to mark the king's birthday, but, in a strange reversal of
      the previous situation, was this time afforded police protection. Within a couple of days, Ebeid and his three
      al-Kutla colleagues had resigned from the cabinet in protest at the way in which the demonstration of 9 February
      had been handled and the next day the king delivered the coup de grace and asked
      al-Nuqrashi to resign.11
    


    
      Al-Nuqrashi had fallen victim to the dynamics of civil disorder. His position was such that the demonstration of
      9 February would have precipitated his downfall whether or not the police had used such exceptionally brutal
      methods to suppress it. In this case, as in others, it was not the scale of the disorders that
      mattered, so much as the interpretation that could be placed upon it by those who were seeking to undermine him
      for other reasons. Having lost the immediate power over such manifestations that his earlier patronage of the
      Muslim Brotherhood had given him, al-Nuqrashi was without the necessary resources to extricate himself from this
      dilemma.
    


    
      His successor as prime minister, Ismail Sidqi Pasha, had no intention of finding himself in a similar situation
      and was quick to see what could be achieved through the patronage of the very organizations which had turned
      against al-Nuqrashi. Sidqi made conciliatory gestures both towards the Muslim Brotherhood and towards Young
      Egypt.12 As in 1945, the Muslim Brotherhood, joined this time by Young Egypt, was
      urged to form a rival organization to the Wafd and to ensure that the focus of demonstrations remained
      Egypt's 'national aspirations'.13 This prevented Sidqi's many
      opponents from exploiting the situation to his disadvantage and acted as a useful backdrop to the initiation of
      talks with Britain about the future of the Anglo-Egyptian relationship.
    


    
      Accordingly, Sidqi ordered that no force should be used by the police to suppress the large demonstrations
      planned for 21 February 1946, announced as 'Evacuation Day'. Throughout Cairo, there were demonstrations
      and a number of attacks on prominent British civilian establishments, such as the Anglican cathedral and the
      bishop's house. Most conspicuously, however, the crowds of demonstrators gathered in front of that potent
      symbol of British military occupation, the Kasr al-Nil barracks in the centre of Cairo. It was there, in confused
      circumstances, that the greatest violence took place when British troops opened fire on the crowds of
      demonstrators, killing over 20 Egyptians and wounding many more.14 Despite
      British warnings of further action by their forces and despite his promises to prevent future demonstrations,
      Sidqi allowed more manifestations to take place, believing that he had control of the major part of the
      demonstrators and possibly finding it useful that the British military presence should be the focus of the
      demonstrators' anger.15
    


    
      Inevitably, in view of the deaths in Cairo, this anger found a focus when 4 March was declared a day of mourning
      for those killed. A general strike was proclaimed by the various committees representing the Wafd and the
      communist organizations on one side and the Muslim Brotherhood and Young Egypt, on the other. The day was marked
      by demonstrations throughout Egypt, but only in Alexandria were there severe disorders. British naval and
      military establishments in the town were attacked by crowds of demonstrators and in the ensuing violence two
      British soldiers were killed, as well as a number of Egyptian civilians. On this occasion, however, Egyptian
      police and army units took an active part in suppressing the rioting, although apparently rather
      late in the day. Sidqi had realized that it could be dangerous for his government if the British were to bear the
      brunt of the disorders. He was to receive an unequivocal warning to this effect from the British ambassador when
      he was told that a repetition of the events of 21 February and 4 March might lead the British military
      authorities 'to assume control and restore order'.16
    


    
      As a way of maintaining control of the situation while a delegation was formed to negotiate with Britain, Sidqi
      extended his patronage of the Muslim Brotherhood. At the same time, he abandoned Young Egypt and had Ahmad Husayn
      arrested, having presumably come to the conclusion that they were too unreliable and volatile an element to be
      useful. Sidqi reportedly regarded the 'danger of serious student disorders as a trump card in discussions
      with Britain, so he [was] interested in maintaining an atmosphere of tension'.17 When Sidqi's own control of the process was threatened, as in the attempted
      march by students at Faruq I University in Alexandria at the end of April, he had no qualms about authorizing the
      police to fire on the demonstrators and ordering the army to occupy the university campus.18
    


    
      A similarly forceful response awaited other attempts by the government's opponents to disrupt public order
      during the summer of negotiations with Britain. Where the government could not rely on the strength of its ally,
      the Muslim Brotherhood, to help keep demonstrations within acceptable limits, the police and the army were
      deployed to ensure no opportunity for civil disorder presented itself.19 In many
      situations, however, it seemed that the weight and, indeed the armament, of the Brotherhood was a serious
      obstacle to any party trying to organize against the government.20 At the same
      time, the succession of attacks on British service personnel and on institutions related in some way to the
      British presence in Egypt were not regarded by Sidqi as matters of much urgency.21
    


    
      More preoccupying for Sidqi at the time was the spectre of labour unrest. Stimulated by falling living standards
      as inflation took hold, as well as by growing unemployment in the post-war recession, workers in a variety of
      occupations had begun to organize for protection in official and unofficial unions during 1945. This was
      particularly the case among the greatest concentrations of industrial workers at the Shubra al-Khaima and Mahalla
      al-Kubra textile factories. Those workers in Shubra al-Khaima, in particular, situated close to Cairo and working
      for largely foreign-owned enterprises, became the targets for cultivation by a variety of political forces in the
      capital. Most obviously, the communist organization HAMTU (Al-Haraka al-Masriyya li-l-Tahrir
      al-Watani [The Egyptian Movement for National Liberation]), the communists in the Al-Fajr al-Jadid (New Dawn) group, as well as the increasingly articulate left
      wing of the Wafd formed into Al-Tali'a al-Wafdiyya (The Wafdist Vanguard) established
      links with the workers' organizations of Shubra al-Khaima and elsewhere. They organized around specific
      grievances, often by means of direct action, such as sit-ins, marches and one-day strikes. However, they also
      drew numbers of the workers into the nationalist demonstrations of the day.22
    


    
      For Sidqi, this was useful, insofar as it helped to swell the numbers of demonstrators, but he was concerned that
      they would lend themselves to communist or other organizations that advocated a revolutionary change in Egyptian
      society and in the Egyptian polity. This was disorder of a more fundamental and more menacing kind than the
      theatre of the streets that had hitherto dominated images of disorder in Egypt. The fears it provoked were well
      captured in the wording of the draft law that Sidqi submitted to parliament at this time, by which he wished to
      impose heavy penalties on those found guilty of 'founding revolutionary societies with the object of
      overthrowing one class and raising another, overthrowing social and economic regimes, overthrowing any of the
      basic political institutions of the state'.23
    


    
      Accordingly, Sidqi deployed a twin strategy to deal with the possibility of workers' unrest, as he had done
      in other cases of threatened civil disorder. On the one hand, he encouraged the Muslim Brotherhood to extend
      their influence into the trades unions, particularly in Shubra al-Khaima. This was particularly the case during
      the wave of strikes that hit the textile industry during May 1946. On the other hand, he used the routine methods
      of arrest and intimidation. These tactics appear to have succeeded in thwarting the threatened general strike of
      25 June 1946. Using this as a pretext, Sidqi then launched a thorough campaign of repression against all
      movements of the left, whether communist, fellow-travellers or part of the Wafdist Vanguard. Scores of people
      were arrested in July 1946 and a large number of publications and organizations were closed down. Although
      pamphleteering and other forms of activity could not be halted entirely, it was nevertheless noticeable that
      there was a fall in the number of strikes and many of the links that had joined political movements of the left
      to the workers' organizations were severed.24
    


    
      The kind of social revolution and reordering of Egyptian society advocated by the communist movement in Egypt was
      more fundamentally menacing by nature and for that very reason Sidqi had little difficulty in acting forcefully
      and effectively to suppress it. It did not command the numbers that could be mobilized around other more emotive
      causes and there was no ambiguity across the Egyptian elite, much as they might differ on other matters, about
      the need to deal resolutely with social unrest of this kind. Even the leadership of the Wafd,
      represented by such people as Mustafa al-Nahas, Fuad Serag al-Din or Muhammad Salah al-Din, were uneasy about the
      activities of the Wafdist Vanguard when these went beyond simply bringing out the workers on the streets in
      support of the leadership's position.
    


    
      However, on the question of the relationship with Britain, as Sidqi was to discover, the situation was quite
      different. The faltering negotiations in Egypt and Sidqi's decision to leave for London for private
      negotiations with the British foreign secretary, Ernest Bevin, angered much of the political elite, many of whom
      had been represented on the original negotiating team. In these circumstances, Sidqi was vulnerable to the effect
      that public demonstrations and disorder might have on confidence in his own capacity to govern. Consequently,
      Sidqi took measures to pre-empt hostile action: members of student committees were arrested and charged with
      planning sabotage; the opening of the schools and universities was postponed until mid-November; substantial pay
      increases were granted to the police to stiffen their resolve in the suppression of anticipated civil disorder;
      large sums of money were distributed among the urban poor to persuade them not to join in the student
      demonstrations and thus to prevent more general rioting.25
    


    
      These measures were insufficient, however, to prevent the eruption of public demonstrations and disorder in
      November when the universities reopened and Sidqi had returned to Egypt with the controversial results of his
      conversations with Bevin. The issue of the Sudan and the unity of the Nile Valley, in particular, became a
      rallying cry for the growing number of opposition forces and was the slogan under which the students now
      organized themselves into the National Front of Students of the Nile Valley. Ominously for Sidqi's prospects
      of controlling the streets, this Front was joined by the Muslim Brotherhood. Responding to pressures within the
      Brotherhood and reacting adversely to Sidqi's apparent willingness to come to terms with Britain, Hassan
      al-Banna had begun to distance himself from the government in October 1946. Demonstrations organized by the
      Brotherhood in Cairo and elsewhere had been easily dispersed by the police, but the talks which then started
      between al-Banna, the Wafd, Young Egypt and the Watanists, effectively deprived Sidqi of the kind of control he
      had enjoyed earlier in the year in his dealings with the demonstrators.26 Sidqi
      was, in effect, thrown back into the position which had been forced on al-Nuqrashi in February.
    


    
      However, the prospects of a bloody confrontation between the security forces and the demonstrators were now much
      increased. Since the beginning of the year, there had been reports of the widespread availability of weapons and
      in particular the ease with which students were able to acquire revolvers and hand grenades.
      Under the auspices of the Muslim Brotherhood and of Young Egypt these weapons were being used in the training of
      their respective paramilitary formations -and in the case of the Muslim Brotherhood this appeared to be
      officially tolerated while it was under Sidqi's protection.27 In the
      demonstrations of November 1946, some of the students turned the guns and explosives they had acquired on the
      police. This resulted in violent disorders, with large numbers of casualties on both sides. Sidqi ordered the
      closure of the universities, but the disorders continued, possibly encouraged by the fact that Sidqi had lost the
      backing of a wide spectrum of the political elite. Furthermore, the king's confidence in his ability to
      govern and to negotiate a successful outcome with the British was ebbing fast.28
      Faced with this situation and the continuing disorders, Sidqi resigned in early December, in circumstances not
      dissimilar to those that had unseated al-Nuqrashi earlier in the year. Ironically, he was now succeeded by
      al-Nuqrashi as prime minister.
    


    
      For his part, al-Nuqrashi fell back on a tactic that he himself had used before with some success and made
      conciliatory moves towards the Muslim Brotherhood, releasing large numbers of those arrested in the recent
      disturbances and inducing al-Banna to break off his talks with the Wafd and others.29 Nevertheless, members of the Muslim Brotherhood were suspected of involvement in a
      series of bomb attacks in December on targets with British connections. This may have been an indication that
      al-Banna was finding parts of his organization, notably the Secret Apparatus, hard to control. Alternatively, it
      may have been that he did not see such activities as bound by any agreement he might have reached with
      al-Nuqrashi about discouraging more widespread and more public forms of civil disorder. At any event, it was
      noticeable that the hostile demonstrations and disturbances that followed al-Nuqrashi's appointment as prime
      minister came chiefly from Wafd-inspired organizations, and it was not long before Wafdist and Brotherhood
      contingents were clashing on the campuses and on the streets of Cairo, as in the days of Sidqi's
      patronage.30 For his part, al-Nuqrashi, realizing that the negotiations with
      Britain were on the verge of breaking down, sanctioned numerous demonstrations in January 1947. These served as a
      prelude to the official breaking off of the talks and to the Egyptian government's placing of its case before
      the Security Council of the United Nations later in the year.
    


    
      This initiated a period of curiously intimate but also troubled relations between al-Nuqrashi and the Muslim
      Brotherhood, which was to end in 1948 with the dissolution of the organization and the assassination of
      al-Nuqrashi himself. As far as widespread public disorder was concerned, it was important for al-Nuqrashi to keep
      the Muslim Brotherhood on his side as a counter-weight to the Waf d on the campuses and on the
      streets and as a check on the reviving influence of various communist organizations among the industrial workers.
      This appears to have been achieved during 1947, marked by Hassan al-Banna's expulsion of his deputy Ahmad
      al-Sukkari from the Brotherhood, accusing him, among other things, of cultivating close relations with Serag
      al-Din and the Wafd.31 The formation of the communist-dominated HADITU (Al-Haraka al-Dimuqratiyya li-l-Tahrir al-Watani [The Democratic Movement for National Liberation])
      in June 1947 foreshadowed a wave of strikes, most serious of which were those in the textile industry in the
      autumn at Shubra al-Khaima, but also at Mahalla al-Kubra. The significance of the latter was that the enterprises
      were wholly Egyptian owned and this, for the Muslim Brotherhood, was an inappropriate target for industrial
      action. Consequently, it appeared that, as in the preceding year, the Brotherhood was encouraged by the
      government to counter the propaganda of HADITU — a task it undertook with some success.32
    


    
      In effect, the government granted to the Brotherhood a licence to prepare for more violent forms of action in its
      recruitment and training of the paramilitary formations of Al-Jazvwala (The Rovers). These
      had been started some years before by the Muslim Brotherhood and the assistance granted to them in training and
      supplying these groups had always been a measure of the condition of relations between the Brotherhood and the
      government of the day.33 However, unknown to the government, the Brotherhood was
      also organizing covertly, through the Secret Apparatus (Al-Jihaz al-Sirri) for more
      selective and directed forms of violence. In 1947, with the departure of al-Sukkari, al-Banna appointed the head
      of the Secret Apparatus, Salih Ashmawi, as his deputy.
    


    
      For al-Nuqrashi, the Brotherhood was seen chiefly as an instrument to be used in the game of fomenting or
      discouraging civil disorder. In order to stay ahead on the national question, which the Wafd and others were
      always willing to exploit, al-Nuqrashi employed two strategies during 1947. The first was the ultimately
      fruitless one of taking the Egyptian dispute with Britain before the United Nations. In some measure, this
      removed the issue from the sphere of domestic politics and relieved the government for a brief period of
      responsibility to be seen to be doing more for the national cause. The second strategy, however, was to encourage
      the belief that, should Egypt fail to gain satisfaction of its national demands from negotiations with Britain or
      from the UN, the government would be prepared to use direct action to pursue the struggle, in the form of
      guerrilla attacks on British installations. To this end, during 1947, the government either tolerated or actively supported the arming and training of the Muslim Brotherhood's paramilitary formations.
      The Nile Valley Liberation Committee, which included members of the Brotherhood and others, announced that it
      would be recruiting 'Liberation Battalions' throughout Egypt and that Egyptian army officers would be
      involved in their training.34
    


    
      There was a strong element of theatre in these proceedings, since al-Nuqrashi would have been well aware of the
      danger to his own government of trying to launch effective guerrilla warfare against the overwhelming British
      military presence in Egypt. By the end of 1947 the British military had almost entirely withdrawn to the cities
      and camps along the Suez Canal and the British Military Mission to the Egyptian army had come to an end.
      Nevertheless, the number of British troops in the country was still very large and the possibility of a British
      reoccupation of Cairo and the Delta was kept alive in many sections of the press. Nevertheless, al-Nuqrashi found
      it useful to encourage a belief in the value of active resistance in order to keep organizations such as the
      Muslim Brotherhood on his side and to suggest symbolically that he was deeply committed to the defence of the
      nation's rights by any means possible. The mounting tension over the UN debate on Palestine in the autumn of
      1947 saved al-Nuqrashi from having to put these commitments to the test. He could instead direct the attention of
      the Muslim Brotherhood and others to the cause of Palestine, thereby avoiding the predicament in which the Wafd
      government was to find itself in the latter part of 1951.
    


    
      Consequently, shortly after the Security Council's effective shelving of the Egyptian question in September
      1947, agitation began on the question of the defence of Palestine. In October, recruiting offices were opened by
      the Muslim Brotherhood and others seeking volunteers for the struggle to defend Arab Palestine and soon the first
      Brotherhood 'Liberation Battalion' went on public display with official approval.35 By December 1947, it was not always possible to prevent demonstrations on the
      Palestine question from deteriorating into rioting, particular after the strength of feeling caused by the
      November decision of the UN on partition. Nevertheless, as in 1945, al-Nuqrashi sought to stay ahead of the game
      by permitting those demonstrations that would rebound to his credit as a 'struggler' on behalf of
      Palestine, while banning those that he thought might be exploited by his political opponents. When it appeared
      that the latter had successfully turned a march to their advantage, he had no compunction about using force to
      prevent disorder.36 Furthermore, when the Wafd tried to refocus attention on the
      outstanding questions of Anglo-Egyptian relations and the apparent ineffectiveness of the government, al-Nuqrashi
      could rely on the Muslim Brotherhood and the police force to prevent this from escalating. His
      control over the press, meanwhile, limited the more general impact of such demonstrations.37
    


    
      However, during 1948, more ominous patterns of disorder began to show themselves, suggesting that the government
      would have to face some of the unforeseen consequences of its own actions. They also prefigured some of the
      circumstances that would contribute to the overthrow of the regime as a whole in 1952. The first of these
      developments was the strike by police officers from 4–6 April 1948. This seems to have been due chiefly to the
      professional grievances of police officers and was precipitated by the government's routine neglect. In
      Cairo, there was little disturbance and the army was called in simply to guard the principal buildings and to
      deter any thought of disorder. In Alexandria, however, whether through Wafdist influence or for other reasons,
      the police demonstrations gave way to general rioting. The army was called in to suppress the disorders, leading
      to clashes between army units and police officers, which resulted in a large number of deaths and scores of
      injuries.38
    


    
      The principal significance of these events was twofold. Firstly, the government had clearly taken the police
      force and the acquiescence of its officers for granted. This was a dangerous oversight in a political game where
      the encouragement and the suppression of civil disorder played so important a part in determining the fate of
      governments. The events in Cairo, but more particularly in Alexandria, demonstrated how vulnerable the government
      was to mutiny from this quarter. The government's deployment of the Egyptian army as a means of escaping from
      the consequences of this eruption, pointed to the second factor of significance. Initially, it was said that the
      king had forbidden the use of the armed forces precisely because he believed that al-Nuqrashi had brought the
      situation upon himself and should now face up to the consequences. However, he reportedly relented once the
      seriousness of the rioting in Alexandria became apparent.39 The fighting that
      followed resulted in the two major branches of the state's security apparatus firing on each other.
    


    
      The thoughts of both parties go unrecorded, but it seems probable that some at least among the army officers
      began to wonder about the competence of a government that had allowed such disorder to erupt. In the light of the
      events of 1952, it may well be that such a spectacle fed into the mutinous thoughts that were already forming
      within the officer corps of the army itself. Although unremarked by al-Nuqrashi and others in the political elite
      at the time, the officer corps constituted a new audience before which the game of civil disorder was to be
      played out. They were not simply observers, however. As participants in the maintenance of order and as potential
      targets when order broke down, the army officers' thoughts were also coloured by concern
      that incompetent political leadership might lead to the kinds of disorder that betokened deeper social conflict.
      After the violence of the events in Alexandria this was further illustrated graphically by the violence connected
      with the strike and sit-in of male nurses at the Kasr al-Aini hospital on 7 April, which the communist movements
      sought to exploit and the army was called in to suppress.40 In this respect, the
      new patterns of disorder were beginning to create new rules, which the old elite did not yet realize were to
      change the game fundamentally.
    


    
      The second ominous development was the violence of the campaign launched by the Muslim Brotherhood during the
      summer of 1948. The Brotherhood had continued to enjoy official sanction in the training and despatch of units to
      the Palestine front during 1948. They had taken an active part in operations, even before the entry of the
      Egyptian army into the war in May, and continued to play a role in certain areas of the front during the
      following six months. These activities were clearly encouraged and supported by the government, which had
      provided the Brotherhood with the necessary military equipment.
    


    
      More uncertain was the degree to which the government condoned a series of devastating bomb attacks organized by
      the Muslim Brotherhood against Jewish targets in Cairo. In the first of these, two bombs exploded in the Jewish
      quarter of al-Gamaliyya, destroying a number of houses and killing nearly 50 people.41 During the following months, a series of similar attacks was carried out. No arrests
      were authorized at the time and, furthermore, the authorities appeared to turn a blind eye to the obvious
      possession of explosives by the Muslim Brotherhood.42 Despite the very
      considerable powers granted to the prime minister under martial law (declared in May 1948), which he had used to
      arrest large numbers of communists and Wafdists, little was done against the Muslim Brotherhood. The suspicion
      must arise, therefore, that these attacks may have been tolerated by the government of al-Nuqrashi as a
      theatrical, if bloody accompaniment to the war in Palestine. Such a demonstrative use of violence and disorder
      had been seen before and may have been intended to symbolize the danger of the 'enemy within' - a useful
      myth to propagate when the military campaign was clearly running into difficulties.
    


    
      However, al-Nuqrashi's contemplation of the potential consequences of a defeat in Palestine led him to
      re-examine the potential danger of the Muslim Brotherhood. Having used his powers under martial law to the full,
      by the autumn of 1948, al-Nuqrashi had little to fear from the Wafd's or the leftist groups' capacity to
      create disorder. Much of the communist movement was turned against itself on the controversial question of the establishment of the state of Israel and the security services had in any case
      detained hundreds of those associated with the movement. By contrast, the Muslim Brotherhood was still at large
      and was well armed. Periodic discoveries of Muslim Brotherhood arms and explosives caches had been made, and the
      involvement of members of the Brotherhood in acts of assassination and intimidation unconnected with the
      Palestine question indicated that al-Banna saw himself as a major political player, heading an organization that
      would not hesitate to use violence to achieve its own aims.
    


    
      With the series of defeats suffered by the Egyptian forces following the Israeli offensives of October 1948, the
      government looked ever more vulnerable in its handling of the Palestine campaign. It is in these circumstances
      that the security authorities began to move against the Muslim Brotherhood. During these investigations the
      extent and the nature of the Brotherhood's Secret Apparatus came to light, leading to the arrests of members
      of the Brotherhood and the brief detention of Hassan al-Banna.43 For some in the
      Brotherhood, this was an unexpected turn of events. The reported reaction of one of those arrested in connection
      with the spate of bombings captures well the mood of indignation and suggests the encouragement hitherto given by
      the government to the activities of the Brotherhood.44
    


    
      While the investigations were continuing, the Muslim Brotherhood tried to take the issue to the streets and
      organized large-scale and violent demonstrations on the emotive issues of Palestine and Sudan at the end of
      November. This led to a closure of Cairo University, but when it was reopened further demonstrations erupted on 4
      December 1948, during which Salim Zaki, the Commandant of the Cairo Police, was killed. The police responded in
      kind and many casualties resulted.45 The violence of this event and the
      threatened escalation of such violence with all that it implied for the disruption of public order, confirmed
      al-Nuqrashi in his determination to crush the Muslim Brotherhood. It also suggested that the Brotherhood was a
      challenger of the established order, using the threat of civil disorder for its own purposes. It seemed,
      therefore, to be playing by different rules, making it doubly dangerous.
    


    
      Accordingly, within a few days, after having ensured that Egyptian army units first surrounded and neutralized
      the Brotherhood battalions on the Palestine front, al-Nuqrashi issued a proclamation ordering the dissolution of
      the Muslim Brotherhood and the seizure of its assets. At the same time, a report was issued by the Ministry of
      the Interior listing the alleged criminal activities of the Brotherhood, dating back to July 1946.46 This was accompanied by extensive arrests of members of the Brotherhood and by
      intensive searches for the weapons and explosives that made the Brotherhood such a potentially
      dangerous player in the game of public disorder. The Brotherhood contemplated fighting the dissolution order by
      legal means and reportedly began to prepare a case which drew on documents proving that it was the government of
      al-Nuqrashi that had supplied the organization with the arms and ammunition in the first place.47
    


    
      Whether authorized by al-Banna or not, some members of the Muslim Brotherhood had a different idea of how to
      fight their dissolution and one of their number assassinated al-Nuqrashi on 28 December 1948. The new prime
      minister, Ibrahim Abd al-Hadi, ordered further arrests of members of the Brotherhood and a series of violent
      incidents occurred as members of the Secret Apparatus of the Brotherhood took on the forces of the state which
      were now turned fully against them. Al-Banna sought unsuccessfully to dissociate himself from these events,
      reportedly alarmed at what the Secret Apparatus had become and eager to achieve a reconciliation with Abd
      al-Hadi. The latter, however, had other ideas and almost certainly with his authority, backed up by the palace,
      plans were reportedly drawn up by the undersecretary of state at the Ministry of the Interior, the chief of the
      CID and the Prime Minister's office for the assassination of al-Banna. In late January 1949, the police unit
      which had hitherto accompanied al-Banna for his protection was withdrawn and on 12 February 1949 he was gunned
      down in central Cairo.48
    


    
      Unsurprisingly, no one was ever charged with his murder. As the authorities had possibly hoped, the disappearance
      of al-Banna threw the Brotherhood into confusion. Hundreds more members of the Brotherhood were arrested and in
      May the prime minister received parliamentary approval for the extension of the martial law legislation for a
      further year. This had followed further discoveries of arms caches belonging to the Brotherhood and by an alleged
      attempt by members of the Brotherhood to assassinate the prime minister.49 The
      Muslim Brotherhood, by revealing itself as an organization that was prepared to use violence to achieve ends that
      seemed to encompass the elimination of senior members of the political elite, had overstepped the line of
      acceptable behaviour. It was manifestly not simply an organization that intended to remain subservient to its
      sponsors. Consequently, it felt the full force of the state deployed against it, eliminating it for some time as
      a threat to social order. Indeed, during 1949, with the Wafd now scenting the possibility of a return to power
      and the Muslim Brotherhood effectively neutralized, there was little incentive for the encouragement of civil
      disorder, even though the controversy of the defeat in Palestine and the unresolved question of British
      evacuation and the future of the Sudan remained very much alive.
    


    THE LAST WAFDIST GOVERNMENT,1950–52


    
      Much the same situation obtained with the formation of the new Wafdist government, following the general
      elections of January 1950. Demonstrations were held periodically, but largely in support of the dominant faction
      of the Wafd and, as such, there was little incentive to stage public displays of civil disorder. A memorandum on
      the condition of public security, presented to the new government in January 1950 by the Special Section of the
      Ministry of the Interior, took a markedly relaxed view of the threats to public order. Only on the subject of the
      communist threat did the report suggest that there might be dangers in the future. Even here, however, it was
      suggested at the time that the Special Section might have been exaggerating the danger in order to secure funds
      and support from the new government.50
    


    
      The Wafd government came to power with a large number of expectations among the general public about its capacity
      both to alleviate the economic situation of many and to realize Egypt's national goals, defined primarily as
      the final withdrawal of all British forces from the country and the unification of Egypt and Sudan. These
      expectations were also visible within the party itself where factions had formed during the previous years of
      opposition around leading individuals, but also around differing ideas about the direction in which the party
      should be heading. In such circumstances, although the party leadership could feel confident of controlling the
      immediate situation, there was a danger that the government would not be able to achieve as much as expected on
      either front and would therefore be faced by the combustible mixture of external opposition allied with dissident
      factions within the party. It was perhaps for this reason that al-Nahas went out of his way to conciliate the
      king during 1950, hoping to remove a factor that had bedevilled previous Wafdist governments. It was also
      possibly a necessary precaution in dealing with any eruption of civil disorder that the Wafd's opponents
      might have been tempted to organize in an effort to shake al-Nahas' hold on power.
    


    
      The opportunity to do so was provided by the faltering of the Wafd government's negotiations with Britain on
      the question of military evacuation. By the autumn of 1950 it was becoming clear that British intransigence would
      not allow the Wafd to deliver at an early date the promised complete evacuation. In these circumstances, the
      utility of demonstration and disorder increased for government and opposition alike. Consequently, these months
      were filled by competing attempts by the Wafd government and its opponents, particularly the Saadists, to control
      the streets. Fuad Serag al-Din, the Wafdist minister of the interior, was determined to lay on demonstrations in
      support of the government and, in particular, in support of the points that the government was
      trying to get across to the British government concerning the renegotiation of the Treaty.
    


    
      As on previous occasions, the mass demonstrations were organized to symbolize the fact that the nation stood
      firmly behind the Wafd government's position and was steadfast in demanding Egypt's national rights. They
      were staged to coincide with the meeting of the minister of foreign affairs, Muhammad Salah al-Din, with Ernest
      Bevin, to impress upon the latter the seriousness of the situation and the need for urgent action, since inaction
      was equally corrosive of the government's authority. Officially, demonstrations were banned, but unofficially
      Serag al-Din had issued instructions that they were to be allowed. This was further to give the impression that,
      despite the best endeavours of the Egyptian government's security forces, the force of public opinion was
      such that it could not be contained. However, in all this, it was crucial, if the government was not to suffer
      adverse reactions from the British, or indeed from the palace, that the demonstrations should not become serious
      disorders. To this end, strenuous efforts were made by the government to ensure its control of the demonstrations
      from within and not simply through an increased police presence.51
    


    
      Ibrahim Abd al-Hadi, leader of the Saadists, on the other hand, was among the opponents of the Wafd actively
      seeking to encourage the demonstrators to attack cinemas, European business establishments and foreign embassies.
      It was thought at the time that they were attempting to place the Wafd in a dilemma similar to that which had
      brought down the government of al-Nuqrashi in February 1946: if the disorders occurred, they would weaken the
      Wafd's claim that it could maintain public order (a key element in the background to the possibility of
      British military withdrawal from Egypt); if, on the other hand, the government acted on its promise to break up
      all demonstrations by any means possible, violence would ensue and the scale of casualties would be
      considerable.52 In the event, the various methods employed by Serag al-Din were
      sufficient to prevent the demonstrations from developing into full-scale civil disorders.
    


    
      However, as the more violent demonstrations of January 1951 indicated, this was a difficult undertaking. It was
      complicated in this case by the fact that the people on whom Serag al-Din had hitherto relied to ensure
      demonstrations were turned to his advantage, had allied themselves with the leftist opposition to Serag al-Din
      within the Wafd. Their intention seemed to have been, therefore, as much to embarrass him as to place the
      government itself in a quandary. This dispute evidently gave the opponents of the Wafd considerable leverage, although effective deployment of the security forces ensured that there was no escalation of
      the disorders.53
    


    
      As the Wafd government's term of office continued, with nothing to show for its negotiations with Britain,
      pressures on the government increased. In these circumstances, the question of civil disorder arose once more,
      especially in view of the fact that the government's good relations with the king had broken down and a more
      familiar wary mutual suspicion had begun to reassert itself. Demonstrations could be used both to show up the
      inadequacy of the Wafd government on this and on other fronts, and to provide an occasion for provoking the kinds
      of disorders which the king had used previously as a pretext for dismissing governments. The violent
      demonstrations of late August 1951 marking the anniversary of the signature of the 1936 Anglo-Egyptian Treaty
      showed that disorder was never far below the surface. However, they also indicated that the Ministry of the
      Interior was well able to keep the situation under control. In part this may have been due to the public
      re-emergence of the Muslim Brotherhood and its consequent need for a degree of official patronage as it took its
      case for the restoration of its property through the courts.54
    


    
      The Wafd government's decision on 8 October 1951 to abrogate the 1936 Anglo-Egyptian Treaty and the 1899
      Condominium Agreement on Sudan gave the impression that it had now seized the initiative. The Wafd had
      symbolically reappropriated its role as leader of the most intransigent element in the nationalist movement and
      was now committed to putting pressure on Britain through direct action to grant the demands for evacuation and
      unity of the Nile Valley, which the British had rejected in the course of negotiations. In view of the respective
      resources at the disposal of the Egyptian and the British governments, this was going to be an unequal struggle.
    


    
      However, it was clear that the Egyptian government did not have a military strategy in mind at the time, whether
      based on regular or irregular formations. It was in these circumstances, therefore, that the symbolic forms of
      direct action became important, although, as became apparent, even these could have real and violent
      consequences. For the Wafd government, it was imperative that it should remain in control of the demonstrations,
      since it was only too well aware of the possible consequences for its own position of the breakdown of order.
      Consequently, the government's security forces maintained control and even the violence associated with the
      large demonstrations of October was described at the time as artificial in comparison with the events of 1947 and
      1948.55
    


    
      The Muslim Brotherhood, although conspicuous in the demonstrations, echoed the government's repeated
      assertion that disorder would be against the national interest. In part, this may have been due
      to the concern at the time that Britain was looking for a pretext to reoccupy much of Egypt. The situation in the
      cities of the Canal Zone, where the British military forces were asserting increasing de
      facto control, tended to bear this out.56 However, the acquiescence of the
      Muslim Brotherhood may have been due also to the influence of the newly elected Supreme Guide, Hassan al-Hudaybi,
      as well as to the feelers that were reportedly being extended to the Brotherhood by the Wafd government.57
    


    
      The government continued its efforts to bring all aspects of the 'demonstrative struggle' under its
      control. This involved principally the recruitment, arming and dispatch to the Canal Zone of 'Liberation
      Battalions' (Kata'ib al-Tahrir), which were ostensibly dedicated to a guerrilla
      war of liberation against the British forces stationed there. Begun in October in the first enthusiasm of the
      abrogation of the Treaty, these battalions were initially organized by various groups and parties, in particular
      the Muslim Brotherhood and the Socialist Party (formerly the Young Egypt Party) of Ahmad Husayn. The government
      did not want to suppress this apparently popular manifestation of anger against the British and thought that the
      theatricality of the recruitment and dedication of these groups could serve much the same symbolic purpose as the
      demonstrations of the time. On the other hand, as with the demonstrations, they were clearly apprehensive about
      the possibility that the groups might come under the control of the Wafd's opponents and might be used
      therefore to embarrass and undermine the government.58
    


    
      The massive demonstrations of November 1951 to mark 'National Struggle Day' passed off peacefully. They
      seemed to show that Serag al-Din's twin tactics of putting a strong police presence on the streets and of
      bribing those who might have been tempted to turn the event into one of more general disorder had worked. He used
      the occasion to announce that the government would now take on the responsibility of organizing and training the
      Liberation Battalions.59 This angered some, and may have contributed to the
      violent demonstrations that erupted in Cairo and Alexandria in early December 1951. Called in protest against a
      clash between British forces and Egyptian police in the Canal Zone, the demonstrations developed into widespread
      anti-government disorders in which clashes with the police left a substantial number of casualties on both sides.
      The Muslim Brotherhood reportedly played a large part in these disorders and it may have been in part a response
      to the pressure that al-Hudaybi was under both from within the organization and from the government to
      'commit the Muslim Brotherhood to battle'.60 Unwilling to take any
      further chances in view of the deteriorating situation in the Canal Zone, Serag al-Din promptly banned all
      further demonstrations throughout Egypt. The ban was strictly enforced, except in the cases of
      Waf dist-inspired demonstrations. In addition, he introduced measures to ensure tighter control of the Liberation
      Battalions.61
    


    
      These now played a more active part in attacking British forces in the Canal Zone. Whether officially organized
      by the government or by the Muslim Brotherhood and others with government support, the Liberation Battalions
      closely co-operated with the police and particularly with the units of the Baluk al-Nizam
      (Auxiliary Police) drafted into the Canal Zone at the beginning of the crisis. The role of the police was
      heightened by the strategy of the government. Not only did they facilitate the operations of the Liberation
      Battalions and help to enforce the labour and trade boycotts of British military installations, they were also
      expected by Serag al-Din and the government to confront the British forces directly. In this respect, they stood
      in for the Egyptian army, which was carefully kept out of any direct confrontation with British troops.62
    


    
      This strategy, useful as it was for the government, placed the police in an invidious position. They were clearly
      no match for the British armed forces, who were deeply suspicious of them after the clashes of November 1951. In
      early December, a police unit came to the assistance of some Egyptian civilians who had attacked a British army
      unit and as a result suffered a number of casualties. A few days later, the police were ordered by Serag al-Din
      to prevent the British military authorities from demolishing the hamlet of Kafr Abduh even if it meant fighting
      to the last man. However, faced by overwhelming British force, the police units withdrew. A similar incident at
      Al-Hamada, where the police surrendered to the British forces rather than fight against impossible odds, led to
      the court-martialling of their commanding officer. Consequently, when, in January 1952, the British military
      authorities finally decided to act against the Auxiliary Police in Ismailiyya by demanding the surrender of their
      weapons and their expulsion from the Canal Zone, it was not surprising that Serag al-Din ordered them to resist,
      even though they were outnumbered and outgunned. The result was the death of over 50 policemen, with scores more
      wounded in the battle that ensued on 25 January 1952.63
    


    
      The government was facing mounting pressure to escalate the struggle in the Canal Zone at the time, in the
      absence of any other strategy. The Muslim Brotherhood was becoming more actively involved and Ahmad Husayn of the
      Socialist Party came out in strong criticism of the government, calling for its overthrow and helping to organize
      demonstrations in which for the first time for some years firearms were used against the police. Sensing that the
      government was losing the initiative on the streets and concerned lest the hostility of the Socialist Party indicated covert palace sponsorship, as on previous occasions, the government had ordered the
      closure of all schools and universities for a week, beginning on 21 January 1952.64 It was in the midst of these events that the aforementioned incident had occurred in
      Ismailiyya and, given these preoccupations, it appeared that Serag al-Din and the Wafd government were prepared
      to sacrifice the Auxiliary Police as a symbol of their own steadfastness and resolve.
    


    
      The next day, on 26 January 1952, in Cairo, the Auxiliary Police staged a mass demonstration of protest in front
      of the Abdin Palace. Some went to the university to encourage the students to demonstrate, in protest not only
      against the British action in Ismailiyya, but also against the government. In some cases they were joined by the
      regular police, who had been threatening strike action over pay and conditions for some weeks. Since the
      Auxiliary Police were the main force responsible for the suppression of riots, this mutiny effectively deprived
      the government of its usual defence against serious disorder. In fact, it was reported at the time that Serag
      al-Din had given explicit orders that the demonstration was to be allowed to run its course and Abd al-Fatah
      Hassan Pasha (minister of social affairs) had even addressed the demonstrating policemen in an attempt to win
      them over to the side of the government, promising that he would soon join them in the streets. Abd al-Fatah
      Hassan had also reportedly entered into clandestine negotiations with Ahmad Husayn (possibly on behalf of Serag
      al-Din) the night before to persuade him to stage an anti-British demonstration of limited scope that day as a
      follow up to the theatrical if bloody events in the Canal Zone.65 It appeared, as
      was suggested at the time, that Serag al-Din had wanted a controlled form of protest demonstration that would
      deflect the anger of the police and others towards the British and away from the government.
    


    
      In fact, with the ending of the demonstration by the Auxiliary Police at midday a very different kind of disorder
      erupted and developed into the events that have come to be known as the 'Burning of Cairo'. Organized
      groups of men started to appear and carried out apparently prearranged arson attacks on a large number of
      buildings in central Cairo. Many of these, but by no means the majority, had some association with the British
      presence in Egypt, commercial or otherwise. These organized gangs were soon joined by crowds on the look out for
      an opportunity to loot or, as in the case of many of the members of the Muslim Brotherhood involved in the
      rioting, intent on destroying hated symbols of Western affluence and corruption. Not only were the rioters
      unchecked by the police, but in many cases they were joined and led by policemen. Furthermore, it was reported
      that senior police officers on the spot were conspicuous by their inaction. The Assistant
      Commander of the Cairo Police was reported as having said tolerantly 'Let the boys have their fun' when
      asked at the time why he was doing nothing to prevent the arson and looting.66
    


    
      Eventually, the Egyptian army was called in to restore order, but not before the arson and looting had continued
      for nearly five hours in the centre of Cairo, causing a large number of deaths and a great amount of damage.
      Serag al-Din was later to claim that he had tried to get the army on to the streets earlier to restore order, but
      had been prevented from doing so by the king, who had, through the Chief of Staff, Haydar Pasha, suggested that
      this was a political matter. In other words, it appeared that the king, by now at odds with the Wafdist
      government, was determined to use the pretext of the riots to dismiss al-Nahas — the very situation which Serag
      al-Din had been trying to avoid.67 The following day, after martial law had been
      declared, the king dismissed the Wafd government and entrusted Ali Maher with the formation of a new
      administration.
    


    
      To say that the king exploited the situation of civil disorder to dispose of the Wafd government is not to say
      that he organized it. In fact, it seems certain that the initial arson attacks were organized by members of the
      Socialist Party and other associates of Ahmad Husayn. It is possible that they were working in the knowledge that
      they had the approval of the political opponents of the Wafd government, who would then exploit the situation
      they had created. However, as a member of the Muslim Brotherhood was later to state, 'the [Socialist] Party
      had had so much help from Serag al-Din in the form of money, arms, incendiary equipment and police protection
      that organizing events on 26 January had not been difficult. Right up to the end Serag al-Din had been stupid
      enough to believe that these facilities would be used in the Canal Zone. He had expected and wanted a riot in
      Cairo on 26 January, but only a “normal riot”.'68
    


    
      Serag al-Din had played the game of public disorder and lost disastrously. In part this was because he had
      overestimated the degree to which his methods allowed him to control the crowds under the tense circumstances of
      the time. In part it was because he had effectively provoked a mutiny of the very police force that was intended
      to protect public order and thus the credibility and authority of the Wafd government. He had thus provided the
      opportunity for all those forces opposed to the Wafd government to seize the moment — the Socialist Party, the
      Muslim Brotherhood and others by rioting, and the king by withholding the use of the armed forces and finally by
      holding the Wafd government ultimately responsible for the disorder.
    


    CONCLUSION


    
      It was remarkable, but also significant that the disorders and violence of January came to an abrupt end after
      the fall of the Wafd government. Ali Maher, the new prime minister, assisted by the king's nominee Murtada
      al-Maraghi as minister of the interior, ensured that there would be no further public disorder. All
      demonstrations were confined to the campus of the university; the campaign against the British forces in the
      Canal Zone was called off and the Liberation Battalions were transferred to the Ministry of War, where they were
      brought under tight control and effectively neutralized; the Cairo police force was purged; a motorized
      riot-control force was established — in short, Ali Maher made the most of his powers under Martial Law to restore
      order and public confidence in the stability of the regime.69 Despite the rapid
      turnover of prime ministers during the following six months,70 caused largely by
      their disagreements with King Faruq, there were no serious disorders, merely a few demonstrations of a very
      limited nature.
    


    
      In large measure, this was because it no longer seemed very useful to any of the principal players to encourage
      serious disorder. Al-Hilali's pursuit of the members of the former Wafdist administration kept them off
      balance. It is also possible that the events of January 1952 had shaken the Wafdist leaders' belief in their
      capacity to maintain control of civil disorder. The Muslim Brotherhood was experiencing a barely suppressed
      internal dispute about the merits of violence as a means of achieving their ends. Al-Hudaybi and some of the
      other leaders were discouraging thoughts of violent action, while the advocates of the use of force were
      retreating into the covert world of the Secret Apparatus. Meanwhile, Ahmad Husayn had shown his hand in January
      and, together with many of his party's members, he had been detained under the provisions of martial law. In
      May 1952, Ahmad Husayn and five other members of the party were indicted for instigating the riots of 26
      January.71
    


    
      Unbeknown to most of the participants, the game had moved out of the symbolic realm of staged public disorders.
      However, in a number of important respects the encouragement of such disorders had helped to set in motion
      currents within the armed forces that were to contribute to the Free Officers' coup
      d'etat of July 1952. In the first place, the ambivalence of the Wafd government towards the
      'liberation struggle' against the British in the Canal Zone had created feelings of resentment within the
      officer corps. The Wafd's strategy of maintaining control of the streets and some vestige of nationalist
      credibility through the raising of Liberation Battalions and their deployment in sporadic fashion against the
      British, while the Egyptian army was kept well out of the fight, appeared to younger Egyptian
      army officers to be placing them in a deeply humiliating position.72 These
      feelings of resentment appear to have been compounded, as far as the Free Officers were concerned, by the
      deployment of the armed forces to suppress civil disorder in Cairo in January. The continued reliance on the
      armed forces during the months that followed to sustain martial law and to prevent further disturbances seemed a
      perversion of their duty: rather than taking on the British, they were being ordered to discipline their
      compatriots. According to later accounts by some of the Free Officers this was an important factor in causing
      them to think of carrying out a coup d'etat.73
    


    
      No less important and indeed crucial for the sequence of events that precipitated the coup
      d'etat itself, was King Faruq's determination to use his powers of patronage to ensure that he
      retained personal control of the armed forces. This, too, could be said in some measure to have been an outcome
      of the encouragement of civil disorder and of the possibility that the king himself would increasingly become the
      object of hostile demonstrations. At various times during the preceding years slogans hostile to the king and to
      the dynasty had been raised. It seemed only a matter of time before the game of demonstration and disorder, which
      had been used hitherto largely to impress upon the king the incompetence of the government of the day, would be
      used to threaten him directly. In such circumstances, it seemed all the more important that the king should be
      able to rely on the personal loyalty of the officer corps, above and beyond its allegiance to him as monarch. At
      the same time, the palace was aware that there were currents of disloyalty in the officer corps, motivated in
      part by the same animosities that caused students, workers and others to demonstrate on the streets of Cairo and
      Alexandria.74 In 1952, the king's attempt to root out suspected disloyalty
      and to place his proteges in positions of command, whether in the Officers' Club or in the Ministry of
      Defence, finally persuaded the Free Officers that they would have to launch their coup immediately or suffer the
      consequences of discovery.75
    


    
      It could be argued, therefore, that the Free Officers acted both in response to the symbolic power of the staged
      disorders of the time, and as a result of the structural logic of the uses of disorder within Egyptian politics.
      Symbolically, the disorders conveyed the image of a system unable, indeed unwilling, to handle the aspirations of
      the thousands who had come out on the streets at various times to demonstrate their rejection of the status quo. For much of the elite this was not so much a lost message, as an irrelevant one. Their
      game was, after all, more intimately concerned with the preoccupations of a narrow circle of the powerful.
      However, for those officers who were close to the political movements that had been so instrumental in organizing
      the disorders, the very theatricality of the demonstrations represented a willingness on the
      part of the powerful elite that had devised the rules of this game to sacrifice those whom they had encouraged
      and to deploy the armed forces to save the situation when things failed to go according to plan. Patronage was
      the instrument intended to keep the officers subservient to the principal players and beneficiaries of this game.
      Like others before them, the officers became aware of their exploitation at the hands of the establishment.
    


    
      However, as they showed in July 1952, they were able to do something decisive about it, relying on the power of
      organized armed force and on general disillusionment with the regime that they had come to overthrow. As the
      following years made abundantly clear, the young officers had also learned lessons about the importance of the
      politics of demonstration and disorder from the old regime and some of them became even more adept at managing
      the theatre of mass politics. Nevertheless, the most skilled practitioner among them, Gamal Abd al-Nasir, was
      quick to appreciate that street theatre was no substitute for a firm and unchallenged hold on the state security
      services.
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    Britain and the Egyptian problem, 1945–48


    
      JOHN KENT
    


    
      At the end of the Second World War the British position in the Suez Base, formalized under the 1936
      Anglo-Egyptian Treaty, was already a problem. It was a problem British policy-makers first had to address in the
      context of the strategic and power-political changes brought about by the Second World War. Inevitably,
      preserving a position in Egypt became linked to a number of issues central to Britain's position as a world
      power and to the nature of informal empire. Thus the practical questions associated with the maintenance and role
      of what was the largest military base in the world, with installations outside the areas authorized by the 1936
      treaty and with troops far in excess of the permitted 10,000, actually involved more general concerns.
    


    
      There is now a substantial body of literature on the Egyptian base, which has examined its significance for
      Anglo-Egyptian relations.1 The tendency has been to portray the policy of the
      British governments in terms of the well-known reformist initiatives linked to the retreat from empire which, in
      the Middle Eastern case, were apparently first revealed at the conference of officials arranged by Bevin in
      September 1945.2 This established the British Middle East Office, in order, among
      other things, to promote the social and economic development of the region. With Bevin's natural commitment
      to the under-privileged in Egypt, as elsewhere, this could have provided the basis for the development of a new
      Anglo-Egyptian relationship in sharp contrast to the old regime of pashas and court followers which surrounded
      King Faruq and had often been supported and manipulated by the British.
    


    
      However, while looking forward to a new social and economic order in Egypt linked to the end of old-fashioned
      exploitative capitalism, Bevin was also a dedicated imperialist eager to re-establish Britain as a great world
      power and as a post-war equal to the United States and the Soviet Union.3 This
      meant not only resisting Soviet attempts to expand their power and influence in the Dardanelles and the
      Mediterranean, but also preserving Britain's position as the dominant regional power in the
      Middle East.
    


    
      Another tendency has been to link the preservation of a British military role in Egypt and the Middle East to the
      strategic importance of the region in any future war with the Soviet Union.4 Much
      less has been written on how the practical constraints produced by Britain's post-war military and economic
      weakness affected policy to Egypt (thus revealing the true motives of decision-makers) and to Middle Eastern
      defence. In particular, the linkage between Egyptian policy and strategic planning has not been fully explored,
      with too many planning documents taken at face value and too little attention given to the perceptions of Great
      Power status and prestige, which were the main considerations of British policy-makers in the post-war period.
    


    
      In 1945, the linkage between world-power status, defence strategy and policy to Egypt was revealed in the growing
      hostility between Britain and the Soviet Union. As the military assumed the Soviet Union could be the only
      possible enemy in any future global war, they defined the Middle East's importance as an area from which
      strategic bombing raids could be launched on the Soviet Union, and which it was necessary to defend in order to
      avoid any threat to the African continent. Sub-Saharan Africa, along with the British Isles, the Western
      hemisphere and the Antipodean dominions, was regarded as a main wartime support area. Yet the original source of
      the idea (the PHP [Post Hostilities Planning] paper of early 1945) of Egyptian airfields being used for strategic
      bombers was looking forward to the post-1955 period.5 It was an early example of
      the British tendency to plan for a future period in the hope that the resources would be available to implement
      the plans.
    


    
      In the immediate post-war years British Lincoln bombers could hardly reach the Soviet Union from the Middle East.
      As modified Lancasters the Lincolns were unsuitable for strategic bombing of Soviet targets as they could fly no
      higher than 19,000 feet. Moreover, the trials in 1946 revealed a large number of problems,6 and by 1948 it was accepted that British bombers would not be used in a strategic role
      against the Soviet Union.7 As one RAF policy-maker pointed out, the B-29 was the
      only allied aircraft that could hit essential targets in Russia.8Unfortunately,
      the American B-29s required longer runways than those available in Egypt before 1951.9
    


    
      Given that intelligence estimates predicted the Soviets would not be capable of waging global war before the end
      of 1956, the short-term need to prepare for a war with the Soviet Union was less important than the need to be
      perceived as the leading regional power in the Middle East. This was deemed to depend on exclusive British
      responsibility for the defence of the region through which ran one of the key symbols of British
      imperialism — the Suez Canal. The first threat to this came not from the military might of the Soviet Union but
      from the wartime deputy prime minister who became the head of the post-war Labour government in the summer of
      1945. In 1944, Attlee, in his capacity as chairman of the Suez Canal Committee, had suggested international
      arrangements for the defence of the Suez Canal Zone. Such ideas were not acceptable to the Conservative members
      of the committee and the matter was referred to the cabinet.
    


    
      In preparation for this, Foreign Secretary Anthony Eden and Sir E. Grigg, later Lord Altrincham, the minister
      resident in the Middle East, submitted memoranda for the cabinet.10 For Eden,
      Middle East defence responsibilities had to remain exclusively in British hands because the defence of the region
      was 'a matter of life and death to the British Empire'.11 Lord Altrincham
      also saw the Middle East as a 'region of life or death consequence for the British Empire' because of its
      oil and communications and its importance for Britain's Great Power status. Most important of all, it was
      deemed to be an area in which the 'British political method must make good if the British way of life is to
      survive'.12
    


    
      These ideas of status and Britishness were of greater importance as determinants of Middle Eastern policy and
      informal empire than the more practical issues of defending the Middle East or attacking the Soviet Union. The
      defence of the Middle East, as will be seen, eventually came to be regarded as impossible in the period being
      examined here. But this harsh reality was not accepted, as the consequences of accepting it would have involved a
      radical rethink of Britain's role in the Middle East and its status as a world power. The questions of status
      and prestige and Britain's leading regional role were also more important determinants of Egyptian policy
      than any desire for social and political change or economic development, and they quickly became entangled in
      Anglo-Soviet rivalry in the Straits and the Mediterranean. The fact that at Potsdam the Soviets were demanding
      bases in the Straits and justifying this in relation to the British base in the Suez Canal Zone was a source of
      difficulty for British policy-makers. The Suez base was ostensibly geared to the defence of an important
      international waterway, but the passage between the Black Sea and the Mediterranean was an equally important
      international waterway. The British could not accept Soviet bases there because they feared it would produce
      greater Soviet influence in the Middle East and eastern Mediterranean.
    


    
      To make matters worse, it was difficult for the British to claim that whereas the Turks were opposed to any
      Soviet bases in the Straits, the Egyptians were quite happy with the British presence in the Suez Canal Zone. The
      issue of British withdrawal had been raised by the Watanists, a small and uncompromising nationalist party, in
      January 1945. The Egyptians then raised the question of treaty revision at the San Francisco
      conference to establish the United Nations held between April and June 1945.13
      Thus it was vital but difficult for the British to secure their position in the Middle East through a new defence
      agreement with Egypt. This became an urgent problem once the formal Egyptian request to renegotiate the 1936
      treaty, with a view to securing the evacuation of British forces, was made on 20 December 1945.
    


    
      For the British the problem of finding suitable collaborators wTho would accept whatever future
      military requirements Britain might have in Egypt was already well in evidence. Moreover, the lack of any
      mass-based political movement14 made Bevin's ideas of a partnership in the
      development sphere somewhat impractical, even if Britain, like the USA, had been amply blessed with economic
      resources. In addition, Egyptian politics was extremely factional, with many groups and individuals eager to
      exploit nationalist issues such as the British presence in Egypt for narrow political advantage.
    


    
      What the British ideally wanted at the beginning of 1946 was a political party that believed in collaboration in
      the implementation of social reform and the preservation of a British role in the defence of the Middle East,
      which required a base in the Canal Zone. As no such party existed, securing collaborators to negotiate a new
      treaty guaranteeing British rights in the Canal Zone became important. There were a number of different
      possibilities, but the choice was complicated by the fact that it was not clear whether a nationalist coalition,
      including the Wafd, would be a better long-term prospect for securing Britain's needs than a small faction
      more eager to make an agreement that might ultimately prove unpopular.
    


    
      The obvious idea of using the Wafd was highly problematic. The Wafd had been installed in power by British tanks
      in February 1942 much to the dislike of King Faruq, who was averse to al-Nahas, the Wafd leader. This had
      tarnished their nationalist credentials, which had only been regained in 1945, when, after refusing to
      participate in the January elections, they had orchestrated an anti-British propaganda campaign.15The alternative to the Wafd was King Faruq and whatever palace government he could
      form. But Faruq was an indolent and ineffective monarch, who was personally corrupt and who spent much time in
      the gambling dens of Europe. He did, however, have the power to appoint prime ministers, to dismiss governments,
      to veto legislation and to prorogue the parliament, which consisted of an elected Chamber of Deputies and a
      Senate, whose members were mostly royal appointees.
    


    
      Under the wartime coalition government in 1945, the Foreign Office had inclined to favour King Faruq despite the
      mutual animosity between the king and the British ambassador, Lord Killearn. Killearn believed
      Faruq and the Egyptian prime minister, al-Nuqrashi, to be hopeless and dangerous.16 Disagreements between the Foreign Office and the ambassador arose as early as June
      1945 over whether to press for the return of the Wafd or to support King Faruq. Killearn favoured the Wafd, but
      the Foreign Office's desire to work with Faruq won the day despite the doubts of Prime Minister Attlee. The
      permanent undersecretary, Sir A. Cadogan, justified the Foreign Office's position on the grounds that the
      time was not right for the return of the Wafd and that action that might precipitate a crisis should be avoided
      until the political situation in Egypt was clearer. The Foreign Office doubted if a more reasonable successor to
      al-Nuqrashi could then be found and Cadogan believed that there was no reliable candidate who would co-operate
      with Britain.17
    


    
      The question for the Labour government was whether the lack of viable collaborators other than King Faruq would
      continue to dictate a policy of securing British requirements in Egypt through a corrupt monarchy; or whether
      greater efforts would be made to establish a new basis for an Anglo-Egyptian partnership, based on a common
      commitment to social and economic reform and the defence of the Middle East. In other words, would the need to
      preserve an informal empire in the Middle East and secure facilities in the Canal Zone be given the same priority
      as they had been under the wartime coalition government?
    


    
      In the general sense these questions were largely answered at Potsdam and the London Council of Foreign Ministers
      in September 1945, where the main Anglo-Soviet disputes focused on the eastern Mediterranean. More specifically,
      the commitment to reform, as opposed to imperial defence, was undermined by the Treasury as much as the Egyptian
      situation. By 1947, development plans were essentially geared to British colonies, as it was believed they could
      make the biggest contribution to relieving Britain's post-war economic difficulties. These centred on the
      dollar gap produced by the fact that the United States was the major source of capital equipment and consumer
      goods much needed by war-ravaged European economies, which could not produce the exports to pay for them. Thus,
      in March 1947, the Treasury asserted that 'until 1951 it must be assumed that there would be no additional
      help for the Middle East beyond those limited resources released out of sterling balances; and even these could
      only be used for development if import controls were employed to make sure that sterling releases did not finance
      an adverse balance of payments account'.18
    


    
      Yet the confirmation that imperial needs in Egypt would dictate a policy of collaboration with King Faruq came
      before the economic crisis ended any hope of Britain's gaining credit from economic assistance to Egypt. It
      resulted from a number of events following the British reply to the Egyptian demand for the
      evacuation of British troops. The Foreign Office foresaw difficulties in any negotiations because: (1) the
      Egyptian government contained no representatives of the largest political party — the Wafd; (2) there was enmity
      between the king and the Wafd; and (3) the prime minister and minister of foreign affairs were temperamentally
      unfitted to undertake such important negotiations.
    


    
      Consequently, while the British government were anxious to avoid interference in Egypt's internal affairs the
      issues were so important that it would be necessary to voice British anxieties about the existing government to
      the king, whose influence was deemed to be keeping it in power.19 The embassy in
      Cairo was therefore asked to press Faruq to establish a new government containing the Wafd, or if not, a more
      broadly based coalition.20
    


    
      In the meantime the instructions sent to Cairo referred to the need for a bilateral defence agreement based on
      the fact that the Commonwealth and individual Middle Eastern states had a common interest in the security of the
      region. Only through the military and economic protection of a Great Power could Egypt survive an attack, and
      therefore Egypt should provide assistance to Britain, as in the Second World War, in order to secure such
      protection. The Egyptians were to be told that this would involve Britain's stationing the minimum forces for
      a wartime establishment necessary for the defence of the Middle East and for the air defences needed to prevent
      bombing raids on Egypt. In addition to these instructions on defence, the embassy were also informed that the
      political articles of the 1936 treaty, which were out of date, could now be renegotiated.21
    


    
      The British note aroused widespread hostile comment in Egypt and on 4 February, the anniversary of the
      surrounding of the Abdin Palace by British tanks in 1942, there were a number of anti-British demonstrations. One
      Egyptian newspaper published a cartoon of Egyptian tanks bombarding the British embassy, and the Chamber of
      Deputies suspended its session for five minutes as a sign of mourning. In this anti-British atmosphere where
      Faruq stood to benefit from hurt Egyptian national pride, the Wafd could attack the king and al-Nuqrashi's
      unrepresentative government only by condemning the proposed treaty negotiations as incompatible with Egyptian
      sovereignty. On 11 February, Lord Killearn, a supporter of al-Nahas not the king, reported that the situation was
      not conducive to successful treaty negotiations. He was then replaced, with King George approving the name of the
      new British ambassador on 14 February. By introducing a new British ambassador and a new Egyptian government
      under Sidqi Pasha, it was hoped that progress on a new Anglo-Egyptian agreement over the base could be made. It
      was geared very much to co-operation with and through King Faruq. Killearn's replacement,
      Sir R. Campbell, was told before leaving for Egypt in March that it had been decided to work with King Faruq as
      the chief element of continuing stability and not to attempt to force al-Nahas into power.22
    


    
      Before the new ambassador arrived in Egypt, on 21 February, further attacks on British establishments in Cairo
      occurred which, according to the embassy, led to troops firing in self-defence. The Egyptians claimed that the
      incident was sparked by a British army lorry's driving into a crowd with fatal consequences, and that
      subsequently 50 people were killed or wounded by the British. In these circumstances Sir R. Campbell soon became
      convinced that if any agreement was to be achieved it would have to be based on the peacetime evacuation of the
      Egyptian base.
    


    
      Sir R. Campbell's views were at odds with the instructions sent to Killearn and were also soon in conflict
      with the views of the Commanders-in-Chief (Cs-in-C), Middle East, on what peacetime arrangements were necessary
      in the Canal Zone. The Cs-in-C argued that some 5,000 troops and 300 aircraft would be needed.23 Yet, despite the frequent claims about the importance of defending the Middle East,
      the military had no plans drawn up to do so, on which force requirements in Egypt could be based. The Cs-in-C
      were assessing what would be necessary to maintain an important British presence and an effective operational
      base in Egypt, not what the force requirements for defending the Middle East would be. This fact is crucial in
      understanding how relations with Egypt and the British presence in the Canal Zone were initially related to
      defence planning. Moreover, consideration of the Cs-in-C's views also sheds light on the relationship of
      military thinking to the foreign-policy requirements that the embassy were addressing. The Middle East Cs-in-Cs
      paper on military requirements in Egypt did not reach the COS (Chiefs of Staff) until 23 March and was not
      considered by them until 27 March. By then, the Cs-in-C, having seen the embassy's criticisms,24 had changed their views on the need for a permanent peacetime presence in the Suez
      base. In order to facilitate the beginning of treaty negotiations, they were prepared to accept a phased
      withdrawal of British forces, but evacuation was deemed to be dependent on a satisfactory settlement of the
      regional security problem.25 Thus by the time the COS began to discuss the views
      of the Cs-in-C these had in fact changed, and the issue central to their concerns now was the regional security
      problem.
    


    
      The regional security problem was not the imminent threat of a Russian attack, which the military believed was
      unlikely to come before the end of 1956,26 but the preservation of exclusive
      British responsibility for the defence of the Middle East. This matter of life and death was now threatened by
      the Egyptians as well as by Prime Minister Attlee's opposition to a continued British
      presence in the region. Attlee had challenged the strategic value of attempting to defend the Middle East as
      early as 1945 in the context of the debate on the future of the Italian colonies.27 In early 1946, as the COS sought desperately to justify the strategic importance of
      the Middle East rather than determine what forces would be necessary to defend which areas within it, on 2 March,
      Attlee produced a paper for the Defence Committee challenging the desirability and the practicality of
      maintaining Britain's military position in the Middle East, to which Bevin then responded.28
    


    
      Discussion by the Defence Committee on the importance of defending the Middle East was then postponed until the
      COS had produced an overall assessment of the strategic position of the British Commonwealth. As a further
      complication, at the Defence Committee on 27 March, Bevin, who had been considering the possibility of leasing
      the base, rejected Sir R. Campbell's view that the Egyptians would want Britain to evacuate Egypt completely.
      The Foreign Secretary argued that the question of evacuation turned on the ultimate location of Britain's
      Middle Eastern forces and that discussions with the Egyptians should be delayed until the COS reported on his and
      the prime minister's memos (DO(46)40 and 27) on Mediterranean strategy29
      which were discussed on 5 April.30
    


    
      In the meantime Bevin suggested, more in line with the embassy's views, that the delegation be authorized to
      state British policy at the outset as (1) the complete evacuation from Egypt of all British combat troops (as
      opposed to those troops maintaining the base); (2) the maintenance by Egypt, with British collaboration, of
      naval, land and air-administrative and air-defence organizations; (3) obtaining permission for the transit of
      troops and aircraft, and securing the maintenance requirements of the transit organization; (4) the creation of a
      regional headquarters to be located in the Canal Zone; and (5) the provision of equipment for the Egyptian
      forces. The cabinet supported the idea of offering the evacuation of combat troops at the outset of negotiations
      subject to the views of the COS.31
    


    
      The snag now was the military's insistence that combat troops should not include the air squadrons deemed
      necessary for the defence of the base. In the light of the COS views the British delegation sent to conduct the
      talks was instructed to negotiate on the basis of Bevin's five points with the qualification that, if
      possible, combat troops should not include the fighter squadrons.32 As a last
      resort the delegation might agree to their withdrawal as soon as the Egyptian air force had reached sufficient
      strength to provide a peacetime garrison, and provided British control over long-range bomber bases would be
      retained for many years to come.33
    


    
      The leader of the British delegation, the secretary of state for air, Lord Stansgate, soon
      became convinced after his introductory meeting with Sidqi that an offer of full and complete evacuation would
      have to be made at the outset if the discussions were to make any progress.34 The
      COS were reluctant to accept this, but when Major-General Jacob of the British delegation returned to explain the
      advantages and disadvantages, the COS came round.35 The prospect of disorders to
      accompany those in Palestine, and the delegation's belief that the offer of evacuation would secure Egyptian
      co-operation and the required peacetime facilities, influenced the COS decision. In addition, there was the
      possibility of troops going to Palestine and Cyrenaica as part of a general redeployment of Middle Eastern
      forces. Finally, with the cold war developing in the wake of the conflicts over Soviet bases in the Straits, the
      Soviet claim to a trusteeship of Tripolitania and the disputed presence of Soviet forces in Iran, it was
      important for the British imperial image not to be tarnished. Thus the cabinet was able to endorse the Defence
      Committee's recommendation to offer total evacuation and a phased withdrawal over five years.36
    


    
      The subsequent negotiations between 9 and 22 May proved at best a disappointment for the British given that
      Sidqi, the new prime minister, was seen as an improvement on al-Nuqrashi. The Egyptians refused to accept a
      lengthy British withdrawal period of five years, and argued that the required wartime facilities should not be
      incorporated formally into the treaty but subject to more informal arrangements of the kind made between friendly
      and independent sovereign states; this was not acceptable to the Foreign Office37
      or to the military38 The other bones of contention were the Egyptian reluctance
      to grant facilities, if the British perceived a threat of war, and the areas in which an outbreak of war would
      automatically produce the reactivation of the base.
    


    
      For the Egyptians it was important to establish the principle of consultation over mutual assistance in times of
      war and over the use of the base; this was seen as the essential basis of co-operation between any fully
      independent states. For the British the importance of the negotiations lay in securing rights in Egypt rather
      than establishing the principle of partnership.39 The latter would ostensibly
      threaten Britain's ability to defend the Middle East but would certainly undermine Britain's claim to
      regional hegemony and Great Power status. The promise of evacuation had not smoothed the way to the British
      obtaining what they regarded as their military rights to defend the empire.
    


    
      This key question of what was required in the Middle East to defend the Commonwealth/empire continued to
      preoccupy policy-makers at the same time as the negotiations with the Egyptians ran into difficulties in May
      1946. The COS produced a paper on strategic requirements in the Middle East, which was discussed
      by the Defence Committee on 27 May. The paper was not detailed enough to satisfy Attlee in terms of the
      requirements in the Middle East, where there were still a large number of uncertainties. It proved impossible for
      the Defence Committee to endorse the COS report, and Attlee commented that the whole position in the Middle East
      required re-examination. The prime minister wanted to know which areas Britain had to defend in the region and
      what would be Britain's wartime and peacetime requirements to defend them. Attlee was trying hard to inject
      an element of realism into military thinking about the Middle East, but, although the COS produced a revised and
      detailed report, the issues were never addressed in precisely the way Attlee required. The COS still preferred to
      concentrate on why the Middle East was so important for British defence strategy, including its strategic bomber
      bases and oil, even though they acknowledged they would be unable to defend all the Middle East oil fields. What
      they were still not doing was defining what could be defended and what was required to do this.40
    


    
      With the Anglo-Egyptian negotiations deadlocked, Bevin attempted to overcome Egyptian concerns about any apparent
      subservience by removing the provision and administration of base facilities from the treaty and placing them in
      the hands of a joint defence board. The board would also recommend when it was necessary for the base to be
      reactivated.41 The COS were opposed to this second major concession and argued
      that the geographical position of Egypt made it vital for the defence of the Commonwealth, and that what they
      were demanding from the Egyptians in terms of security needs was insignificant compared with the security
      measures taken by the Soviets in the Baltic and Balkan states.42 The cabinet
      decided, however, to override the COS and pursue the negotiations on the lines of Bevin's proposals for a
      joint defence board. As Attlee stated, there was no more justification for arguing that Britain had to have base
      facilities in Egypt because they were necessary for the empire's security than for demanding bases from
      Britain's continental allies.43
    


    
      When Stansgate returned to Egypt on 7 July for a second round of talks, it soon became evident that Britain's
      agreement to exclude the provision of base facilities and the administrative arrangements for them from the
      treaty had not solved the problem. The issue of sovereignty over the Sudan had now to be addressed, along with
      the differences over the conditions for reactivation and the timing of the evacuation. The Cs-in-C and the
      delegation saw no objection to the Egyptian proposals on the latter issues. However, in London, there was a
      determination to ensure the base's availability if Turkey, Greece or Persia were attacked,44 whereas the Egyptians did not want to be involved in a war that did
      not directly threaten them or other members of the Arab League. This lay behind the dispute over the Egyptian
      article 2 (British article 5) of the proposed treaty, which Stansgate felt was unnecessary45 On 10 July, a new Egyptian draft was received, which required that the two powers
      consult in order to decide on common action to deal with any aggression against Egypt or adjacent countries. The
      revised British draft made no provision for governmental consultation and stipulated military action by both
      powers in the event of war involving Britain or Egypt or endangering their security in Egypt and neighbouring
      territories.46
    


    
      Stansgate believed that Britain should accept the Egyptian draft of article 2, agree to withdraw all naval forces
      by 31 March 1947 and to evacuate completely within three years.47 In the Foreign
      Office, R. G. Howe was not inclined to accept the Egyptian article 2, but it was not yet clear whether that, the
      status of the Sudan or the evacuation period was of greatest significance for the Egyptians.48 The COS, in contrast to their earlier stance, came out on the side of Stansgate to
      the extent that they believed an agreement with Egypt was essential. In their view, a failure to conclude an
      agreement would lead to disturbances in Egypt when Britain lacked the necessary forces to impose its will on the
      Egyptians. On the other hand, while Stansgate wanted to end the negotiations because delay would increase
      suspicions of British reluctance to withdraw, the COS saw no objection to continuing the negotiations, despite
      the opportunity this would give to opposition politicians in Egypt.49
    


    
      In the light of these disagreements the prime minister put the issue to the cabinet, which agreed that the
      negotiators should demand an evacuation period of three years, accept the Egyptian draft of article 2 if
      necessary, and avoid any inclusion in the Sudan protocol of anything implying recognition of Egyptian sovereignty
      over the Sudan.50 Bevin, who was not present at the cabinet on 1 August, refused
      to accept his colleagues' decision and wrote to Attlee requesting that the decision be ignored and that the
      Egyptian version of article 2 be rejected by the delegation in Egypt.51 Instead
      Bevin proposed yet another draft of article 2 with an additional paragraph that could be used by Stansgate in
      further negotiations.
    


    
      The issue of whether there should be consultation before reactivation and the areas of conflict that would
      justify reactivation produced a series of irate telegrams between Bevin and Stansgate in July and August 1946.
      Stansgate became ever more convinced that such issues were not sufficiently important to jeopardize the chances
      of an agreement, which he believed would become more difficult to achieve with the passage of time; if Britain
      was going to stand firm, Stansgate believed it should do so on the Sudan issue not on article 2.52 However Bevin believed article 2 was a matter of principle and that
      the Egyptians, like market traders, were setting a high initial price in the expectation of some hard bargaining.
      For their part the Egyptians claimed that the British would not be content with the kind of treaty normally
      concluded between independent states, but wanted exceptional clauses 'due to a state of mind which has
      prevailed for many years'.53
    


    
      By 21 August the talks were deadlocked over article 2 and the Egyptian wish to have some reference to the unity
      of the Nile valley under the Egyptian crown, which Bevin explicitly ruled out.54
      This, according to Stansgate, was now probably the vital issue, but the British could not fully accept the
      modifications to article 2, and in early September the Egyptian delegation was still producing redrafts of the
      latest British draft.55 Bevin then decided that there was no possibility of a
      compromise on article 2. A draft treaty was presented on 17 September as the final British offer and duly
      rejected by the Egyptians.56
    


    
      When Bevin had first considered the Anglo-Egyptian talks earlier in the year he had refused to accept the
      Egyptian position on article 2 and the evacuation protocol. This was in contrast to Stansgate, who wanted to make
      concessions on these issues in order to be able to deal with the Sudan question. By October, Bevin's
      determination to get a satisfactory article 2 was such that he was prepared to abandon his previous insistence on
      avoiding any reference to Egyptian sovereignty over the Sudan, on the assumption that if such a concession was
      made the Egyptians would accept the British position on article 2 and the evacuation timing.57
    


    
      In the event Bevin was proved wrong to the extent that while the concession on the Sudan may have influenced
      Egyptian acceptance of the three-year evacuation period, it did not win acceptance of any of the previous British
      drafts of article 2 despite five meetings with Sidqi, who visited London in October 1946. In essence, the British
      were forced to accept the main substance of the Egyptian case on article 2 as put forward earlier in the
      year.58 Later, Stansgate would imply that the delay on the base issue aroused
      Egyptian suspicions that the British were stalling on evacuation, which then hardened attitudes on the Sudan
      question. It was the Sudan that eventually prevented any ratification of the final Bevin/Sidqi-agreed draft of a
      new Anglo-Egyptian treaty59
    


    
      The issue of King Faruq's right to be recognized as King of Egypt and the Sudan was a complex question, which
      had a significant effect on Anglo-Egyptian relations but will not be dealt with in detail here. Disagreements on
      this question led not only to the failure to secure ratification of a new treaty but to the fall of Sidqi on 9
      December 1946 and his replacement by al-Nuqrashi. As al-Nuqrashi announced his intention to refer the matter of
      the British presence in Egypt to the UN, it was clear that the policy of relying on Faruq had
      not worked.60 Sir Orme Sargent was one of the advocates within the Foreign Office
      of abandoning the policy of working with Faruq and minority governments in favour of co-operation with the Wafd;
      he was also in favour of reverting to a policy of intervention in Egyptian politics to bring this about. Sargent,
      like the ambassador and the oriental counsellor in Cairo, believed that in Egypt and in the post-war world in
      general there was a feeling that Britain was displaying weakness; this had to compensated for by tough policies
      designed to show that Britain meant business and to win the respect of the Russians, Egyptians and anyone else
      who believed that the British Empire could be taken advantage of.61
    


    
      One way of being tough was to enforce Britain's rights under the 1936 treaty, although of course Britain was
      contravening it in a number of ways. The movement of troops in and out of Egyptian territory without passports
      and the non-payment of tax by service vehicles, which were authorized by the treaty, were issues on which Bevin
      wanted a hard line taken. The problem was that antagonizing the Egyptians was seen as a risky business by the
      military and the problem would increase as Britain reduced its forces in the Canal Zone to the 10,000 troops
      permitted by the treaty.62 The cabinet took no decision on the enforcement of
      treaty rights, which left the decisions in the hands of the men on the spot.63 As
      time was increasingly to show, the desire to take a tough line with the Egyptians was not matched by a military
      or economic capacity to do so with impunity.
    


    
      The British survived the Egyptian complaints to the UN without a condemnatory resolution, but pressure to reduce
      the numbers of troops in Egypt to the levels permitted by the treaty increased. As Attlee commented to Bevin:
    


    
      
        I cannot see how the fact of our needing a Commonwealth base in the Middle East gives us any ground for
        demanding that the base should be in Egypt, a sovereign state. We have no case to retain more troops than we
        are allowed under the Treaty. Our only defence is the difficulty of removal in the time at our disposal. COS
        must press on with alternative arrangements.64
      

    


    
      However, by early 1947, Attlee had abandoned his struggle to change the military's determination to make the
      defence of the Middle East one of the three pillars of British defence policy; this only increased the
      significance of the facilities in the Canal Zone.65 Egypt's importance also
      increased because of the decision in September 1947 to leave Palestine, which had previously been deemed
      essential for the British military position in the Middle East. And there was the continuing uncertainty about a
      British base in Cyrenaica, because in 1947 the Council of Foreign Ministers' deputies had been unable to
      agree on arrangements for the ex-Italian colonies. Finally, by the end of 1947, the Americans
      were expressing an interest in facilities in Egypt. Bevin also saw a possibility of receiving US aid for the
      region if the importance of Britain's role there could be demonstrated.66
    


    
      In addition to the growing importance of Egypt in 1947 it became clear that the military were retreating from
      their 1946 decision to evacuate Egypt in peacetime. By the summer of 1947 the COS had informed the Foreign Office
      that the assumptions about requirements in Egypt on which the Bevin-Sidqi draft agreement had been based no
      longer held good.67 Thus, even though King Faruq seemed keen to reopen talks,
      there appeared to be little chance of any future agreement, as the military were no longer thinking in terms of
      the complete evacuation offered in 1946. To try and get round this problem and to avoid having to renegotiate the
      1936 treaty, Bevin, albeit on the assumption that Cyrenaica would ultimately be available, proposed simply
      reducing the British peacetime presence in Egypt to about 1,000 men, but leaving the other treaty provisions in
      force until a regional defence arrangement could supersede the 1936 treaty.68
    


    
      The military planners' desire to retain a peacetime military presence in the Canal Zone stemmed from a belief
      that the key to the defence of the Middle East lay in an ability rapidly to establish British forces in Egypt and
      operate effectively from the base on the threat of war; this in turn required a nucleus base in peacetime.69 Such ideas were reinforced in 1948 by the 'Intermezzo' study of Middle
      Eastern defence strategy based on estimates of British and Soviet force levels in1957 – 58. Its main conclusions
      were that it would be possible to prevent a Soviet advance to the Mediterranean and the Persian Gulf only by an
      all-out policy of air interdiction on enemy lines of communication; that would require airfields in Egypt and
      other Mediterranean states and a main base in Egypt on the outbreak of war to provide support facilities for the
      air forces.70
    


    
      Despite the fact that the embassy had made it clear in 1946 that a British offer of evacuation was a sine qua non of any agreement, in January 1948, Bevin discussed several ways of breaking the
      deadlock with officials in the Foreign Office and with the ambassador in Cairo; they included leasing the areas
      in which Britain would retain facilities and the provision of weapons and training to make the Egyptians feel
      they were being treated as equals.71 The ambassador believed that all that
      mattered was the Egyptians' willingness to permit re-entry. If they granted re-entry rights then Britain
      would not need a treaty. If they were unwilling to do so, then any treaty provisions would have little value.
      Consequently, the embassy was more inclined to favour a general agreement rather than the securing of specific
      rights.72
    


    
      The Foreign Office was determined to secure specific military rights in Egypt if these were
      required by the COS, because the ostensible reason for having a peacetime military presence in Egypt was related
      to the importance of defending the Middle East. Yet at the start of 1948 no plans, to which force levels in Egypt
      should in theory have been related, had been drawn up to defend the Middle East. Ironically, as the military were
      insisting on maintaining forces in Egypt, they were also embarking, albeit reluctantly, on a new initiative,
      which would ultimately undermine the primacy of Middle East defence in British global strategy. This was the idea
      of military co-operation in the defence of western Europe as part of Bevin's idea of Western Union, which,
      along with a Middle East Union, would constitute part of the Third Force that was to be the first aim of British
      foreign policy between January 1948 and October 1949.73
    


    
      This forced the military to plan for the defence of western Europe, which they knew was impossible and led them
      to insist on the involvement of the Americans in western European defence co-operation. The immediate consequence
      of this was the first emergency British global-war plan,74 codenamed
      'Doublequick', which in turn produced the first emergency plan for the defence of the Middle East,
      codenamed 'Sandown'.75 'Sandown' revealed that the defence of the
      Middle East was also impossible in the short term. It stated: 'Because of the need to concentrate all
      available land forces to meet the land threat to Egypt, the Allies cannot undertake any major subsidiary
      operations. Certain areas will therefore be left without Allied forces or with inadequate support/ These included
      the oil-producing areas and so 'plans for the destruction of oil installations and the Trans-Persian
      railway' would be put into effect. 'The object of the land operations will therefore be to impose the
      maximum delay on the enemy as far from the Egypt base as administrative resources will allow. The operations will
      consist of a series of delaying and harassing actions by mobile forces— A prepared defensive position will be
      constructed on the general line Jericho-Ramallah-North of Tel Aviv'.76 In
      short, the British had to have peacetime base facilities in Egypt in order to defend the base in Egypt, given
      that so little of the rest of the Middle East was to be defended.77
    


    
      Moreover, in order to do this the COS were now requiring 20,000 troops in Egypt in peacetime.78 And they were also acknowledging the difficulties surrounding the Anglo-American
      strategic offensive, which it was believed would not be big enough to attack targets in the Soviet Union and halt
      the Soviet offensives in Europe and the Middle East. The British strategic bomber force was deemed to have too
      short a range to deliver an effective offensive into Russia. Its prime task, for which it was also deemed quite
      inadequate, was to prevent an enemy build up in western Europe and slow the Russian advance into
      the Middle East.79
    


    
      The British military therefore wanted facilities in Egypt to carry out tasks that they could not perform. This
      was clearly an inadequate rationale for the kind of Egyptian policy they were pursuing. In a sense the military
      requirements were irrelevant, yet they were influencing the approach taken to negotiations with Egypt. They had
      allowed the offer of evacuation to go ahead and had subsequently produced the insistence on a peacetime presence
      in the Suez Canal Zone. Yet the real needs were to a large extent political, even though forces that could not
      defend the Middle East and its oil fields could perform more limited cold war duties. More importantly such
      forces could justify a military presence geared less to viable operational plans than to the maintenance of
      Britain's status and prestige in the Middle East and to Britain's role as a world power. This was what
      informal empire, military strategy and the Egyptian problem were really all about. Unfortunately, there was no
      solution in sight, given Britain's economic and military weakness and the lack of any Egyptian political
      groupings prepared to collaborate on British terms, which had become more demanding by 1948.
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    Discord or partnership? British and American policy toward Egypt, 1942–56


    
      PETER L. HAHN
    


    
      Historians of the Anglo-American relationship during and after the Second World War have debated whether
      competition or co-operation characterized that relationship. Some scholars have perpetuated the view of Winston
      Churchill that the two powers enjoyed a harmonious 'special relationship' by developing a close
      political-military partnership that was instrumental in defending the interests of the Western democratic world
      against Nazi Germany and the Soviet Union. Revisionist scholars have stressed that beneath the veneer of
      collaboration against the Axis and Soviet Russia lay deep rivalries and disagreements over tactical military
      planning, British imperialism, commercial concessions, and policy toward Europe, Asia and the Middle East.1
    


    
      This chapter will examine whether the USA and Britain, while maintaining and expanding their global united front
      against common adversaries, remained united or divided in their policies toward Egypt. It will suggest that the
      USA and Britain consistently maintained a close partnership on behalf of their joint resistance to the Nazi
      menace and Soviet communism in general and on behalf of their common strategic interests in the Middle East in
      particular. To be sure, there were moments when tactical differences generated friction that threatened to
      dissolve the partnership, but the bonds of friendship ran sufficiently deep to survive such quarrels.
    


    COMPETITION AND CONCILIATION, TO 1945


    
      In the Second World War era, the USA and Britain worked as strategic allies during times when they faced
      considerable security risks. Britain had politically, militarily and economically dominated Egypt since the late
      nineteenth century. Facing the prospect of Italian expansion in 1936, Britain and Egypt negotiated a Treaty of
      Preferential Alliance that authorized Britain to occupy Egypt and defend it from foreign
      aggression. From 1940–42, Axis forces repeatedly threatened to overrun Egypt, tempted by the prizes of the Suez
      Canal and the vast British military base in the Canal Zone. In early 1942, after German troops invaded Egypt and
      threatened Alexandria, British authorities in Cairo decided to take drastic action to assert their control of the
      country. On February 4, they surrounded the Abdin Palace with tanks to force a reluctant King Faruq to name a
      prime minister suitable to their interests. With firm control of Cairo, the British army repulsed the Germans at
      the Battle of El Alamein in November 1942 and together with American forces expelled Axis forces from Africa in
      May 1943.2
    


    
      Prior to the Second World War, the United States lacked official interests in Egypt, but early in the war it came
      to appreciate the importance of British power in the Canal Zone as a barrier against Axis capture of the
      oilfields and lines of communication in the Middle East. While some American officials disliked the high-handed
      display of power by Britain in the 4 February 1942 incident at Abdin Palace, the Roosevelt administration,
      reeling from the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor, explicitly endorsed the British action. Under-Secretary of
      State Sumner Welles refused to criticize the British action because Egypt was 'clearly within the British
      sphere of influence'. In fact, well before the February incident, President Franklin D. Roosevelt had
      encouraged Prime Minister Winston Churchill to defend the Suez Canal and provided Lend-Lease supplies to British
      forces stationed in the Canal Zone.3
    


    
      In contrast to this American support of the British military presence in Egypt, an Anglo-American commercial
      rivalry developed in Egypt once the danger of Axis conquest passed with the victory at El Alamein. State
      Department officials had covetously eyed trade potential in Egypt since the 1930s. 'I can see large benefits
      from the political, economic and financial standpoints', Minister to Egypt Alexander C. Kirk advised in
      October 1941, 'of developing American-Egyptian relations … as a possible impetus to a larger postwar trade in
      this entire area/ By1944 – 45, American officials were protesting at British trade restrictions and promoting
      their own commercial ambitions in the Middle East.4
    


    
      The end of the world war accentuated Anglo-American rivalry. State Department officials downplayed
      Roosevelt's wartime partnership with Britain and underscored his sympathy for national independence of Middle
      East peoples. 'It is our intention to revert as quickly as possible, following the conclusion of
      hostilities', they advised the new president Harry S. Truman, 'to the historic policy of the “Open Door”
      and equality of opportunity' in the region. US policy toward Egypt, NEA officials advised in August 1945,
      'centers chiefly about securing non-discriminatory treatment for American interests and furnishing to Egypt
      all proper economic assistance with a view to maintaining order and stability in this strategic
      part of the Near East'. In the atmosphere of Anglo-American tension caused by discordant views on Europe, the
      Soviet Union and Palestine, Truman approved a policy of challenging British hegemony in the Middle East. 'The
      Americans are commercially on the offensive in the Middle East', Foreign Secretary Ernest Bevin remarked.
      Britain would 'not make any concession that would assist American commercial penetration into a region which
      for generations has been an established British market'.5
    


    FORGING AN ANGLO-AMERICAN PARTNERSHIP,1946–50


    
      In the late 1940s, cold war considerations gradually forced American officials to suspend their challenge to
      British hegemony in the Middle East, shelve their sensitivity to Egyptian aspirations for national independence,
      and align their own policy with Britain's. As the cold war escalated in 1946–47, American and British
      officials realized that they shared common strategic aims in the Middle East. The two powers collaborated in
      opposing perceived Soviet expansionism in Iran and Turkey, and as they confronted the Soviets on other fronts
      they concluded that mutual co-operation was essential to their success. British and American military strategists
      who planned hypothetically for war against the Soviet Union considered it imperative to maintain the British
      military-base facilities in Egypt. American contingency war plans codenamed PINCHER (March 1946), MAKEFAST
      (autumn 1946), BROILER (August 1947) and CRASSPIECE (November 1949), posited that a massive Western strategic air
      offensive from Egyptian airfields against vital targets in the Soviet Union would be an essential component of
      victory. The importance of airfields in the Cairo-Suez region, the US Joint War Plans Committee declared,
      'can hardly be overemphasized'.6
    


    
      British planners agreed that the base in Egypt was the 'keystone' of regional defense, and after the
      Labour government in London withdrew from India, Greece and Palestine the importance of the base in Egypt soared.
      Especially after abandoning the Palestine mandate, the Foreign Office concluded that to leave Egypt would attract
      Soviet penetration of the Middle East and 'heighten the probability of world war in which we would be
      massacred'. 'Egypt is the key', the COS (Chiefs of Staff) explained in January 1947, 'to the
      whole position of the Middle East in its relations to the defence of the Commonwealth'. British war plans
      like S ANDO WN of August 1948 and SPEEDWAY of December 1948 affirmed that Egypt was a vital base for a strategic
      air offensive against the Soviet Union. 'The strategic key to this area [the Middle East] is
      Egypt7, Bevin told the cabinet, 'to which there is no practical alternative as
      a main base'.'
    


    
      In1948 – 50, mounting cold war tensions over the Berlin blockade, the Chinese communist revolution, the Soviet
      explosion of an atomic device, and the Korean War accentuated the strategic value of Egypt. A strategic air
      offensive against the Soviet Union remained the cornerstone of American and British contingency war plans through
      1952. Even as the deployment of long-range aircraft diminished the importance of Cairo-Suez as a primary staging
      area, the base remained vital as a post-strike landing site for medium-range bombers launched from the British
      Isles to attack industrial targets in the southern Soviet Union.8
    


    
      In light of these strategic factors, American officials in several ways endorsed the preservation of the British
      base in Egypt. US officials first demonstrated a new willingness to back the British during Anglo-Egyptian
      negotiations to revise the treaty of 1936. These negotiations began at Egyptian request in 1946 and continued
      sporadically for nearly a decade. In the first round, Egyptian Prime Ministers Mahmoud al-Nuqrashi and Ismail
      Sidqi insisted on unconditional British withdrawal from their homeland and sought American endorsement of their
      position. British officials considered it essential to maintain a working base, and thus offered at a maximum to
      withdraw all combat forces from Egypt, provided they retained the right to leave behind air-defense units and
      maintenance technicians who would keep the base operational, and the right to reoccupy the base in the event of
      war. Given the strategic importance of the British presence in Egypt, US officials intervened in the negotiations
      on Britain's behalf by encouraging Egypt to submit to Britain's terms. Egyptian criticism of the USA for
      taking Britain's side deterred American officials from pursuing the matter, but they refused Egyptian appeals
      for help in achieving unconditional British evacuation of Egypt and they remained privately sympathetic to
      Britain even as the Anglo-Egyptian talks stalemated short of any meaningful agreement.9
    


    
      American support for Britain wavered slightly but remained strong during debates in the United Nations Security
      Council on the Anglo-Egyptian stalemate. When Egypt appealed to the Security Council to order Britain to evacuate
      Egypt, the British initially asked the USA for its full support, but once the Soviet Union threatened to
      intervene in the dispute to counterbalance American involvement, officials in London and Washington agreed that
      the USA should remain on the sidelines. Concerned about the dangers of antagonizing Egyptian nationalism,
      American officials privately encouraged the British to make a compromise settlement. While British evacuation of
      Egypt would raise 'serious questions involving the security of that area', NEA officials
      noted, 'in view of the intensely nationalistic feeling in Egypt, this Gov[ernmen]t has not wished to take [a]
      position [which] would further complicate our relations with the peoples of the Near East'. Thus they sought
      some compromise settlement that would preserve essential British interests, while recognizing the aspirations of
      Egyptian nationalists. Frustrated by 'the spineless attitude adopted by the State Department', Bevin
      briefly considered making concessions under American pressure, but ultimately he remained firm with Egypt, whose
      appeal to the Security Council died of neglect. Reluctantly, American officials went along with the British
      plan.10
    


    
      During the Anglo-American consultations, known as the Pentagon Talks, of October 1947, American officials shed
      their ambivalence between British security interests and Egyptian national aspirations, and gave full support to
      the maintenance of British base rights in Egypt. Bevin arranged the talks with the hope of reaching a
      'gentlemen's understanding' on common Anglo-American policy toward Egypt, Palestine, Greece and
      Cyrenaica. Prior to the talks, Pentagon strategists persuaded State Department officials such as Loy Henderson to
      shelve their abiding concern with Egyptian nationalism and recognize that 'regional security and
      stability' depended on the British presence in Egypt. In light of mounting cold war tensions in Europe, the
      enormous demands on American resources in Europe and Asia, and Britain's traditional dominance of the Middle
      East, in October 1947 US officials resolved that 'it is our strong feeling that the British should continue
      to maintain primary responsibility for military security in that area'. At the talks, American and British
      negotiators jointly agreed that 'the British should have the right to maintain [in Egypt]… certain strategic
      facilities … during peacetime in such a condition that they could be effectively and speedily used in case of an
      immediate threat to the security of the Middle East and [the] right of re-entry in order to make full use of
      these facilities' in wartime. American officials would endorse indefinitely the British presence in Egypt,
      even in the absence of British concessions to Egyptian nationalism.11
    


    
      Furthermore, US officials sided with Britain in 1948–49 when Bevin attempted, without success, to negotiate with
      Egypt a deal that would end the base impasse on terms consistent with British security. US officials endorsed
      Britain's position, and refused Egyptian entreaties to encourage Britain to withdraw unconditionally from
      Egypt. On the other hand, American officials refrained from becoming Britain's full partner in maintaining
      the base in Egypt. To signal Egypt that he enjoyed complete American backing, Bevin encouraged the USA to send a
      high-ranking military officer to Fayid to participate in the talks and to join Britain in
      participating in a new defense plan for Egypt. 'The moment has now come7 for American
      participation in Middle East defense, Bevin observed privately. 'It will have a profound general effect if we
      can secure it/12
    


    
      While some Pentagon officials and ambassador to London Lewis W Douglas favored fulfilling Bevin's request,
      the JCS (Joint Chiefs of Staff) and Secretary of State Dean G. Acheson decided to reject it in May 1949 for two
      reasons. First, they wished to avoid alienating Egyptian leaders, who were profoundly angered by US policy toward
      Palestine, and to 'restore the cordial relations' that the US and Egypt enjoyed before 1948. Second, they
      concluded that the USA simply lacked the resources to incur additional major commitments to regional defense.
      'We wanted the British to hang on in the Middle East as long as possible', Assistant Secretary of State
      George McGhee recalled. 'We didn't want to have to replace them.' American officials also refused
      Britain's request for permission to divulge to Egypt the American plans to use Canal Zone airbases in war.
      Britain should seek to maintain its control of Egyptian airbases 'under the guise of potential British
      use'.13
    


    
      In late 1949 and early 1950, American and British officials reaffirmed their close security partnership in Egypt.
      Policy-makers in the State and Defense Departments agreed that Anglo-American objectives in the Middle East were
      'now substantially the same'; the Foreign Office recognized that 'co-operation between London and
      Washington in regard to the Middle East is extremely close'; and McGhee and Michael Wright of the Foreign
      Office jointly reaffirmed the conclusion to the 1947 Pentagon talks. Ever sensitive to Egyptian nationalism,
      McGhee succeeded at instilling some of his concern in Wright. 'It was not sufficient just to ward off
      Communism in the Middle East', he cautioned Wright. 'It was essential to assist the peoples of the Middle
      East to improve their living standards and social and political institutions and to acquire self-respect.'
      Wright conceded that 'nationalism and communism should not be fought together', and the two men agreed
      that 'it must be our common aim to align the forces of nationalism in the Middle East against communism and
      to guide them into channels friendly to the Western Powers'. Wright's acknowledgment notwithstanding,
      when British-Egyptian base negotiations resumed in early 1950, American officials endorsed to Egyptian officials
      the view that the British presence in Cairo-Suez enhanced Egyptian security against Soviet attack.14
    


    
      The agreement by the United States and United Kingdom, in conjunction with France, to issue a Tripartite
      Declaration on the Middle East in May 1950 illustrated the depth of Anglo-American understanding. The Tripartite
      Declaration originated in the issue of arms supply to Middle East states. In late 1949, to induce Egyptian
      concessions on the base issue, Britain resumed arms shipments to Arab powers, including Egypt.
      Israel complained that such arms supply threatened its national security, and pro-Israel members of Congress,
      labor unionists and civic leaders in the USA pressured Truman and Acheson either to force the British to stop
      arming the Arab states or to arm Israel in kind. Initially, the NSC (National Security Council), meeting in the
      absence of Truman, endorsed the British arms supply as conducive to Western security interests and dismissed
      Israeli complaints of insecurity as unfounded. But Truman, sensitive to the pro-Israel pressure, rejected the
      council's advice. Truman's position compelled the State Department to conceive of a declaration by the
      three Western powers that they would make future shipments of arms to Middle East states dependent on their
      declarations of non-aggression. If the signatories found any regional state preparing to Violate frontier or
      armistice lines', the three would 'immediately take action, both within and outside the United Nations to
      prevent such violation'. British officials immediately warmed to the declaration the moment the Americans
      proposed it on 12 May. 'This is an important development of which it seems important to take advantage',
      Bevin explained to Prime Minister Clement Attlee. 'Such assurances [of non-aggression] taken together would
      almost amount to an internal non-aggression pact in the Middle East.' British officials also welcomed the
      implied American commitment to Middle East stability and the tone of Anglo-American co-operation that permeated
      the document.15
    


    THE KOREAN WAR ERA: TESTING OF THE ANGLO-AMERICAN PARTNERSHIP


    
      The outbreak of war in Korea tested American confidence in Britain's policy of firmness toward Egypt for two
      interrelated reasons. First, American officials anticipated that the Soviet Union would attempt to penetrate the
      region politically or even militarily. Second, officials in Washington also calculated that nationalism, if
      unsatisfied, would undermine Western ability to defend the region against Soviet encroachments, in peace or war.
      While the British remained determined to hold their strategic facilities in the Canal Zone despite Egyptian
      protests, American officials were torn between recognition of the abiding strategic value of the British base and
      fear that that base might become inaccessible in the absence of concessions to Egyptian nationalism.
    


    
      On the one hand, US officials remained aware after the outbreak of war in Korea of the strategic value of British
      occupation of the Canal Zone. In early July 1950, State Department officials declared privately, that 'we
      have never sought, nor do we intend, to undermine the special treaty position which Britain
      enjoys in Egypt'. When Egyptian ambassador Mohammed Abdul Rahim asked McGhee to pressure the British to
      evacuate Egypt unconditionally, McGhee replied that in light of Korea 'Russian aggression in the Near Eastern
      area' now seemed possible, in which event 'it would be essential to our common strategic interests to
      have the British on the spot/ In October 1950, McGhee agreed with Bernard Burrows of the Foreign Office that
      'the Egyptian base would also be essential in the event of a localized Korean type of conflict in the Middle
      East'.16
    


    
      On the other hand, American officials became very concerned in late 1950 that Egypt's rising anger toward the
      Western powers — stemming from British occupation of the Canal Zone and from American policy toward Israel —
      would render the British base in Egypt worthless. American prestige in Cairo hit a 'low ebb', State
      Department officials observed. If the Soviets invaded, the Arab states might prove 'unable or unwilling to
      resist and would be obliged to submit' to Moscow17
    


    
      In late 1950 and early 1951, American officials expressed these concerns to the British and encouraged
      policy-makers in London to reconsider whether Gaza, Iraq or Cyrenaica might provide a suitable alternative base
      to Egypt. 'Both the UK and the US will stand to lose if a compromise solution is not found' to the
      Anglo-Egyptian base dispute, Wells Stabler, Officer in Charge of Egyptian Affairs, observed, 'which will give
      some satisfaction to Egyptian national aspirations.' Special Assistant to the NEA, Samuel K. C. Kopper added
      that 'throughout the Arab world, ultra-nationalist elements may … form a greater threat to the maintenance of
      a pro-Western orientation than the communists'. State Department officials encouraged Britain to make
      concessions to the Egyptians, who were 'at a point of decision as to whether to cast their lot irrevocably
      with the West, to remain neutral, or to drift into the Soviet orbit'.18
    


    
      In early 1951, with the Egyptians threatening to abrogate the 1936 treaty and applauding the nationalist
      revolution in Iran, McGhee concluded that the gain in solving the Anglo-Egyptian impasse 'would outweigh the
      present advantages of the British position' in Egypt. He urged Britain 'to reach a mutually satisfactory
      agreement [with Cairo] which takes into account … Egyptian national aspirations' as well as 'the vital
      question of security' in the region, by inviting Prime Minister al-Nahas to London for talks and resuming
      arms deliveries to Egypt. In June, Stabler even advised the British to consider leaving Egypt on the reasoning
      that 'the base might become a liability rather than an asset. Certain grave difficulties would ensue if
      Britain had to “dig in” in the Canal Zone'. This advice 'extremely disturbed' British officials.
      'While we are ready to make any reasonable concession to Egyptian national aspirations, we
      are not prepared to give up our essential defence requirements in order to reach an agreement/19
    


    
      To reconcile their conflicting desires to preserve the British presence in Egypt and to mollify Egyptian
      nationalism, in early 1951 American officials launched a policy initiative involving a greater American
      commitment to the defense of Egypt and the Middle East. McGhee, in particular, envisioned a greater American role
      in regional defense as a means to break the Anglo-Egyptian deadlock. He hoped, for example, that an
      Anglo-American offer to Egypt to join a trilateral security pact would give the Egyptians opportunity to say that
      the end result was a joint defense agreement with two great world powers and Egypt, all on an equal basis/
      'Unless a new element', such as American participation, 'is injected into the picture', State
      Department officials told their Pentagon colleagues, 'the British will be unable much longer to withstand …
      the demand for evacuation/20
    


    
      Although Pentagon officials initially refused to sanction American participation in a Middle East pact, they
      eventually went along with a similar idea to help solve a thorny Anglo-American dispute that surfaced in 1951
      over naval commands in the Mediterranean. American officials favored establishing an American command in the
      western Mediterranean and attaching it to NATO's southern flank. Britain proposed establishing a single
      British command over the entire Mediterranean, and through it integrating the forces of the USA and of Turkey,
      which joined NATO in 1951. Exhaustive negotiations between US and British officers failed to produce any
      agreement on this issue, and in May 1951 Foreign Secretary Herbert Morrison commented that 'delay and
      argument over this question' were 'in danger of poisoning Anglo-United States relations'. In May
      1951, British officials proposed the establishment of a Middle East Command (MEC) with a British supreme
      commander, affiliated with NATO, and charged with planning regional defense. State Department officials seized on
      the idea not only as a way to resolve the argument over naval commands but also to add a 'new look' to
      the Anglo-Egyptian deadlock. The Pentagon agreed reluctantly to join a command that would achieve these
      purposes.21
    


    
      When the USA agreed to recognize the MEC as a British command, Britain submitted to American pressure to invite
      Egypt to join MEC as a charter member as a means to resolve the base dispute. Morrison agreed to admit 'Egypt
      as a partner in a new Allied Middle East Command, in return for which she would be expected to make available to
      the Allied Command … those minimum facilities which she still refuses to grant to us'. This idea 'seems
      at present to offer the only basis upon which the negotiations can be prolonged'. Together with French and
      Turkish officials, Morrison and Acheson discussed the terms of the MEC and Egypt's role in
      it in August and September 1951. In early October, the four Western governments jointly proposed to Egypt that
      the command be established in Cairo with Egyptian participation. In the context of burgeoning Egyptian
      nationalism, Prime Minister al-Nahas declined the proposal and instead pushed through the Egyptian parliament
      bills that unilaterally abrogated the 1936 treaty.22
    


    
      The MEC had promised to reconcile British and American interests in Egypt, and its categorical rejection by
      Egypt, conversely, placed American and British policy on a collision course once again. Incensed by the
      abrogation, the British redoubled their determination firmly to maintain their occupation of Egypt. Violence
      wracked the Canal Zone, as the Egyptians challenged British rule through a campaign of guerrilla attacks and
      sabotage, and as the British, especially after Churchill returned as prime minister on 26 October 1951, staunchly
      defended their position. Tension steadily escalated until a major battle between British soldiers and Egyptian
      police on 25 January 1952 left 42 Egyptians and four British dead. The next day, mobs of angry Egyptians
      protested in the streets of Cairo, burning some 750 buildings and killing 26 Westerners.23
    


    
      As the violence flared, American officials conceded that Britain had the right to defend itself but began to
      doubt the wisdom of Britain's firmness in Egypt. 'We are … prepared to give our full diplomatic and
      political support', Acheson told the British, 'to measures necessary (but which do not go beyond what is
      necessary) for the purposes of protecting the Suez Base and keeping the Canal open.' Yet as the turmoil
      escalated, American officials came to fear that 'Egypt is rapidly going down the drain and … will soon be
      lost unless the trend is soon reversed'. Therefore, Acheson pressed the British to accept a so-called
      'package deal', in which the Western powers would make certain concessions to Egypt, such as recognizing
      Faruq as king of the Sudan as well as Egypt, in exchange for Egyptian co-operation with the MEC. But Churchill
      rejected the package deal as a retreat that would weaken British credibility and prestige throughout the Middle
      East and instead encouraged the USA to send combat forces to help Britain defend the Canal Zone.24
    


    
      Frustrated by Churchill's attitude, State Department officials advised the NSC to consider taking steps to
      placate Egyptian nationalism even if those steps led to a complete break with Britain. Pentagon officials
      disagreed, arguing that British air bases in Cairo-Suez remained vital in Western war plans. In light of Pentagon
      views, Acheson gently pressured the British to concede. 'I am greatly disturbed by the situation in
      Egypt', he told Foreign Secretary Anthony Eden. 'I fear that unless the situation is changed
      substantially in the immediate future, opportunity for negotiation]s with moderate elements will
      have been lost/ Eden rejected even this modest appeal, saying 'I am disposed to let the Egyptians stew for
      the present/25
    


    
      The Egyptian revolution of July 1952 introduced another element of tension into Anglo-American policy in Egypt.
      Although both London and Washington initially welcomed the new government headed by General Mohammed Neguib and
      Colonel Gamal Abd al-Nasir, they soon divided over arms-supply policies. In late 1952 American officials moved to
      supply Egypt with military aid. Such aid would strengthen Neguib against his younger and more nationalistic
      colleagues, induce Egypt to co-operate with the Middle East Defense Organization (MEDO) (a revised form of the
      MEC), and entice Egypt to settle with Britain. British officials criticized the American plan. They feared that
      arms from the USA might only encourage the Egyptians to turn stubborn in talks with Britain, and they feared that
      if those talks collapsed and violence resumed, Egyptians might attack British soldiers with American
      weapons.26
    


    
      Anglo-American tension over Egypt increased even more after President Dwight D. Eisenhower and Secretary of State
      John Foster Dulles took office in Washington in January 1953. Having personally witnessed evidence of extreme
      nationalism during a visit to Cairo in early 1953, Dulles declared in July that the MEDO was 'on the shelf
      and he shifted the focus of US regional security planning from Egypt to the northern tier states of Turkey, Iraq
      and Iran. In view of this shift of focus, Eisenhower and Dulles became more determined to facilitate an
      Anglo-Egyptian base settlement that would arrest the rise of Egyptian nationalism. They decided to press the
      British to make concessions, limited only by their general desire to maintain the Anglo-American alliance and by
      lingering Pentagon concerns with preserving maximum possible access to Egypt in wartime.27
    


    
      Eisenhower's decision to pressure Britain resulted in a sharp rise of tension between the two allies in early
      1953. Churchill, under fire from some of his 'backbenchers', about 40 ultra-conservative members of his
      own parliamentary party, refused to make any concessions to Egypt. His aides told Evelyn Shuckburgh that he
      'thought we should sit on the gippies and have a “whiff of grapeshot”'. Eisenhower, by contrast, expected
      his British counterpart to make some concessions to Egypt. In March 1953, he refused to endorse a British outline
      for settlement because it offered nothing to Cairo; he refused to promise that he would withhold military aid to
      Egypt before a base agreement was reached; he refused Churchill's request, designed to counter the
      backbenchers' criticism, that a prestigious American military officer participate in British talks with
      Egypt; and he refused to endorse Britain's negotiating position before the talks began. So
      angry were British officials at the American position, Ambassador Winthrop Aldrich warned from London, that the
      Anglo-American alliance might be in jeopardy. As a consequence, Eisenhower relented slightly, and wrote to Neguib
      encouraging him to recognize that British military presence in Egypt contributed to Egypt's security.28
    


    
      Soon thereafter, however, Dulles concluded that the situation in Cairo was 'most dangerous' and might
      trigger a shift in the country's outlook to neutralism or even alignment with the Soviets. 'From
      Foster's personal observation', Eisenhower wrote Churchill, 'I have come to the conclusion that some
      step should be made soon to reconcile our minimum defense needs with the very strong nationalistic sentiments of
      the Egyptian Government and people.' In a harshly worded reply, Churchill blasted Eisenhower for refusing to
      endorse the British effort to provide regional defense and for encouraging Egyptian resistance to British
      demands. Although concerned by the 'veiled threat' in the message, Eisenhower and Dulles remained firm,
      and in July 1953 Churchill privately called Eisenhower 'weak and stupid' and expressed regret that he had
      been elected.29
    


    
      Tensions over the base issue were exacerbated by a dispute over prospective American arms sales to Egypt. Dulles
      offered to sell Egypt tanks, mine detectors, radios and ammunition valued at $11 million. In deference to British
      concerns, he withheld from the offer any weapon that might be used by guerrillas against British forces, but in
      early May 1953 he indicated that he would consummate the deal despite British protests. Anglo-Egyptian talks
      deadlocked days later, however, forcing American officials to reconsider the arms sale. 'The issue contains
      more dangers for our relations with Britain than any other single issue I [can] think of, James Bonbright, deputy
      assistant secretary of state for European affairs, commented. 'If the base negotiations break down and
      guerrilla warfare starts with Egyptians shooting British soldiers with American ammunition, the results could be
      catastrophic' for the Anglo-American alliance. When Churchill urgently pleaded for a suspension of the deal,
      Eisenhower reluctantly agreed to 'drag our feet for a while'. The reversal on the arms sale illustrated
      American consistency in placing the alliance with Britain over Egyptian national aspirations when the two
      conflicted.30
    


    
      Although they retreated on the arms sale to Egypt, American officials worked hard in 1953 and 1954 to mediate an
      Anglo-Egyptian base settlement. 'We are not “backing” either Britain or Egypt', Dulles told Ambassador to
      Cairo Jefferson Caffery in summer 1953, as Anglo-Egyptian talks resumed in Cairo. 'In certain respects we
      share the British position. In other respects we share the Egyptian position.' Under American mediation, rapid progress was made toward compromise on the major features of a base
      settlement. In November 1953, however, the talks collapsed over the seemingly innocuous matter of what type of
      uniforms the British base technicians would wear. Although both powers were stubborn on this issue, Dulles held
      the British accountable for the impasse. To force their hand, he threatened in late 1953 to release a promised
      economic-aid grant of $25 million in January 1954 with or without a base agreement. Churchill asserted that such
      aid would stiffen Egyptian stubbornness, reveal Anglo-American divergence, and 'have a serious effect on
      Anglo-American relations'. When Dulles informed Eden that he was 'in deadly earnest' about releasing
      the aid, Eden privately commented that such a move 'will be deadly to Anglo-American relations'. As in
      the case of the proposed arms sale, Churchill appealed to Eisenhower to overrule Dulles. As before, Eisenhower
      relented. Again, when confronted by irreconcilable interests, American officials chose to preserve the Atlantic
      alliance at the expense of their objectives in Egypt.31
    


    
      In early 1954, perhaps influenced by the strain in Anglo-American relations, Eden conceived of a means to break
      the deadlock with Egypt. Britain would duck the issue of uniforms by having civilian contractors in civilian
      dress maintain the base. Encouraged by Eisenhower, Churchill reluctantly accepted this provision. With American
      backing, British and Egyptian officials then quickly hammered out a formal base treaty, initialled in July and
      signed in October, that provided for the withdrawal of British troops from Cairo-Suez by June 1956.32
    


    CO-OPERATION AND CONFLICT, 1954–56


    
      The Anglo-Egyptian base treaty of 1954 removed a central point of contention in Anglo-American relations in Egypt
      and renewed, for a brief period, close Anglo-American co-operation in Egypt. In1954 – 55, US and British
      officials collaborated in formulating the so-called 'Alpha plan', a comprehensive outline for a permanent
      peace settlement between Egypt and Israel. When Eden suggested a joint effort to solve this problem, Dulles
      immediately agreed, and officials from both governments promptly devised what Shuckburgh called 'a full
      blueprint for settlement'. Eden and Dulles co-ordinated their presentations of the plan to Egyptian and
      Israeli leaders in early and mid-1955, but their efforts came to naught. A rising crescendo of violence along the
      Egyptian-Israeli frontier in 1955 undermined the Alpha plan by spoiling whatever atmosphere of Egyptian-Israeli
      peacefulness might have existed.33
    


    
      Eden and Dulles also co-ordinated their reactions to the Soviet-Egyptian arms deal of September
      1955. They resolved to strengthen the northern-tier arrangement, to continue to promote the Alpha plan, and to
      prevent additional Soviet incursions into the Arab world, in part by offering Egypt joint funding of the Aswan
      dam. By early 1956, both powers had tired of al-Nasir's criticism of the Baghdad Pact as an instrument of
      Western imperialism and his efforts to undermine British influence in Jordan. With Britain in the lead, the
      Western states had resolved by March 1956 to distance themselves from Cairo. Eden conceived a plan to limit
      al-Nasir's influence through political, economic and propaganda means, and he explored the feasibility of
      removing al-Nasir from power through covert operations. The Americans adopted a similar policy, code-named
      'Omega', to 'let Colonel Nasser realize that he cannot cooperate as he is doing with the Soviet Union
      and at the same time enj oy most-favored-nation treatment from the United States'. The Americans apparently
      stopped short of endorsing covert operations, perhaps out of fear that no suitable alternative leader
      existed.34
    


    
      In light of their anti-al-Nasir strategies, British and American officials agreed that they should shelve their
      plans to provide aid for the Aswan dam. Rather than abruptly terminate the offer, they would let it wither on the
      vine' to avoid provoking al-Nasir into retaliatory measures such as accepting Soviet aid for the dam. Members
      of Congress determined to stop the Aswan deal, however, threatened to limit Eisenhower's general prerogatives
      in foreign aid dispensation, and Dulles felt compelled to terminate the aid offer on 19 July. Dulles' action
      'will suit us very well', Foreign Secretary Selwyn Lloyd agreed, and he promptly withdrew Britain's
      aid offer as well.35
    


    
      Cancellation of the Aswan dam aid offers prompted al-Nasir to nationalize the Suez Canal Company in late July.
      That action provoked the Suez Crisis, during which American and British differences over Egypt became more
      pronounced than at any other time in the post-war period, if not in history. British officials considered
      nationalization a dire threat to their economic, strategic and political interests, and they immediately resolved
      to recover control of the canal company, by force if necessary. 'The Egyptian has his thumb on our
      windpipe', Eden observed, and he informed Eisenhower that Britain, in conjunction with France, intended to
      initiate hostilities against Egypt in order to secure 'the removal of Nasser'. Despite US opposition to
      such action, British officials grimly determined to move ahead with the attack on Egypt without informing their
      US counterparts. With France and Israel, they hatched a covert plan of collusion in which Israel would attack
      Egypt, providing a pretext for Britain and France to send military forces into the Suez Canal region.36
    


    
      Eisenhower took the very different view that nationalization of the canal company was a
      regrettable action but certainly not a cause for war. A British assault on Egypt, he reasoned, would provoke
      Anglophobia around the world, recommit British forces to indefinite occupation of the Canal Zone, and incite
      other Arab powers to retaliate by curtailing the supply of oil to the West. Endorsing the use of force, he told
      the NSC on 31 August, 'might well array the world from Dakar to the Philippine Islands against us'. An
      Anglo-American schism on the issue would be extremely serious', he added, 'but not as serious as letting
      a war start and not trying to stop it'. To head off war, Eisenhower and Dulles worked hard from August to
      October to find a political settlement to the crisis. They publicly demanded a peaceful settlement, organized two
      international conferences at London to seek a compromise solution to the question of canal control, and promoted
      Anglo-Egyptian discussions at the United Nations.37
    


    
      When war broke out on 29 October, the gap between the USA and Britain widened. To halt the Israeli-Egyptian
      fighting, Eisenhower sought a UN ceasefire resolution. True to the collusion plan, Britain instead issued an
      ultimatum to Egypt and Israel to pull back from the Canal, and, when Egypt refused, on 31 October British and
      French warplanes bombed Egyptian military airfields, a preparatory step to an invasion. Dulles called the
      ultimatum 'as crude and brutal as anything he had seen… [and] utterly unacceptable'. 'The French and
      British do not have an adequate cause for war', Eisenhower declared. He did not 'see much value in an
      unworthy and unreliable ally and… the necessity to support them might not be as great as they believed'. The
      Anglo-French bombardments, Eisenhower declared, were 'the damnedest business I ever saw two supposedly
      intelligent governments get themselves into'.38
    


    
      Eisenhower decided to halt the Anglo-French attack because in his judgment it threatened vital Western interests
      throughout the developing world. 'How could we possibly support Britain and France if in so doing we lose the
      entire Arab world?' he asked. American action to stop the attack would prevent the Soviets 'from seizing
      a mantle of world leadership through a false but convincing exhibition of concern for smaller nations'.
      Eisenhower imposed financial and oil sanctions on Britain and France to force them to halt their attack. He
      welcomed the British and French acceptance of a ceasefire on 6 November but stubbornly maintained the sanctions
      until both powers pledged to withdraw from Egypt in December. As a result of Eisenhower's actions,
      Anglo-American strain intensified. Ill feelings were accentuated when Eisenhower agreed to receive Eden and
      French premier Guy Mollet in Washington in early November but then rescinded the offer, at Dulles' advice, as
      long as the two European armies remained in Egypt. In late November, 100 Conservative Party
      stalwarts signed a resolution that American policy 'is gravely endangering the Atlantic Alliance', but
      Eisenhower refused to soften his stance until Britain agreed to leave Egypt.39
    


    
      In the end, however, the Anglo-American tension remained, as Dulles observed, 'a violent family squabble, but
      not one which was likely to end in divorce'. Both Britain and the USA recognized the need to repair their
      relationship at the NATO ministers' meeting that opened on 10 December 1956. State Department officials
      considered the meeting 'the most important one ever held', and British officials found it 'urgently
      necessary' to restore 'satisfactory political relations' with Washington. At the meeting, the NATO
      partners affirmed their friendship. Relations also improved after Eden departed London on 23 November for medical
      convalescence in Jamaica and resigned the prime ministry on 9 January 1957. Already in secret contact with
      cabinet ministers Richard A. (Rab) Butler and Harold Macmillan, Eisenhower welcomed Macmillan's ascent to
      Number 10 Downing Street, and declared his hope of renewed Anglo-American partnership. Eisenhower's defense
      of Egypt had strained but not broken the alliance.40
    


    CONCLUSION


    
      The USA and Britain formed a partnership with regard to Egypt during the Second World War and the early cold war.
      The USA implicitly endorsed British imperialism in Egypt during the 4 February 1942 incident. Commercial rivalry
      briefly revived in the late years of the world war, but in the late 1940s the USA consistently supported Britain
      in its conflict with Egypt over the maintenance of the British base in Egypt. In the early 1950s, the Tripartite
      Declaration, the Middle East Command, the Alpha Plan, the Aswan dam aid offer and the Omega initiative all bore
      the imprint of Anglo-American co-operation. To be sure, British and American officials occasionally sparred over
      certain issues, such as Acheson's 'package deal' proposal and Dulles' desire to award Egypt
      military and financial aid over British objections, born of America's lingering desire to pacify Egyptian
      nationalism.
    


    
      But in all such cases American officials relented to British desires and held back from taking steps that might
      have irreparably ruptured the Atlantic alliance. Only during the Suez Crisis of late 1956 did American officials
      withhold their usual endorsement of British policy in Egypt and implement an anti-British policy. But the
      Americans were concerned more with the tactics, rather than the aims, of British policy. British and American
      officials eventually overcame the strain produced during the crisis and reaffirmed their partnership.
    


    
      The close Anglo-American relationship in Egypt originated in common security objectives. It was
      not coincidental that the partnership originated in 1941–42, when both powers were worried at the prospect of
      Nazi domination of the Middle East, and that it waned temporarily in 1943–45, when threats to regional security
      diminished. As the cold war generated new concerns with Middle East security after 1946, American officials
      suspended their sensitivity to Egyptian national aspirations and consistently sided with Britain in its
      negotiations with Egypt on control of the Canal Zone base. Even after the strategic value of Egypt diminished in
      1953, US officials refrained from breaking completely with Britain in order to promote Anglo-American harmony in
      the cold war. Even as the Suez Crisis revealed Anglo-American conflict over Egypt, the two powers remained in
      agreement that a united front would serve their common security interests in the cold war. Despite the depth of
      mutual anger during the Suez War, the alliance survived.
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    The decline of British influence and the ruling elite in Iraq


    
      MICHAEL EPPEL
    


    
      The status of the ruling elite of traditional notable families in Iraq, which had prevailed since the
      establishment of that country in 1921, was undermined by the rise of new social forces, and especially the
      Westernized middle strata (effendiyya).1 Politicians from
      among the conservative ruling elite, whose interest lay in preserving the status quo, had
      no solutions for the economic and social distresses of the effendiyya and the poorer
      strata whose numbers were growing steadily in the cities. The conservative politicians, who mobilized nationalist
      sentiment as a means of enlisting the support of the effendiyya in the cities and the
      creation of a common denominator for the heterogeneous population of Iraq, had no answer to the effendiyya's own radical nationalist-ideological moods and messages, which included more and
      more demands for socio-economic and political changes. At the same time, the decline in British influence in Iraq
      and in the Middle East in general, accompanied by Britain's decreased ability to defend the regime that it
      had established in 1921 and the elite that it had helped to reinforce during the 1920s,2 played a role in the creation of conditions under which that elite was removed from
      power, and the Hashemite monarchy was overthrown in 1958. The fall of the monarchy in the coup led by Abd
      al-Karim Qassem in July 1958 marked the end of the historical chapter of British rule and influence in Iraq.
      Between 1941 and 1958, Britain went from total control to the loss of all its influence and standing in Iraq.
    


    
      The difference of opinion between Britain and Iraq with regard to the limitations on Iraq's independence
      imposed by the various articles of the British-Iraqi treaty of 1930 acted as a catalyst for anti-British
      nationalist unrest, which reached its zenith with the rise of Rashid Ali al-Gaylani's nationalist government
      to power in April 1941. The hostilities between Britain and Iraq the following month marked the peak of a wave of
      anti-British nationalism which had developed in Iraq since the British conquest following the Second World
      War.3 This wave had gained strength during the 1930s, in the
      wake of political radicali-zation, increased social unrest, and the growing influence of
      nationalist-authoritarian-Fascist trends in the Middle East. The al-Gaylani government enjoyed the support of a
      group of anti-British nationalist officers, headed by Salah al-Din al-Sabbagh, who, since 1937, had become the
      main focus of power in Iraq.
    


    
      Iraqi anti-British nationalism stemmed not only from objection to Western dominance and to the limitations placed
      by Britain on Iraq's independence, but was fuelled also by economic distress, social tensions and the
      identity crises and frustrations among the social groups and strata that had been increasingly exposed to
      modernization and Westernization.
    


    
      Following the conflict and the suppression of the nationalist forces that had supported the al-Gaylani
      government, Britain resumed full control of Iraq. Britain restored the Hashemite monarchy and reinforced the
      control of the conservative elite, on which it had based its own status in Iraq.4
      However, Britain failed to change the basic conditions, or to halt the processes and tensions that had undermined
      its status in that country.
    


    
      The al-Gaylani government and the nationalist supporters had been perceived by many members of the effendiyya and the poorer urban strata as a popular nationalist uprising (the 'Rashid Ali
      Movement'). Their ejection only increased hatred for Britain as a colonialist oppressor. The myths that had
      grown up around the anti-British revolt of 1920 and had become the foundation of Iraq's nationalist heritage
      now gained an additional chapter — the myth of the 'Rashid Ali Movement' as a popular anti-British
      nationalist movement. Both chapters of the central modern myths behind Iraqi nationalism centred on events in the
      struggle against Britain.
    


    
      In addition to intensifying the hatred of Britain, the outbreak of violence in 1941 affected the stability of the
      regime and the sociopolitical structure in Iraq, which hitherto had constituted the basis for Britain's
      position in Iraq. The 'Rashid Ali Movement', though headed by politicians and army officers, most of whom
      belonged to or were affiliated with the conservative ruling elite, gravely damaged the status of that elite as
      well as that of the royal house. The status of the major politicians of the ruling elite declined, and their
      nationalist image, which they had taken such care to foster in the 1920s and 1930s, was severely weakened.
    


    
      Nuri al-Sa'id, the architect of the British-Iraqi treaty of 1930, Regent Abd al-Ilah, Jamil al-Midfa'i,
      Tawfiq al-Suwaydi and other senior politicians, who fled Iraq in March-April 1941 and returned in June of that
      year following the expulsion of Rashid Ali and the nationalist officers, were now viewed by
      large segments of public opinion, especially among the effendiyya, as the collaborators
      and slaves of Britain.5
    


    
      In view of the outbreak of violence, in which the effendiyya and the urban masses had
      played a central role, Nuri al-Sa'id (prime minister between 1941 and 1944) and other senior politicians
      tended to rely even more on the support of the tribal notables, who were in the process of becoming landowners.
      The integration of these notables into parliament and various Iraqi state institutions — a process initiated by
      King Faysal I in the 1920s with British encouragement — was intended to neutralize the Shi'ite threat and to
      reinforce state control of the tribes.6This trend increased after 1941, in order
      to balance the growing influence of the new, nationalist-oriented urban forces calling for change in the
      socio-political status quo. The percentage of landowning tribal notables and their
      intimates in parliament rose considerably after 1941, to a figure of30 – 35 per cent and more, as against18 – 20
      per cent in the 1930s.7 This had the effect of intensifying the conflict
      experienced by the conservative ruling elite and its politicians: between their need for the effendiyya and their increasing dependency on the conservative landowning tribal notables, who
      opposed the reforms and accelerated modernization that the effendiyya and the poorer
      strata needed so badly.
    


    
      The effendiyya, who were constantly increasing in numbers as the modernization of Iraq
      continued, viewed Britain not only as the colonialist force that limited Iraq's independence and sought to
      keep it in a position of weakness and backwardness, but as the mainstay of the elite and its despised
      conservative politicians.
    


    BRITAIN AND THE SEARCH FOR A CHANGE IN THE SOCIO-POLITICAL BASES OF THE BRITISH POSITION IN
    IRAQ


    
      At the close of the Second World War, the status of the ruling elite in Iraq was undermined by the rise of the
      new social forces and their ever-increasing nationalist, radical and leftist changes and moods. In the inter-Arab
      arena, Iraq and Transjordan were competing with Egypt and Saudi Arabia for dominance in the Arab League, the
      Fertile Crescent and primarily in Syria. The question of the British-Iraqi treaty of 1930, which was due to
      expire in 1957, arose immediately after the war. Negotiations between the parties for a new treaty were to have
      begun only in 1952.
    


    
      However, with the end of the war, relations with Britain became a central issue charged with nationalist emotions
      in the Iraqi political arena.8 The growing anti-British trends in Egypt and the
      renewal of Egyptian-British negotiations in 1946 attracted the interest of Iraqi nationalists.
      Iraqi politicians demanded the opening of negotiations for modification of the treaty, or the conclusion of a new
      treaty, in which the limitations on Iraq's independence would be removed and its status made equal to that of
      Britain itself.
    


    
      Nuri al-Sa'id, Regent Abd al-Ilah, and major pro-British politicians were not happy about renewing discussion
      of such a sensitive theme; however, in view of Iraqi public opinion and the desire not to lag behind Egypt, they
      could not resist the demands for a modification of the treaty or for a new treaty altogether.9 The difficulties which characterized Anglo-Egyptian relations in 1946 also raised
      hopes among Iraqi politicians, who believed that a hasty resolution of the topics disputed by Iraq and Britain
      would assure economic aid and military supplies to Iraq, and would thus strengthen its regional position
      vis-a-vis Egypt and Saudi Arabia. This consideration arose in the context of the
      polarization that occurred between the Egyptian-Saudi and the Hashemite-Iraqi-Transjordanian axes. The questions
      of Syria's and Palestine's future and the domination of the Fertile Crescent provided the central points
      in the dispute.
    


    
      At the end of the First World War, British officials believed increasingly that Britain's continued reliance
      in Iraq on the narrow conservative elite and its corrupt senior politicians could have dangerous consequences for
      Britain's status, in view of the social unrest and the rise of the new social forces. Following the
      establishment of the Labour government in England in 1945 and Ernest Bevin's appointment as foreign
      secretary, British diplomats became increasingly sensitive to the need to open a channel of communication with
      the modern middle class then emerging in Iraq and other Arab countries, and to win them over to a more positive
      attitude toward Britain.10 This approach, strongly encouraged by Bevin, implied
      that in the Middle East Britain must stop relying exclusively on the rich, conservative families of the ruling
      elites of notables, who still sought to preserve the socio-political status quo even if
      this meant holding up economic development and perpetuating the gap between their countries and the West.
      According to Bevin, if Britain desired a firm position in the Middle East, and wanted to meet the challenge of
      Soviet infiltration and communist influence and to hold its own against covert competition by the United States,
      it must find a way to make contact with the new forces calling for social change and economic development — that
      is, the effendiyya.
    


    
      In view of the weakness of the political forces that reflected the Westernized middle strata, British officials
      sought out Iraqi politicians who would be able to meet these complex requirements: in other words, to be
      pro-British on one hand, and popular among the anti-British, nationalist effendiyya on the other; while at the same time, being capable of achieving economic and political
      modernization in Iraq and convinced of the Tightness of such modernization.11
      Although not all Foreign Office officials or British representatives in the Middle East agreed with this
      anti-colonialist trend, those who had thought in such terms even before Bevin's days12 were soon joined by more recent converts won over by Bevin.
    


    
      One of the few Iraqi politicians who the British hoped would be capable of promoting socio-economic and political
      reform, while remaining acceptable to the nationalist effendiyya and yet being pro-British
      and a convenient opposite number for dialogue, was the Shi'ite politician Salih Jabr.13 Jabr, the scion of a modest family, had climbed the state bureaucratic ladder and
      found his place in the ruling elite by marriage to the daughter of one of the richest landowners in Iraq. He
      enjoyed the protection and patronage of the conservative politician Nuri al-Sa'id. Jabr did indeed support
      democratization, integration of young members of the effendiyya into the Iraqi state
      administration, accelerated development and modernization, and socio-economic reform. At the same time, however,
      the effendiyya viewed him as totally identified with the conservative elite and with Nuri
      al-Sa'id, his patron, the epitome of pro-British conservatism.
    


    
      On 29 March 1947, a government headed by Jabr — the first Shi'ite prime minister since the establishment of
      the Iraqi State — was formed in Baghdad. Revising the treaty with Britain and drafting a new one were the prime
      goals of the Jabr government.14 Jabr had inherited a situation in which calling
      for urgent revision of the treaty was the only way of avoiding an immediate and crushing attack by Iraqi
      nationalists and by those politicians who saw advantage in exploiting the nationalist ferment. Jabr sought to
      gain for himself the status of the most senior and reliable Iraqi politician with influence in the inter-Arab
      arena.
    


    
      The negotiations between Britain and Egypt ran aground in the autumn of 1946. The failure of Egyptian Prime
      Minister Isma'il Sidqi to ratify the draft of the treaty with Britain led to his resignation and to crises in
      British-Egyptian relations. The anti-British demonstrations in Egypt and the Egyptian refusal to sign the treaty
      were quite sympathetically viewed by the nationalist public opinion of the Iraqi effendiyya. Jabr feared the effects of British-Egyptian negotiations on the nationalists in Iraq,
      and intended to exploit the dead end into which they had run in order to pressure Britain into making concessions
      to Iraq. By using the crisis in Anglo-Egyptian relations, Jabr sought to transform Iraq into Britain's
      mainstay in the area and to ensure that Iraq would be the first among the Arab states to receive significant
      military and economic aid. The achievement of military and economic assistance from Britain and the reinforcement of Iraq's position vis-a-vis that of Egypt were vital, in
      light of the polarization and rivalry that prevailed in the inter-Arab arena between Iraq and Transjordan, on one
      hand, and the Egyptian-Saudi axis, on the other.
    


    
      Another motive for urgent action had to do with the Iraqi government's anxiety — shared by the ruling elite
      as a whole — over the question of communism in general and that of Soviet penetration of northern Iraq in
      particular.15 This anxiety was increased following several strikes over economic
      issues between 1945 and 1947, as well as by the growth in communist activity (although this was, admittedly,
      taken more seriously than it need have been). Moreover, the Iraqi elite was apprehensive about the possibility of
      a Kurdish revolt assisted by the Soviet Union.16
    


    
      At this time Iraq was in desperate need of economic aid, including food shipments. As a by-product of a new
      treaty and the resultant stabilization of relations with Britain, Jabr hoped for economic and military aid. The
      difficulties encountered in their talks about military aid led Jabr to agree in June of that year to postpone the
      continuation of negotiations until the autumn.
    


    THE PORTSMOUTH TREATY FIASCO AND ITS CONSEQUENCES


    
      In August 1947, contacts on the new Iraqi-British treaty were renewed, under pressure from the Regent and
      Jabr.17 Jabr's distress and disappointment mounted when Britain — then
      undergoing an economic and financial crisis of its own — refused to unfreeze Iraq's currency reserves in
      British banks and to permit their exchange for gold and dollars. This denied Jabr a political and financial
      achievement to present to the Iraqi public. He now feared attacks from the 'unholy alliance' of the
      parliamentary opposition (who would cite the nationalist cause in justification for turning against him)18 with al-Istiqlal-led nationalists of the Baghdad streets
      (frustrated by their election defeats in March 1947) and communist activists. This was the background for
      Jabr's statement to the British Charge d'Affaires in Baghdad, in November 1947, that he was in urgent
      need of an achievement that he could present to parliament at the opening of its next session, on 1
      December.19
    


    
      The Regent and his prime minister, who both hoped that the British would remain in Iraq, wanted Britain to agree
      to the transfer to Iraq of sovereignty over the British military bases and to remove other conspicuous
      limitations on Iraq's sovereignty. In 1945, the Regent had been reluctant to renegotiate the treaty with
      Britain, but now favoured it with considerable vigour. His change of heart was due to the anti-royalist and anti-Hashemite trends emerging in Iraq, primarily under the influence that nationalists
      and communists were gaining among the effendiyya and the masses, but also among the ranks
      of the opposition in parliament.20 He arranged for the supply of new weapons and
      equipment to the Iraqi Army in order to ensure its loyalty. During his visit to London in October 1947, the
      British informed the Regent of their willingness to reopen negotiations, although, as noted, they were not
      obliged to do so until 1952.
    


    
      The Labour government sought to improve Britain's status, not by preserving the colonial empire, but by
      replacing it with bilateral treaties with its former protectorates within the framework of the British
      Commonwealth. Bevin thought that Britain should comply with Iraq's desires in the matter of the treaty and
      should extend military and economic aid to Iraq21 (as far as it was able at the
      time). In light of the disappointment over the crisis in relations with Egypt in 1946 and the rising waves of
      anti-British nationalism among its citizens, Iraq now appeared to Bevin as Britain's mainstay in the Middle
      East. Iraq, with its petroleum resources, its great economic potential, and its explicitly pro-British leaders —
      especially Salih Jabr, who was perceived as a representative of the new generation of politicians, and a
      proponent of reforms and modernization — met British expectations and seemed to be a convenient ally. It was
      thought that good relations with Iraq might constitute an important basis for strengthening Britain's status
      throughout the Middle East. The British decision to reopen the negotiations also derived from fear that refusing
      Iraqi requests would increase nationalist pressure on the government of Iraq.22
    


    
      Britain was prepared to concede a considerable proportion of the Iraqi demands for removal of the limitations on
      its independence. The true bone of contention, however, was the question of the British bases in Habbaniya and
      Shuaiba.23 From Iraq's point of view, the matter of the bases was an
      emotionally charged subject, which symbolized British military presence and the limitations on Iraqi sovereignty.
      As Britain saw it, the bases were extremely vital for the protection of the oil fields and the strategic routes
      in the Persian Gulf and northern Iraq. Even when the empire was in the process of collapse and India,
      Britain's most important colony, had already been granted independence, Iraq's strategic importance
      remained unchanged, because of its proximity to the Soviet Union. Eventually, in January 1948, it was agreed that
      Britain would retain its status in the bases, though it was noted that, when world peace prevailed, the British
      military presence in Iraq would come to an end and would be replaced by collective security arrangements
      according to the UN Convention.
    


    
      The new treaty, signed on 15 January 1948 at Portsmouth, was never ratified. When news of the
      signature reached Baghdad, the city broke out in violent riots and demonstrations, which led to the dismissal of
      the Jabr government and to Iraq's withdrawal from the new treaty. The wave of violence, though brought about
      by anti-British nationalist opposition to the treaty, was caused no less by the economic distress of broad strata
      of Iraq's population and the frustration of the students and young members of the effendiyya who led the riots and demonstrations. Activists oial-Istiqlal, the
      National Democratic Party and the Communist Party played a central role in provoking the riots. The violence in
      January 1948 — the wathba - shook the regime and the ruling elite to their foundations,
      and gave rise to fears of revolution.24 However, in 1948, Iraq did not yet have
      enough of a well-organized opposition to exploit the situation for political gains, let alone in order to seize
      power. At the head of the opposition parties, whose activity had contributed to the outbreak of riots, were
      politicians who belonged to or were affiliated with the ruling elite; as such, while they admittedly sought to
      bring about political changes, they feared that the outbreak of chaos in the streets and the absolute collapse of
      the regime might threaten the existence of the Iraqi state. The traditional tribal forces were still capable of
      providing support for the elite politicians. The ruling elite, Britain's mainstay, was able to survive, but
      was impotent to sign a new treaty with Britain.
    


    
      The fall of the Jabr government damaged Britain's prestige and frustrated attempts to resolve the various
      differences between the two states, which would have secured British interests while giving some satisfaction to
      the nationalist claims in Iraq. But more important, the collapse of the government put an end to any British hope
      of finding among the Iraqi politicians allies who could be accepted by the new, increasingly anti-British social
      forces.
    


    
      After the failure of the Portsmouth treaty and the fall of the Jabr government, British and Iraqi efforts
      continued with a view to reaching some kind of arrangement on central issues: oil, the economy and security. In
      1952, a new agreement was concluded between the government of Iraq and the British-owned Iraq Petroleum Company
      (IPC), which gave Iraq much better conditions than those of the previous contract. The flexibility demonstrated
      by the British representatives of IPC, stemmed from the lessons learned during the Mussadeq crisis in Iran the
      previous year, and of the 1950 Saudi-American agreement for a50 – 50 split on oil profits.25 The British continued to encourage Iraq to allocate resources to development and
      improvement of its standard of living; to this end, they encouraged the establishment of the Iraq Development
      Board in 1950.26 The Iraqi-British moves and agreements were in the framework of
      relations with the conservative pro-British senior politicians. The British abandoned the trend
      of encouraging new politicians and political forces that favoured development of socio-political and economic
      change, which might have expanded the base of support of the regime among the effendiyya
      and the poorer strata.
    


    THE ACCELERATED EROSION OF THE SOCIO-POLITICAL CONSERVATIVE FORCES: THE BASIS OF THE BRITISH
    POSITION IN IRAQ, 1948–58


    
      During the 1950s, British experts and diplomats in Iraq continued to issue warnings that the elite, on which
      Britain relied so heavily in Iraq, was narrow and composed of politicians and rich families who had a hard time
      adjusting to the changes on the Iraqi scene and whose status had therefore been undermined. Various memoranda and
      reports indicated the socio-political processes and tensions, the poverty and social gaps, which were liable to
      cause the collapse of the regime and the ruling elite.
    


    
      In 1953, Sir John Troutbeck — British Ambassador to Iraq between 1951 and 1954 — submitted a long and
      comprehensive report on the socio-political situation in Iraq and the vital need for democratization and
      socio-economic reforms in order to preserve the stability of the regime. Troutbeck emphasized repeatedly the
      close relationship between the preservation of political stability in Iraq and the preservation of British
      interests and British-Iraqi defence arrangements.27 Another report, by the
      ethnographer Wilfrid Thesiger, which dealt with the social processes among the tribes and city residents,
      reflected the erosion in the status of the ruling elite and the landowning tribal notables who had become the
      main support of that elite.28
    


    
      Despite British awareness of the decline of the ruling elite and the rise of new social forces, no real attempt
      was made to find new allies. On the one hand, the British had difficulty convincing the conservative Iraqi
      politicians, primarily Nuri al-Sa'id, to institute socio-economic reforms, implement democratization and
      expand the scope of party activity. On the other hand, among those politicians and parties in favour of reforms,
      they found no allies capable of coping with the conservative trends among the elite.
    


    
      The activity of the opposition parties, which was permitted to resume in 1946, continued sporadically, and was
      repeatedly banned for certain periods, owing to outbreaks of violence and the fears of the elite. These parties —
      the rightist-nationalist al-Istiqlal and the moderate leftist National Democratic Party —
      which represented the new social forces, admittedly enjoyed the support of the younger generation of the
      Westernized middle strata; however, their ability to cope with the dominant conservative trends
      of the ruling elite, which relied more and more on traditional and conservative sectors of the population (the
      tribes in general and the landowning tribal notables in particular), was limited. True, it was the activity of
      those parties, as well as that of the Communist Party, which catalyzed the transformation of socio-political
      unrest among the students and the effendiyya, and mobilized the economic distress of the
      poorer strata into waves of demonstrations and violent riots (the wathba of January 1948,
      the intifada of November 1952, and the renewed rioting of October 1956). However, the
      opposition parties were unable to translate these outbreaks into concrete political achievements.
    


    
      The Conservative British government, which came to power in 1951, did not share the ideological outlook that had
      impelled the Labour government to seek allies among the new social forces. This might have not only encouraged
      economic development but also socio-political and economic reform, which in turn might have allayed the tension
      within Iraqi society and halted anti-British nationalist trends.
    


    
      Despite the evaluation by British diplomats and experts of the danger to the stability of the regime, owing to
      its conservatism and lack of a broad base of support, the Foreign Office in London emphasized security-related,
      strategic issues — in other words, the rapid and efficient integration of Iraq into a regional defence alliance
      to counter the threat of communism, while relying on the conservative, pro-British politicians and elite. The
      British diplomats — some of whom had conservative views — found it convenient, despite their fears, to conduct
      bilateral relations with the pro-British conservative senior Iraqi politicians. The latter were well known to His
      Majesty's Government and believed that their own future, as well as that of their country, and the
      preservation of the all-important status quo, could be assured by means of a treaty with
      Britain.
    


    
      In September 1953, a new government was set up in Iraq under Fadhil al-Jamali, a pro-Western nationalist
      politician from the ruling elite, who believed in implementing controlled reform while enlisting the support of
      the nationalist students and young members of the middle strata. This government was regarded by British
      officials with scepticism and suspicion.29 Al-Jamali aroused certain fears and
      reservations among the British diplomats, owing to his tendency to strengthen Iraq's ties with the United
      States and to regard the latter as an ally capable of assisting in Iraq's development and strengthening its
      regional status. As al-Jamali and his government — which included young technocrats convinced of the necessity
      for reform — had little political backing and depended on the majority of parliament, which was controlled by
      Nuri al-Sa'id and the dominant conservative elements of the elite, Britain did nothing to
      strengthen the new government, both because it viewed it as intrinsically weak and because of fear of its
      liberal, pro-American trends.
    


    
      Following the fall of the al-Jamali government in April 1954, control in Iraq returned to the hands of the
      long-standing politician Nuri al-Sa'id (in the first few months — April-August 1954 — the actual prime
      minister was Arshad al-'Umari, one of Nuri's intimates). Nuri's return to power marked an
      intensification of Iraqi activity aimed at involving Iraq in a strategic alliance with the West, specifically
      with Britain, while suspending party-political activity and adopting stringent measures against the opposition.
    


    
      The exacerbation of the cold war and the risk of a Third World War increased the weight given by Britain to
      strategic considerations and the involvement of Iraq in a Middle Eastern defence pact. Britain's inability to
      bring Egypt and other Arab states into a regional alliance with the West, which could constitute a strategic
      barrier against communist incursion, gave Iraq even more of a key position in the context of regional
      preparedness. The establishment of a pro-Western defence alliance, which would also involve the northern-tier
      states of Iran and Turkey, was in line with Nuri al-Sa'id's regional policy, according to which Iraq was
      slated to play a key role as the link between the Arab League and the non-Arab states in the area, and as the
      principal mainstay of Britain and the West in the Middle East.30
    


    
      The Turkish-Iraqi treaty of January 1955 and the Baghdad Pact that coalesced during 1955 constituted a British
      attempt to form a strategic barrier against the Soviet threat, which would enable Britain to cope with the rise
      of radical trends in the Arab world and to preserve its interests in the region in general and in Iraq in
      particular. None the less, Britain's attempt to maintain its status in Iraq and the Middle East by setting up
      a regional framework failed.
    


    
      True, the Baghdad Pact proved a convenient solution, as it enabled an arrangement to be made with regard to the
      sensitive issues of preserving British capacity for military intervention in Iraq and constituted an important
      link in the global strategic array. But what undermined Britain's status in Iraq was not the Soviet strategic
      threat. Rather, the Baghdad Pact did not provide a response to the challenge of increasingly leftist-nationalist
      radicalism, whose influence on the new urban social strata throughout the Arab world, and primarily in Iraq, was
      constantly growing and expanding. The involvement of Iraq in a regional defence alliance with Britain could not
      stop the social processes that ate away at the status of the ruling elite and the Iraqi regime; nor could it
      neutralize the rise of those social and political forces inspired by the radical leftist-nationalist atmosphere
      and the revolutionary regime in Egypt.
    


    
      Britain's reliance on the conservative ruling elite, as well as its alienation from the
      effendiyya and the poorer strata, reduced its influence on the officers of Iraq's
      army. Admittedly, after the renewed conquest of Iraq by Britain in 1941, those officers who were suspected of
      anti-British nationalism had been expelled from the army; still, anti-British sentiments continued to flow
      beneath the surface of the junior and intermediate officer corps. Britain's image as a colonialist power and
      the mainstay of a reactionary elite which was holding back Iraq's development and preventing any solution for
      the distress of much of its Westernized middle-stratum population was shared by many of the army officers who
      originated in that stratum. It was only natural, then, that the coup d'etat launched
      by radical nationalist officers under Abd al-Karim Qassem and Abd el-Salam Arif in July 1958 dealt a death blow
      to the influence of the former Great Power in Iraq.
    


    
      Britain's status in Iraq was closely related to the fate of the ruling elite, which it had fostered since the
      establishment of the Iraqi state. That elite, which had become more and more dependent on the conservative
      landowning elements and the tribal notables, was Britain's sole mainstay in Iraq. The failure of British
      attempts — especially under the Labour government — to expand its support base in Iraq, encourage development and
      democratization, and halt the nationalist trends, which identified Britain with the hated elite, was a foregone
      conclusion. The new social forces were characterized by anti-British nationalist trends. Britain, whose interests
      and status in Iraq had always been linked to the elite politicians, had no practical way of forming a dialogue
      with these new forces.
    


    
      The British attempt to adapt its relationship with Iraq to the new conditions of the cold war by establishing a
      regional defence alliance, the Baghdad Pact, did not provide a response to the challenges facing the conservative
      elites in the Arab states and Britain's own status in the Middle East. The close link maintained by Britain
      with the conservative elite and the regime backed by it in Iraq proved to be a death sentence for British
      influence and status when the regime fell, dragging the elite down with it, in 1958.
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    British rule in Jordan, 1943–55


    
      ILAN PAPPÉ
    


    THE KINGDOM OF ABDALLAH, KIRKBRIDE AND GLUBB


    
      In July 1920, Britain was granted a mandate over Palestine, which included Transjordan. Transjordan was the
      geographical term used to describe the southern parts of the Ottoman province of Damascus. This was a barren and
      scarcely populated land, which had been a marginal area and, until the late 1880s, had lain outside the control
      and authority of the central government. The northern parts of the country were inhabited by tribes subsidized by
      the Turks in order to keep them away from the pilgrimage route to Mecca, which passed through Transjordan. The
      tribes and the land came under British control during the First World War. A number of Arabic-speaking officers
      were sent as representatives of the mandatory government established in Palestine by the summer of 1920. One of
      these officers was Alec Kirkbride, who would be instrumental in shaping the Anglo-Transjordanian relationship
      until the early 1950s.
    


    
      In January 1921, the Amir Abdallah arrived at the southern border of Transjordan. Abdallah had been promised by
      the British, as part of their overall war agreement with his family, the Hashemites, the throne of Iraq, but had
      to give it up after Faysal, his brother, had been moved to Baghdad from Damascus, which had become French, as a
      result of contradictory promises made by the British to both the French and the Hashemites during the First World
      War. Abdallah was asked to stay in the Hijaz, as foreign minister in the little kingdom the British carved out
      for his father. This proved to be an unsafe place to stay in, as the Saudis were about to take over. The imminent
      fall of his father's kingdom led Abdallah to declare his intention to redeem Syria, or at least the southern
      parts of it, that is, Transjordan.1 It was Winston Churchill's reshuffling of
      the local pawns that eventually installed Abdallah in Amman as the head of a local sheikdom, which would become
      an independent kingdom in 1946.
    


    
      Thus, from its very inception, Transjordan was closely tied to the British Empire in the Middle
      East; a connection secured by a bilateral defence treaty signed in 1928 in the face of Arab condemnation of its
      servitude. This treaty would be revised, every now and then, so as to allow Transjordan the appearance of being
      an independent entity, without affecting seriously the basic British interests in the country. These interests
      included a British right to use Transjordanian territory as a base and employ the country's army as a tool
      for regional British operations or in the event of a more global war. Thus, for instance, in 1941, Abdallah's
      army was sent to help Britain quell an anti-British revolt in Baghdad. This army, the Arab Legion, was considered
      a significant component in the post-Second World War scenarios, prepared by the British Chiefs of Staff and which
      simulated a possible confrontation with the USSR in the Middle East.2
    


    
      The Anglo-Transjordanian alliance was one of the cornerstones of Britain's Middle Eastern policy. British
      interests in Jordan were looked after by General Glubb Pasha, who became the Chief of the General Staff of the
      Arab Legion and by Sir Alec Kirkbride, the British resident and later ambassador until 1952 (as noted, Kirkbride
      had arrived in Transjordan before Abdallah and by 1920 had already represented the British in the country).
      Kirkbride and Glubb occupied positions similar to that of a high commissioner in the empire, and, like Lord
      Cromer before him, Kirkbride's modest title, 'resident', did not reflect his real power in the
      kingdom. But whereas Cromer had been in Egypt at the peak of the empire, Kirkbride enjoyed an exceptional
      position, far exceeding that expected of a diplomat representing a diminishing empire after the Second World War.
      His colleagues in the rest of the Arab Middle East did not fare so well. They were facing a growing hostility at
      a time when Britain became the indisputable enemy of national movements all over the Arab world.
    


    
      Kirkbride's position was strengthened in the years1928 – 45, mainly due to the close personal friendship he
      had developed with Abdallah. There were a few occasions on which the two men were found to disagree, but all in
      all it was an harmonious relationship. Abdallah's relationship with the government in London, however, was
      more problematic. A particularly tense moment came when, in 1941, the Amir's grandiose dream of becoming the
      King of Greater Syria was revealed (Greater Syria included Lebanon, Transjordan and Palestine). The scheme was
      rejected by everyone concerned, including Winston Churchill, who in 1921 had supported Abdallah. The government
      eventually followed the advice of its foreign secretary, Anthony Eden, who suggested staying aloof and letting
      the scheme fall due to universal Arab rejection. This policy was pursued, but only once did Glubb Pasha deviate
      from it. When, in July 1947, Abdallah seriously contemplated the overthrow of the Syrian
      government, as part of his scheme to install himself as King of Syria, Glubb firmly objected to using the Arab
      Legion for that purpose and the plan collapsed.3 However, notwithstanding this
      episode, there was little reason for any resentment in London and generally Transjordan proved itself to be
      Britain's most loyal ally in the Middle East.
    


    
      Transjordan was valuable to Britain for two reasons: first, for its apparent loyalty in an area where ever since
      the 1920s nationalism had become more and more anti-British; and then for its proximity to Palestine. Kirkbride,
      and for that matter Abdallah, could play an important role in formulating Britain's regional policy because
      of Transjordan's ability to intervene in Palestine's affairs, according to British interests. But it was
      only in the 1940s that Transjordan became a major British concern. Up to 1943, policy-makers in London regarded
      the sheikdom as a remote and marginal base within the British infrastructure in the Arab world. It was the
      deteriorating situation in Palestine, and the diplomatic impasse there, that elevated Transjordan's value in
      London's eyes.
    


    
      Since 1937, British officials had regarded Transjordan as an integral part of a future solution for the Palestine
      question. In that year, for the first time, British representatives raised the possibility of annexing Arab areas
      in Palestine to Transjordan as part of an overall solution. This possibility had been raised by the royal
      commission of inquiry, the Peel Commission, which had arrived in October 1936 in the wake of the unrest in
      Palestine. The commission published its recommendations in July 1937, in which it called for the partitioning of
      Palestine between the Arabs and the Jews. It suggested that most of the areas allotted to the Arabs would be
      annexed to Transjordan.
    


    
      These recommendations were reviewed in 1943 in a special cabinet committee searching for solutions to the
      Arab-Jewish conflict in Palestine. Like the Peel commission before it, this committee recognized the need to
      partition Palestine between Arabs and Jews. However, this committee did not wish to entrust large areas of
      Palestine to Trans-jordanian hands — though it was willing to envisage a joint Egyptian-Jordanian control over
      the Negev, lest this strategic area should fall into Jewish hands. The committee was not so much interested in
      enlarging Abdallah's territory as concerned with the need to connect the British Middle Eastern Headquarters
      in Egypt with the British air bases and oil fields in Iraq. Jordan was merely to serve as a land bridge and was
      treated as a marginal component in this strategic build up. But the plan was never implemented. A Cairo
      conference of the diplomatic and military representatives of Britain in the area decided to reject the plan.
      Winston Churchill, the prime minister, preferred a Jewish Negev, while the Foreign Office
      objected forcefully to the idea.4 When Labour came to power, the concept of an
      Arab Negev was accepted by all — although whether it should be under Egyptian or Jordanian rule remained an open
      question. It was to Kirkbride's credit that the Foreign Office, and then the government as a whole, not only
      opted eventually for a Jordanian Negev, but even advocated the Jordanization of as much of Palestine as
      possible.5
    


    
      Indeed, Kirkbride's, and Abdallah's, most impressive accomplishment came in February 1948 when they
      persuaded London to reverse its Palestine policy for what would be known later as the 'Greater
      Transjordan' option. This option was based on the assumption that Britain would have to leave Palestine in an
      orderly manner and without endangering its own interests in the country and the area. This solution for
      post-mandatory Palestine envisaged the partitioning of the country between the Zionist movement and the
      Hashemites. It was not a novel idea, having been mooted ever since the Amir Abdallah had set foot in Transjordan.
      But until 1948 it had always been only one of many possible solutions to the Palestine conflict explored by
      policy-makers in London.
    


    
      Once the decision to leave Palestine was taken (mainly due to domestic pressure, the withdrawal from India and
      the severe financial crisis in the islands), Britain had to review its Middle Eastern policy in general, and its
      approach toward the question of Palestine in particular. Palestine's main strategic value, in a
      post-mandatory era, was its envisaged future role as a battlefield in case of a Third World War. In the years
      immediately after 1945 such a war was still expected to be fought with conventional arms; hence, the Russians
      were expected to try, and probably succeed in, occupying the Suez Canal and the oil fields of the Arabian
      peninsula. Palestine and Transjordan were intended to be a first line of defence, allowing time for more forces
      to come and reoccupy whatever needed to be taken back. During the last days of the mandate, Egypt was still
      considered as Britain's principal base and her most important strategic asset in the area. The growing
      hostility of Egyptian nationalism towards Britain produced war scenarios in the Ministry of Defence, which
      visualized the reoccupation of Egypt, should it fall to Russian hands, with or without local consent. For this
      Britain needed at least one co-operative ally and base — which it found in Abdallah and Transjordan.6
    


    
      The 'Greater Transjordan' policy became valid once it was endorsed by the Jewish Agency in the beginning
      of 1947. It seems that Abdallah did not enter any significant negotiations with the Jewish side until November
      1947. Hence, even if he knew about it, Kirkbride must have regarded it as insignificant. In November 1947,
      Abdallah met the acting head of the Political Department of the Jewish Agency, Golda Meyerson (Meir), and began negotiations in earnest. It seems that he informed Kirkbride of that particular
      meeting only a month later. The British representative updated Harold Beeley, Bevin's adviser on Palestine,
      who opposed the notion of annexing Arab Palestine to Transjordan. Beeley recommended a pro-Palestinian policy,
      that is, supporting the opposition in most of the Arab countries to the UN partition plan and to a Jewish state,
      and seemed to prefer a continued British presence in Palestine. Abdallah decided to appeal directly to Bevin and
      the British government in February 1948. He sent his prime minister, Tawfiq Abu al-Huda, to London, supposedly to
      discuss a new treaty between the two countries, but in reality to discuss with Bevin the extent of the
      Transjordanian-Jewish understanding over the future of Palestine.7
    


    
      In February 1948, Abu al-Huda succeeded in winning Bevin over to the pro-Hashemite option. The Foreign Office
      experts were quick to follow suit and prepared a convincing memorandum to the cabinet exploring the strategic
      benefits for Britain from the creation of a greater Transjordan. Thus, at the beginning of 1948, the British
      government abandoned all other avenues and adopted the 'Greater Transjordan' option as the only policy
      towards the Arab-Jewish conflict in Palestine. The arguments were clear: it would be easier to partition the
      country between two newcomers to the Palestine scene — the Zionists and the Hashemites — than to reconcile the
      ideological rift between the Zionist movement and the indigenous Palestinian population. Furthermore, it was the
      only way to safeguard British interests in post-mandatory Palestine: neither the Jews nor the Palestinians were
      trusted as Britain's sentries in the area.8
    


    
      The Foreign Office and the Colonial Office had little trust, if any, in the Jewish community in Palestine after
      1945. Therefore even if the Jewish state proved to be hostile, at least Britain could rely on Transjordan to
      maintain London's interests in the area. Most experts in Whitehall predicted that the future Jewish state
      would at best be neutral in its attitude towards the global cold war and at worst pro-communist.9
    


    
      A Palestinian Arab Palestine was totally rejected by the British. The Foreign Office was convinced that such a
      state would be headed by the ex-Mufti, Haj Amin al-Husayni (it was referred to as a 'Mufti State').
      Al-Husayni's leadership of the Arab revolt in Palestine, his involvement in the anti-British and pro-Nazi
      coup in Iraq in 1941, and his wartime collaboration with Hitler, had all made him an arch enemy of Britain in the
      area.10
    


    
      Once the shift took place, the British started working energetically for it. The government instructed the
      British officers in the Legion how to act in case war broke out after Britain's withdrawal from Palestine, in
      order to help the king implement the annexation of Arab Palestine, to his kingdom. The officers
      were instructed to pre-empt a hostile Palestinian reaction to such a move by mobilizing pro-Hashemite elements
      among the West Bank population.
    


    
      Britain was instrumental in mobilizing a limited American support for the new policy and checking any
      antagonistic intervention by the UN. More important, it was quite skilful in anticipating successfully a hostile
      reaction from countries such as Syria and Egypt, the governments of which were in the early days of 1948 deeply
      involved in preparing some sort of a military option against the UN partition plan. London's strategy was to
      encourage a close co-ordination between the two Hashemite sister states. It was decided to allow Iraqi forces to
      occupy part of Samaria so as to enable the Legion to concentrate on the occupation of the rest of Arab Palestine.
      In the war itself the Iraqi forces proved to be less loyal than expected. The Iraqi rank and file supported local
      Palestinian resistance to the Jordanian annexation of the West Bank, but not to the extent of endangering the new
      regime in this part of Palestine. On the other hand, towards the end of the 1948 war the Iraqis helped the king
      to deter the Israelis from occupying the West Bank. The Israeli government considered on at least three occasions
      a takeover of parts of the West Bank.11
    


    
      Indeed, the Israeli endorsement of the 'Greater Transjordan' option was not given wholeheartedly; rather,
      it was a combination of Israeli suspicions about Hashemite sincerity and Israel's own territorial ambitions.
      This ambivalence would make the 'Greater Transjordan option' only a basis for a tacit alliance between
      the two sides and one that was never properly mapped out. But they did negotiate on the basis of the maps
      provided in the UN partition resolution, which delineated very clearly which part of Palestine should be Arab.
      The two sides, and for that matter Britain, tacitly agreed that Abdallah would be entitled to carve out of the
      area allotted to the Palestinians an additional territory for his own kingdom. He eventually did so in the 1948
      war, occupying the area known ever since 1949 as the West Bank without one shot being fired. This outcome led
      this writer and some of his colleagues to conclude that the tacit understanding was adhered to, and that this
      explains the results of the 1948 war; although this remains a disputed historiographical issue.12
    


    
      British officials in the withdrawing mandatory government, and particular those in the legation in Amman,
      followed closely the fluctuations in the Hashemite-Jewish negotiations: from their deadlock in April 1948,
      (following an impressive Jewish success on the ground in the civil war developing in Palestine before the Arab
      armies entered the country in May 1948) to their successful conclusion in May 1948, when British officers of the
      Legion met with Hagana (the main Jewish military force) commanders to try to agree on maps of
      division. The two sides had failed to reach an understanding over the future of Jerusalem, thus they agreed to
      divide the land but not the city. The city and its environs would become the stage on which the fiercest and
      bloodiest fighting in the war would take place. In September 1948 the city was divided, under an agreement more
      or less on the lines suggested by the British officers in May 1948.13
    


    
      One additional concern of the British was the desire for a clean and safe withdrawal from Palestine. They needed
      the king to ensure that a major Arab attack on Palestine would not take place before the British left Palestine
      (they also ensured that the Jews would not declare a state of their own before that date). The Arab League and
      Arab governments, although suspecting Abdallah's policy in Palestine, nevertheless could not go to war
      without the Legion, the best and most experienced of the Arab armies. The secretary-general of the Arab League,
      Azzam Pasha, who all along had suspected that the Arab intervention in Palestine would be a fiasco, wanted
      Abdallah to be a possible scapegoat. This is probably why he suggested that Abdallah should be the titular head
      of the invading Arab forces that entered Palestine on 15 May 1948. This served Abdallah well, and he altered the
      original war plans of the League, at the last moment, so that his and the Iraqi contingents would be deployed
      only where he wanted them — in the West Bank- and would not join forces, as promised in the original plan, with
      the Syrians in the north and with the Egyptians in the south.14
    


    
      These Jordanian manoeuvres were known to the British and helped them assess correctly the results of the 1948 war
      and prepare for the future. After the first week of fighting in the 1948 war, whether intentionally or out of
      necessity, it became apparent that the Legion's operations during the war did not constitute a breach of the
      Hashemite-Jewish understanding.
    


    
      When the 1948 war ended, the basic guidelines underlying British policy were validated by the Israeli-Jordanian
      armistice agreement of 1949, which finalized the partition of post-mandatory Palestine between the Hashemite
      kingdom of Jordan (Transj or dan's title since 1949) and the state of Israel. It would take another year or
      so before Israel, and in particular Ben-Gurion, would become openly pro-Western, and even longer before he became
      pro-British. But the transforming pace of the Israeli attitude was quicker than had ever been predicted by the
      British experts on Palestine. Judging the view from London, one can say that as far as the Foreign Office, and
      even Bevin, were concerned, following the armistice agreement, Britain's interests seemed secure in
      post-mandatory Palestine. The chances for a solution in the conflict, however, were as remote as ever. The
      'Greater Transjordan' option, none the less, seemed valid to Amman, Jerusalem and London
      until the later 1960s, when, in hindsight, it was increasingly realized that the option was bound to fail as it
      totally disregarded the aspirations of the Palestinians. This could not have been acknowledged until the 1960s
      because of the weakness of the Palestinian national movement. Towards the end of the 1960s, the PLO transformed
      the movement into a force potent enough to keep the conflict alive, recruit pan-Arab support, pursue guerrilla
      warfare against Israel and to destabilize the Hashemite regime in Amman.
    


    
      Ignoring the Palestinian side of the story not only affected the chances of solving the conflict, but also had
      implications for British policy in the Middle East as a whole. The tighter Britain's reliance on Jordan
      seemed to be, the more hostile the neighboring Arab countries became towards the Hashemite kingdom. Kirkbride was
      fully aware of the general Arab allegations made at the time, and had persuaded London to terminate the British
      mandate over Jordan, grant it independence in 1946 and conclude a new treaty in 1948 with more formal
      independence for Jordan. But the clauses in the new treaty allowing British interference in Jordan's internal
      and external affairs were too obviously in Britain's favour. More importantly, British officials seemed to
      think that such a neo-colonialist practice would easily be accepted by whoever represented Arab nationalism in
      Jordan or elsewhere.
    


    
      The experts on Arab nationalism in the Foreign Office underrated the intensity of anti-British feelings across
      the Arab world, and found it difficult to acknowledge the existence of such feelings in Jordan. They derided the
      genuine desire of Arab politicians to win independence -a desire that they regarded as a rhetorical means for
      gaining political power. They attributed requests for withdrawal to either communist incitement or personal
      fanaticism, and reported to their superiors that in most cases these positions stemmed from sheer personal
      opportunism. It seemed, as comes out so clearly from the attitude of the British Chief of the Imperial Staff,
      General Slim, during the Anglo-Egyptian negotiations in1949 – 51, that the British considered the Arabs as
      unequal and junior partners in future alliances. Furthermore, the British apparently deluded themselves that this
      inequality was natural and totally acceptable to their Arab interlocutors.15
    


    
      This was worse in the case of Jordan. British officials, and particularly those at the Ministry of Defence,
      regarded Jordanian officers as incompetent and did not inform them even about matters relating to Jordan's
      security. Thus, for instance, when the two sides declared proudly in 1948 that from now on direct British control
      over the Jordanian army would cease, London sent a secret directive to senior British officers
      in Jordan informing them that the Jordanian army was still an integral part of British military forces in the
      Middle East.16 Even without being aware of this directive, leaders and spokesmen
      of the Egyptian national movement knew, from their own experience, that there was no genuine British interest in
      evacuating any of its bases in the Middle East. The portrayal of Jordan as Britain's puppet thus continued
      with great force even after the conclusion of the new Anglo-Jordanian defence treaty
    


    
      Attempts to replace colonial control with defence treaties had failed totally. They were rejected not only by
      opposition movements in the countries concerned, but also by the governments of the day The same treaty accepted
      by Abdallah in 1948 had already been rejected by the Iraqi parliament earlier in the year. The rejection took
      place a month before the same draft treaty was offered to Tawfiq Abu al-Huda in London. Bevin thought that the
      unpopularity of the Iraqi government, and not that of the treaty, had produced the rejection. Hence the same
      terms were offered to Jordan.17 At the time the Jordanian consent seemed to be
      not the exception that proved the rule, but rather a positive development portending future successes.
    


    'KIRKBRIDE WOULD NOT LAST FOREVER': THE END OF ABDALLAH'S RULE


    
      It was in the nature of pragmatic British policy-making to appreciate that neither Kirkbride nor Abdallah would
      live forever. Therefore, in 1948, steps were already being taken to prepare for the post-Abdallah and
      post-Kirkbride period in Jordan. 'Kirkbride would not last forever', the ambassador at Amman reported,
      and suggested sending an Arabic-speaking potential successor for himself to establish a close relationship with
      the heir apparent, Prince Talal.18 British officials, and Kirkbride in
      particular, were highly disappointed by the character and behaviour of Talal, who had already displayed
      anti-British feelings during the Second World War. In the event, no one was sent and Talal would not remain in
      power long enough to become a problem. The real problem for Britain in post-1948 Jordan lay not in personalities
      but in demographic realities on the ground and the strengthening of anti-British nationalism in the neighboring
      Arab countries.
    


    
      The annexation of Palestine's West Bank to Jordan had turned the kingdom into a state with a predominantly
      Palestinian population.19 It could easily turn into what the British called the
      'Mufti State', should the Hashemite regime fall. It was Kirkbride's and Glubb's task to ensure
      that the annexation did not lead to this undesirable result. Abdallah did not help. He was eager
      to accelerate the dejure annexation and make it public; this violated Arab League
      decisions, which insisted on maintaining military rule in liberated Palestinian areas (as the Egyptians
      themselves did in the Gaza Strip, which they had occupied in 1948). Moreover, Abdallah desired to accompany the
      process by democratizing the kingdom; that is, following the unification of the two banks of the river Jordan in
      April 1950 with free elections. It was mainly Kirkbride's pressure, and Glubb's actions on the ground,
      that prevented potential anti-Hashemite Palestinians from participating in these elections. None the less, the
      April 1950 elections created a Jordanian legislature with a Palestinian majority and one which was more receptive
      than the dynasty to pan-Arabist pressures. This parliament would become the basis for the emergence of more
      national governments in 1956 and, henceforth, for bringing about the end of British rule, although not that of
      the Hashemite dynasty, in Jordan.20
    


    
      After the elections of 1950, for the first time in Jordan's history, members of parliament made anti-British
      remarks: calling for the total withdrawal of Britain from the Arab world. Kirkbride was alarmed; but London was
      not, though it would be in 1954, when words turned into stones thrown at British institutions in Amman, and
      General Glubb was forced to leave the country.
    


    
      The parliament also succeeded in foiling Abdallah's attempt to conclude a separate peace treaty with Israel
      in February 1950. On this at least, Kirkbride saw eye to eye with the parliament. He was content with the
      de facto agreement with Israel and saw no reason for antagonizing the Arab world any
      further. He valued the American de facto recognition, given at the beginning of 1949, and
      the UN endorsement (given by the UN mediator Bernadotte before his assassination in September 1948) as far more
      important than an official treaty with Israel.21 The Arab League had already
      taken some steps against Jordan's annexation of the West Bank; mainly the restoration of an independent
      Palestinian representation in this Arab regional organization. This 'Palestine Department' served Haj
      Amin al-Husayni as a basis for anti-Hashemite activities in Jordan, leading to an abortive coup to overthrow, and
      possibly assassinate, Abdallah in 1949 (with the help of Arab officers in the Legion), and culminating in
      Abdallah's assassination in July 1951.
    


    
      In Kirkbride's eyes, the most alarming step Abdallah had taken was to allow a committee of Palestinians and
      Jordanian jurists to prepare a new constitution for the kingdom. We can now safely say that had not
      Abdallah's grandson, Husayn, suspended this constitution in 1956, Jordan might have become a constitutional
      monarchy. Where he could, Kirkbride did all he could to prevent what he termed the 'Palestinization of
      Jordan'. One of his successes was to persuade the Foreign Office not to accept
      Abdallah's offer to settle in Jordan as many Palestinian refugees as possible. Kirkbride convinced Whitehall
      to accept the Israeli concept of resettling most of the refugees in Iraq and Syria. He also persuaded the king
      not to include more than three Palestinian ministers in the various cabinets he established.22
    


    
      Kirkbride's superiors in London brushed aside his gloomy predictions about the effect Palestinization would
      have on Jordan. It was only a matter of time before Palestinians 'would see things the way the King
      did',23 wrote the head of the Eastern Department. But of course they did
      not. At least not the followers of Haj Amin al-Husayni, who murdered the king in July 1951. As Kirkbride had
      predicted, Abdallah's death strengthened Jordan's pan-Arabist orientation. But, contrary to his
      predictions, it did not Palestinize it. As he himself put it: Jordan 'was no longer in a fearlessly
      independent position within the Arab League/24What he meant was that, without
      Abdallah, Jordan was no longer totally committed to Britain. Kirkbride left shortly after Abdallah's death.
      The Foreign Office looked forward to business as usual and saw no threat to Anglo-Jordanian relations in the wake
      of the king's death.
    


    ALL THE INDICATIONS SO FAR ARE THAT JORDAN IS FORTUNATE IN HER RULER': HUSAYN'S EARLY
    YEARS


    
      Abdallah's death was followed by a long period of instability in Jordan's history. Talal's reign was
      short and after his removal in 1953 (probably because of mental illness, but possibly as a result of local and
      British intrigues) the very young King Husayn took power with the help of senior and pro-Hashemite politicians.
      Husayn impressed the Foreign Office as a mature man for his age. 'He was at first bored', wrote Geoffrey
      Furlonge, the veteran head of the Eastern Department, who succeeded Kirkbride in Amman, 'but seems to be
      settling down, which process will be accelerated if a suitable bride can be found for him.' But apart from
      that, AH the indications so far are that Jordan is fortunate in her ruler.'25Three years later very few officials would still subscribe to this view.
    


    
      The main concern in 1953 was the high tension on the Israeli-Jordanian border, to the point that the Jordanian
      government invoked the Anglo-Jordanian defence treaty in January of that year. Amman wanted London to curb the
      Israeli retaliations on Jordanian territory taken against Palestinian infiltrators. In February, the Jordanian
      government, now in charge of affairs in the kingdom in the lull between Abdallah and Husayn, surprised General
      Robertson, the British commanding officer in the Middle East, by requesting a more permanent and larger British
      military presence in the country. The Jordanians wanted British reinforcements in case of an
      Israeli attack, even on the West Bank. But in 1949, the British government had already decided, without informing
      the Jordanians, that the Anglo-Transj ordanian treaty would be invoked only if Transjordan proper was
      attacked.26 An Israeli decision to release blocked mandatory accounts and grant
      them to Jordan a month later improved the atmosphere and Britain was not asked to do what it could not do, that
      is, to undertake military action against Israel.27 The treaty would be invoked
      again that year after the Qibya massacre — an Israeli retaliation for a murderous attack by Palestinian
      infiltrators against an Israeli family near Tel Aviv. The Israeli operation turned into a merciless revenge
      resulting in the death of 53 Palestinians. In this most inappropriate circumstance, a US mediator, sent to try
      and co-ordinate water utilization in the Jordan valley, naturally failed.
    


    
      The professional civil servant, unlike the foreign secretary, saw some 'blessing' in the tension on the
      border. It had improved Jordan's image in the Arab world, without, so it seemed, undermining Britain's
      position in the kingdom.28 However, Jordan's image in the Arab world was not
      improved so long as British forces remained stationed there. Everywhere else in the Arab world, national
      governments struggled to secure the departure of British soldiers from their countries. In Jordan they were still
      present in great numbers.
    


    
      How to keep Jordan as a base and yet make it appear an independent kingdom continued to trouble the British.
      Different and opposing British interests were displayed on this question. The army wanted to expand the British
      military presence in Jordan, particularly when it appeared inevitable that British forces would have to leave
      Egypt. On the other hand, the Foreign Office worried about the possible implications of such a move on
      Jordan's image in the Arab world.29 The crux of the matter was the Jordanian
      government's, and later King Husayn's, ambivalence on the question. It seems that the Hashemite rulers
      had a more inflexible attitude to the Anglo-Jordanian agreement. In their eyes, it existed only to protect the
      regime against the danger of being toppled from within or in case the country was attacked by Israel. These
      deliberations led nowhere. British forces were not increased until 1958, when British paratroops temporarily came
      to assist the king, but this episode is beyond the scope of the present chapter.
    


    
      Stabilizing the Israeli-Jordanian border thus became an urgent British interest; but this did not necessarily
      mean brokering a comprehensive peace. It was the Americans who prodded Britain to take a more active role in the
      peace talks. In 1953, John Foster Dulles came to London to suggest a new approach to the conflict. The Americans
      recommended inducing the Arab countries to give up some of their demands by inviting them to
      join a pro-Western defence treaty. The Foreign Office had their reservations: it had been tried in 1951 and
      failed. The Arab leaders did not mix defence issues or global-war considerations with their struggle against
      Israel: the only compensation they desired was from Israel.
    


    
      The Americans introduced another channel through which they thought peace might be made. They hoped to persuade
      the Arab countries to give up the idea of repatriating the Palestinian refugees by offering financial aid for
      their resettlement. This deal was accepted in principle only by the Syrians. In addition, Damascus also wanted
      minor rectifications on the Israeli-Syrian border, which the Israelis were reluctant to make. Other Arab leaders
      were unwilling to give up the principle of repatriation. Britain advocated that Syria should be the new homeland
      for the Palestinian refugees, fearing that otherwise the onus would be on Jordan, which already hosted the
      largest number of refugees. To that end, Britain wanted Washington to exert pressure on Israel to meet Syrian
      demands. But when Dulles met Eden in March 1953 he told him and the Foreign Office experts on the region that it
      was Britain's task to 'get Israel and the Arab states to make peace'.30British officials did not share this view. They regarded Israel as the intransigent
      party in the conflict. Therefore it was Israel that had to be forced, by American pressure, to make concessions
      that would bring about a peaceful solution to the conflict.
    


    
      A year later, in 1954, Washington persisted in its efforts to involve Britain in the diplomatic efforts; but on
      both sides of the Atlantic it was realized that far greater problems for Britain's and the West's
      position in the area lay ahead. Their source was Gamal Abd al-Nasir.
    


    THE WAR AGAINST AL-NASIR


    
      Already in 1953, British officials became aware of a growing Egyptian involvement in Jordanian affairs. Jordan
      was chosen by al-Nasir as one of the first test cases of his ability to liberate monarchic and traditional
      regimes from Western influence, or, as he saw it, from Western imperialism. After consolidating his regime in
      1954, he focused his attention on the two Hashemite kingdoms.
    


    
      Al-Nasir not only initiated, he also reacted. After all, he was willing to reach a modus
      vivendi with the West, provided it did not force him to become hostile to Soviet policy in the region and it
      did not compel him to modify his policy vis-a-vis Israel or the conservative Arab regimes.
      British efforts in 1954 to induce King Husayn to back Iraq's attempt to lead the Arab world on to a
      pro-Western path were perceived by al-Nasir as a provocative act against his policies. Indeed,
      under strong British influence, in 1954 Baghdad was seeking potential members for a pro-NATO alliance in the
      Middle East.
    


    
      In 1954, none the less, Britain and al-Nasir were not engaged in open warfare. These were the early days of the
      Arab cold war' and al-Nasir had only just begun to achieve a firmer grip over Egyptian domestic politics. His
      rejection of the British offer to the Hashemites to join a pro-Western pact was thus cautious. Al-Nasir explained
      to the Iraqi prime minister, Nuri al-Sa'id, that Egypt could not endorse such a policy as long as British
      soldiers were stationed on Egyptian soil. Al-Nasir's pressure in 1954 proved to be effective for only a few
      months. Nuri al-Sa'id soon decided to lead the way to a pro-Western alliance in the area.31Al-Sa'id desired the financial benefits promised by the West, and genuinely
      feared a Russian invasion in northern Iraq. In spring 1954, he signed bilateral pacts with Pakistan and Turkey.
      Britain joined these pacts in the spring of 1955, and its entrance turned the series of treaties into a regional
      alliance — the Baghdad Pact — against which al-Nasir felt compelled to act. NATO gave its immediate blessing to
      the new alliance and thus involved all the regional countries concerned in the global cold war.
    


    
      In London as well as in Baghdad, Jordan's participation in the new formation seemed essential for the success
      of the pact. The Foreign Office asserted that the only way to ensure Husayn's adherence was to allay the
      king's fears of a possible hostile Egyptian reaction. In the days following the inception of the Baghdad
      Pact, therefore, British diplomats did their best to seduce al-Nasir to join in, by supporting Egypt's
      territorial demands of Israel. Together with American experts, they devised the Alpha plan, a comprehensive peace
      plan for the Palestine question, which offered Egypt part of the Negev — large enough to connect Egypt with
      Jordan — in return for a peace treaty with Israel. The idea of a land bridge was meant to serve the Baghdad Pact,
      no less than to satisfy Egyptian territorial ambitions (in addition, they promised to pressure Israel on the
      question of the refugees).32
    


    
      Al-Nasir, it seems, was facing a double-edged British policy. On the one hand, he had ample reason to suspect the
      Baghdad Pact as an anti-Nasirite move; on the other, he was supported by the British in his basic demands on the
      Palestine question. It seems to us that he was justified in suspecting the first move as being more authentic and
      more indicative of British ambitions in the area than the latter. In the summer of 1955, he decided to challenge
      the move by trying to win over political support for his policies in Jordan.
    


    
      Al-Nasir claimed in retrospect that he did not seek an open confrontation with Britain over Jordan's fate. He
      felt betrayed by Eden, who had promised him that only Iraq would be asked to join NATO's
      defence plans. British documents corroborate this recollection. According to official British accounts from 1955,
      al-Nasir and Eden had indeed reached such an understanding in April 1955. In return for Britain's promise not
      to include Jordan in the Baghdad Pact, Eden had demanded an Egyptian commitment to refrain from any further
      anti-British propaganda against the Baghdad Pact, and al-Nasir had agreed.33 It
      seems that neither side adhered to the understanding. However, until the autumn of 1955, both sides kept a low
      profile in their attempts to win Jordan over to their respective side. This is why British dispatches to the
      Jordanian government in the summer of 1955 urged it to adopt a neutral position towards the Baghdad Pact. It
      seems that at first Husayn was quite enthusiastic about the pact and was willing to join it.
    


    
      But Husayn must have found it difficult to comprehend British advice during these turbulent months of 1955.
      Britain was sending ambiguous messages to its only remaining ally in the Arab world. When Glubb Pasha pleaded
      with London to raise the British subsidy for the national guard and the Legion, which were the necessary tools
      for the king to maintain his grip over the country, he was rejected. Husayn did not hesitate and by 1954 had
      already asked for an increased subsidy, even when such a request complicated his own position in the kingdom.
      Other subsidies, such as from the Saudis, were also undermining his authority. Glubb deemed that a doubling of
      the annual British support was essential for keeping the national guard as an effective tool.34
    


    
      The relative calm in London, to be replaced dramatically by panic in 1955, was due also to the improvement in
      Israeli-Jordanian relations in 1954. The Palestinian infiltrations, which had been the main cause for the tense
      situation on that border, were declining in 1954. However, when the crisis with Egypt developed, so did that with
      Israel. Palestinian unrest in the West Bank was growing with the Nasirite intervention on the domestic scene in
      Jordan; this unrest spread and endangered both Husayn and the British position in Jordan.
    


    THE BEGINNING OF THE END OF BRITISH RULE IN JORDAN: THE CRISIS OF 1955–56


    
      After positive reports on Jordan's situation in 1954, 1955 seemed suddenly to be a very bad year for
      Britain's interests and policy. In September 1955, the tone of British correspondence and probably of the
      oral consultations with the king altered. He was advised to abandon his neutrality. The Egyptian-Czech arms deal,
      struck during that month, was seen by the British government as a declaration of war, a cold one at least. The Foreign Office was totally surprised by the arms deal, and the panic, which struck the
      diplomats also affected the politicians. Al-Nasir became the 'Hitler' of the Middle East. Eden and
      Macmillan employed discourses and images that unnecessarily harmed Western relations with the Egyptian leader.
    


    
      The British were surprised, partly because their man in Amman, Charles Duke, was busy with the nitty-gritty of
      the personal struggle in domestic politics inside Jordan, and did not pay attention to more long-term processes,
      as Kirkbride had done. As a British representative, Duke was still quite influential, although he may not have
      enjoyed Kirkbride's prestige and stature. He was a decisive factor when decisions concerning the priming or
      the timing of elections in Jordan were made. Duke's main success was in convincing the king to move from one
      prime minister to the other, throughout the troubled year of 1955, without free elections.35
    


    
      As late as August 1955, Duke reported that the main problem in Jordan was the power struggle between the cabinet
      and the parliament over amendments to the Jordanian constitution (or, put differently, it was a struggle about
      who would be running the country's affairs). A bemused Duke seemed to think that this was quite irrelevant
      when he and the king were the masters of the game. The king, however was nervous about this continued internal
      strife for power. In fact, he became ill due to it and had to receive a series of injections to calm him down and
      enable him to sleep through the long and blustery nights of August 1955. Indeed, he would need them for the next
      month or so.36
    


    
      The British discovered that most of the opposition groups in Jordan, the Muslim Brotherhood, the Palestinian
      Baath and the communists, were all aligned in one way or another to Egypt. The Egyptian
      connection with the local Baath branch, although originally a Syrian creation, was
      particularly close. The Ba'athis were active in organizing anti-British demonstrations
      and preparing long petitions calling for British withdrawal from Jordan. The Baath and a
      smaller group, the National Socialist party, were behind the public show of support for Egypt's arms deal
      with the Eastern Bloc.37 The Communist Party was in close contact with the
      Egyptian consul in Jerusalem and was thus also under al-Nasir's influence. The Muslim Brotherhood in the East
      Bank was quite independent, but the branches in the West Bank were guided by the movement's leaders in Egypt.
      However, the latter alliance was short lived. Al-Nasir soon found himself in direct confrontation with the
      Brotherhood in Egypt, which in return improved Husayn's relationship with it.
    


    
      Al-Nasir was acting on two levels. He conducted official negotiations with Husayn, on the one hand, and
      encouraged opposition groups to exert pressure on the king, on the other. On the official level,
      al-Nasir invited Husayn to join Egypt, Syria and Saudi Arabia in a regional defence pact. It is impossible to
      know how far he wanted to go: to change Jordan's policy or its regime. He sent two delegates to Amman that
      year to add weight to his pressure on the king. Major Salah Salem (whose junior title did not reflect his senior
      position) and Fieldmarshal Abd al-Hakim Amer, who sought to strengthen Egypt's ties with the opposition
      groups, particularly with the young Arab officers in the army, hoping to establish them as another 'free
      officers' corps, which had succeeded so well in toppling the old regime in Egypt (and would serve as a model
      for future Arab coups and revolutions).38
    


    
      The most alarming part of the story for London was the fact that Amer came uninvited. Britain responded, or
      rather 'retaliated', with a visit of one of its own generals. In December, shortly after Amer's
      visit, General Sir Gerald Templer, Chief of the Imperial General Staff, also visited Amman. He came with a
      mandate to negotiate Jordan's accession to the Baghdad Pact. Templer's visit was in fact the first
      official British invitation to Jordan to join the new pact. Hitherto, the official negotiations had been
      conducted by the Turks, who had sent their president and an impressive entourage to persuade Jordan. This had not
      swayed the government or the king of Jordan. The government did not, in any official communique, reject the idea
      of the pact, but it demanded a proper Anglo-Jordanian dialogue in which Jordan's conditions for entry would
      be discussed: these included an increase in military and financial aid (apparently quite beyond Britain's
      capacity in 1955). Templer came, so he believed, just to negotiate the terms of entry; in the event, he arrived
      when it was already clear to many in the Hashemite court that entry to the treaty might bring down the dynasty
      altogether.
    


    
      Wise political leadership would have not entrusted a military man with such a sensitive mission. Sending a
      general for a delicate political mission was utterly wrong; Templer was, ex officio, a bad
      choice for conducting such negotiations. This was a typically hasty decision, characteristic of British
      policy-making ever since panic had stricken the Foreign Office when it realized that Jordan was no longer a
      'loyal' ally. Templer's visit aggravated an already charged and tense situation.
    


    
      Husayn was positive in general, so it seems, in his conversations with Templer, informing him of his consent to
      be part of the pact. However, he insisted that time was needed to prepare public opinion. Templer encountered a
      particularly hostile attitude from the prime minister, Said al-Mufti, whom Duke had saved when King Husayn had
      wanted to sack him earlier.39 As a result of the visit, four Palestinian
      ministers resigned and al-Mufti was encouraged by the third Egyptian visitor that year, Anwar Sadat (Egyptian
      minister of state at the time) to follow suit. Before that, al-Mufti declared the termination of
      the negotiations. Husayn had to change his tactics.40
    


    
      In the beginning of 1956, a new prime minister was appointed, Hazza al-Majali. He was a young, inexperienced
      pro-Hashemite politician, who made a public commitment to prepare for Jordan's entry to the new pact. The
      opposition gathered momentum as a result of the declarations and even senior government officials took to the
      street. More ministers resigned, and Husayn had to dissolve the parliament and the government. This wave of
      unrest, in the wake of Templer's visit, threatened to bring down Husayn. Al-Nasir need not have done much
      more than he already had done before that visit. It was clear now that the public mood developing after
      Templer's visit would not enable the king to join the pact.
    


    
      Nowhere in the British analysis of the problem is there evidence of any recognition of the possible anti-British
      turn that Arab nationalism took in Jordan. Events were explained by a conspiracy theory. The only question dealt
      with was why the Egyptians had been so successful. Duke attributed it to their propaganda abilities, and the
      charisma of al-Nasir among Palestinians (according to this view, not al-Nasir the anti-Western champion had
      attracted popularity, but al-Nasir the anti-Israeli had mobilized Jordanian support). Duke explained that the
      Czech arms deal was acclaimed, since it provided arms with which Israel could be fought. 'Everything in this
      country is judged by the touchstone of Palestine and Israel, and it is here that Great Britain is regarded as
      having failed her Jordanian friends, and our prestige and influence have suffered in consequence.'41 This was indeed true to a certain extent and was manifested in the political
      discourse used by the opposition in its condemnation of the Baghdad pact. But in hindsight it seems that Duke
      failed to appreciate that his own and Glubb's presence in Jordan were in fact the main problem for both
      Palestinians and Arab nationalists in Jordan.
    


    
      The crisis reached a climax in January 1956. Husayn dissolved his government and postponed the scheduled
      elections, thereby contributing to the already existing agitation. Thousands of demonstrators took to the streets
      during the first week of January. Institutions and targets that had never come under attack before were attacked:
      the prime minister's office was one of them, ministers' cars was another. British and American
      establishments were besieged and attacked with molotov cocktails and stones. The riots extended to the country at
      large. Americans had not been a target before in Jordan, so it 'must have been a communist
      inspiration'42 concluded a shocked American representative in Amman, quoted
      in a British document (like that of the British, their analysis of the motivating force behind Arab nationalism
      was particularly trite). A senior British officer in the Legion lost his life in these
      disturbances, an ominous sign that Jordan was no longer a safe haven for British soldiers.43
    


    
      In the midst of the crisis came a renewed Saudi offer to replace the British subsidy by an Arab one. After
      hesitating for a few months, the king decided to accept the offer. This was a clear indication of the decline of
      Britain's position in Jordan: it signalled the readiness of Husayn to do without Britain. British officials
      on the spot and at home provided an instant analysis of the crisis. It was a shallow analyis, because, as we now
      know with hindsight, the crisis was a prelude to the inevitable end to the British empire in Jordan and in the
      Middle East as a whole. The superficiality of this analysis contrasts with Kirkbride's astuteness, in 1951,
      in predicting more or less this same course of events. On the other hand, Duke resorted to conjectural
      explanations rather then discerning long-term processes. The most curious part of his report is the way he
      attributed the unrest to Husayn's unpopularity, resulting from his misbehaviour towards his newly wedded
      wife, princess Dina al-Awn.44
    


    
      All in all, Duke was highly impressed by the king. 'He bore himself courageously and steadfastly in the
      crisis, and it appeared that for the first time he was rising to his responsibilities on the political
      plane.' Husayn was particularly skilful in dividing the opposition. He hit the weakest, the refugees,
      arrested the communists, and left the Ba'ath activists at liberty. Husayn was
      dissuaded at the last moment by Duke and Glubb from imposing an emergency military rule and invoking the
      Iraqi-Jordanian defence pact. But London was more attuned to the king's suggestion, and officials in the
      Foreign Office played with the idea of the Legion's taking over the West Bank and the Iraqi army the Eastern
      bank should the need arise.45 These officials must have realized that such a
      move would be totally rejected by Israel, who had made it clear that it would consider any such moves as a
      casus belli) and yet this point does not appear in the British documents.
    


    
      With the appointment of a new prime minister, Samir al-Rifa'i, the stormy crisis appeared to subside. The
      Foreign Office reported to the cabinet that the king had succeeded in restoring order without the need for
      British intervention.46 Samir al-Rifa'i now declared that Jordan would not
      join the Baghdad Pact.
    


    
      Its unpopularity growing steadily, the British army was about to lose control over the Legion. British officers
      in the Legion had taken a direct part in quelling the demonstrations. The Jordanian press reported that they had
      been trigger happy and had fired shots when their Jordanian subordinates had refused to do so. A secret report to
      the Chief of the Imperial General Staff in April 1956 by the Commander in Chief of the British Middle East HQ
      stated that only after British officers had ordered them to do so had the Legion soldiers opened
      fire on demonstrators, and in many cases had refused to do so. These events were still fresh in the public
      collective memory when the final act in the end of British rule in Jordan took place.47
    


    'THE HOMELAND IS OURS, THE ARMY IS OURS48


    
      In March 1956, two months after the crisis had supposedly ended, Husayn shocked the British by moving
      dramatically towards independence. In that month, he dismissed Glubb Pasha as chief of his army and sent him
      home. This was followed, in April 1956, by a gradual expulsion of British officers from the Arab Legion. Sir Alec
      Kirkbride was called in as a saviour and dispatched to Jordan, but to no avail. In May 1956, Husayn began
      negotiations for a defence pact with Egypt, which was followed, ironically, by an abortive attempted coup by
      pro-Nasirite Arab officers in the Legion to topple him — all of which led a disappointed Evelyn Shuckburgh, the
      head of the Levant department, to write, T am beginning to wonder whether our investment there is worth while. It
      costs us approximately 12 million pounds a year, for which we get no adequate military or political return/49
    


    
      The investment, however, was not able to prevent social and economic deprivation, mainly among the Palestinians
      in the West Bank, who were discriminated against, and the refugees, who refused to integrate. Although Jordan as
      a national economy prospered by its association with Britain, which compensated for its lack of any natural
      resources, it was, none the less, as Duke put it, an 'artificial prosperity'. The subsidy was not large
      enough to allow long-term planning. The main problem was the inability to induce the Americans to invest in
      Jordan. This is probably why the king turned to Arab subsidies, a move that also had its political price.
    


    
      All over the Middle East the feeling was that the British empire in the Middle East had come to an end. A
      humiliating reminder of this state of affairs was the stoning of Eden's car in Bahrain in March 1956, more or
      less on the day that Husayn dismissed Glubb. It seems that since 1954 Husayn no longer felt that he was getting
      the quid pro quo he deserved for being loyal to Britain, while the other Arab countries
      were celebrating both independence and an impressive arms build-up. In 1958, Husayn would call in the British he
      had expelled in 1956 to save him from yet another pro-Nasirite threat, but this temporary revival of the
      Anglo-Jordanian alliance would not change the new political reality in Jordan. To all intents and purposes the 35
      years of British rule in Jordan came to an end in 1956.
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    Britain and the Palestine question, 1945–48: The dialectic of regional and international
    constraints


    
      AVRAHAM SELA
    


    INTRODUCTION


    
      By the end of the Second World War in Europe the 'Palestine question' was high on the agenda of the
      Western Powers, assuming a new urgency and international momentum. This narrowed significantly Britain's
      freedom of decision-making on the issue. Britain's mandate in Palestine had indeed reached a dead end, owing,
      above all, to the impact of the Holocaust on public opinion in the West, which manifested itself in support of
      the vigorous Zionist claim for a Jewish state. The constraints on British decision-making on Palestine were
      aggravated further by the growing intervention of US President Harry S. Truman in favor of the Zionists, who now
      came out into open revolt in Palestine. Financially exhausted by the war, Britain was now dependent on the United
      States for its own economic rehabilitation.
    


    
      Britain's post-war imperial weakness and its implications were not immediately recognized by all British
      decision-makers. Indeed, British policy in Palestine after the war reflected the tension between the two main
      approaches at Whitehall: the 'little England,' economic-based approach, represented by Prime Minister
      Attlee; and a conservative, strategically oriented approach, advocating the preservation of British hegemony in
      the Middle East through the construction of a regional defence system, represented by Foreign Secretary Bevin and
      the Chiefs of Staff.1
    


    
      The apparent success of Zionist propaganda and diplomatic efforts in the United States toward the end of the war
      triggered deep concern among Arab regional actors, followed by intensive diplomatic action on behalf of the
      Palestinian-Arab cause. The Arab governments insisted that Palestine should become a unitary independent state
      where Jews would constitute a permanent minority, threatening that acceptance of the Zionist
      claims would ruin the Arabs' friendly relations with the United States.2
    


    
      The intensifying Arab involvement in the Palestine issue interacted strongly with the rising popular demands in
      Egypt and Iraq for full national independence and revision of their treaties with Britain. Indeed, if any single
      major consideration had persisted in Britain's Palestine policy since the mid-1930s it was an awareness of
      the growing nature of the Palestine question as an all-Arab and all-Muslim issue. This meant that any political
      measure concerning Palestine had to serve Britain's interests in the Arab Muslim world.
    


    
      London's diplomatic efforts to reconcile those contradictory pressures and reach a practicable settlement to
      the Palestine conflict, described by one historian as a 'policy of procrastination and delay',3 merely underlined the impasse that the mandate had reached. Britain's policy on
      the Palestine question remained ambivalent, representing a constant effort to reduce the damage to its regional
      and international position. Thus, although Britain's policy on Palestine tended to take a pro-Arab direction,
      this tendency, as noticed by Albert Hourani, was crossed by another: the desire to be innocent, to appear to
      world opinion as blameless and impartial. The clash of these tendencies gave British policy its erratic and
      confused nature.' 4
    


    
      Indeed, Britain's decision to relinquish the mandate, effectively sabotaging the United Nations'
      partition resolution and paving the road to its failure, turned into an abandonment of its Arab allies while also
      deepening the Jewish community's perception of Britain as 'perfidious Albion'. Finally, it was the
      Palestinian-Arab disaster and the humiliating defeat of the Arab states in the 1948 war that dealt a death blow
      to Britain's stature in the Arab Middle East.
    


    PALESTINE AS A REGIONAL ARAB ISSUE


    
      The regional constraints on Britain's handling of the Palestine question were rooted deeply in the formative
      period of the contemporary Arab Middle East. Between the two world wars, the Palestine Question was a major
      driving force in the formation of pan-Arab nationalism, in conjunction with socio-political changes in the
      Fertile Crescent countries and Egypt and their struggle for national liberation. Encapsulating Islamic, Arab
      nationalist and anti-Western sentiments, the Palestine cause became a core political and moral theme in Arab
      public life. The defence of Palestine was thus presented as an Islamic and pan-Arab national duty.
    


    
      The intensifying Arab-Zionist conflict in Palestine, particularly in the wake of the 1929 riots,
      became increasingly instrumental in the political struggle for power and, as such, a constant issue on both Arab
      domestic and regional agendas. The process represented a convergence of interests, though not of identical
      political goals, of the Palestinian-Arab community, ambitious Arab political elites striving for regional power,
      and their opposition movements, which, in turn, entangled Britain's posture in the Middle East in an
      unresolvable contradiction.5 Britain's close alliance with the Hashemite
      rulers of Iraq and Transjordan was a source of inter-Arab tension and suspicion at London's role in advancing
      these clients' ambitions, particularly Abdallah's aspirations in Palestine and Syria.6The linkage between Britain's mandatory role in Palestine and regional Arab
      politics was highlighted by the increasing use of the Palestine issue as a rallying theme in anti-government and
      anti-British campaigns waged by radical political movements, especially in Iraq and Egypt.7
    


    
      By and large, the Arab states' involvement in the Palestine conflict, culminating in the invasion of
      Palestine by their regular armies in mid-May 1948, was the result of domestic popular pressures stemming from
      strong hostility to foreign domination and solidarity with the Arabs of Palestine. In Egypt, as well as in the
      newly independent states of the Fertile Crescent, domestic political and economic difficulties proved
      overwhelming. Growing militant religious, nationalist and communist opposition led to an increasing inclination
      of the ruling elites to espouse the Palestine issue as an indispensable source of legitimacy.
    


    
      Palestine thus came to serve as a focus of regional Arab politics, stirred by supra-state pan-Arab and Islamic
      networks and political movements. The Palestine question was indeed unique in enhancing common Arab action and
      crystallizing the regional system's nucleus-institutionalized in the foundation of the League of Arab States
      in March 1945. With the foundation of the League, the Palestinian national movement — still exhausted by the1936
      – 39 revolt, with its political leaders detained or in exile — lost any effective representation of its own
      cause. The question of Palestine thus became a collective Arab issue supervised by the Arab League.8
    


    
      The regionalization of the Palestine question was encouraged by Britain whose mandatory policy, under the impact
      of the revolt of1936 – 39 and growing Italian and German agitation in the Arab countries, assumed an increasingly
      regional rationale, tightly linked to British imperial considerations. The change reflected the Foreign
      Office's growing perception that the Palestine conflict had become a central issue on the agenda of Arab and
      Muslim societies in the Middle East as well as among the Muslims of India, leading to a shift in the centre of
      gravity of decision-making on the issue from the Colonial to the Foreign Office. Henceforth, Britain's
      mandatory policy tended to assume a clear pro-Arab nature in order to secure the 'good
      will' of the Arabs as a guarantee of Britain's imperial interests and stature in the Middle East.9
    


    
      Britain encouraged Arab rulers to play an official role in the Palestine question in co-ordination with its
      policy, hoping thereby to mitigate violence against its policy. In the May 1939 White Paper Britain undertook to
      consult with the Arab governments before making any change in that policy.
    


    IN SEARCH OF A LONG-TERM SOLUTION


    
      With the end of the war in Europe British officials in the Middle East maintained that their country's
      stature in the region was at its peak due to victory, as well as to the White Paper policy in Palestine, and the
      role played by Britain in securing Syria's and Lebanon's independence and in excluding France from the
      Levant. The preservation of those achievements, in addition to creating a regional defence system through new or
      revised bilateral treaties with each of the Arab states, seemed to be linked more than ever before with the
      settlement of the Palestine question. The architects of Britain's Middle East policy tended to portray the
      Palestine question as a 'focus of Britain's policy', and the 'pillar of Britain's strategic
      interests' in the region.10
    


    
      Yet Britain's regional policy suffered from inherent contradictions. Apart from the Hashemite regimes, which
      perceived the alliance with Britain to be vital for their survival — and for which they were held in contempt by
      their Arab rivals — other ruling elites were obsessed with obtaining complete national liberation and sovereignty
      over their territories in peace and war times. However, not only were Arab officials unable to separate Palestine
      from their own quest for national liberation, but Britain's decision-makers misperceived the growing popular
      militant pressures on the Arab ruling elites, which strictly limited their freedom of manoeuvre regarding
      relations with the former colonial power as well as on Palestine.11
    


    
      At the same time, even before the war came to its end, Britain was confronted with a determined Zionist
      leadership, which had adopted a claim for the establishment of a Jewish state over the whole of mandatory
      Palestine, and a growing anti-British Jewish terrorism, which threatened to expand into a full-blown Jewish
      rebellion if immigration were stopped. However, Britain's main concern was the possible negative impact of
      Zionist influence in the United States on Anglo-American relations. This was especially acute in view of strong
      American public support for the removal of all British restrictions on immigration to Palestine
      of Holocaust survivors. In the view of pro-Arab British officials the growing Zionist impact on American public
      opinion and party politics 'poisoned Britain's relations with the United States'.12Moreover, the intensified public manifestations of American solidarity with the
      Zionist aspirations in Palestine in1944 – 45 aroused the Arab governments' fears and agitation, renewing
      their political efforts on behalf of the Palestinian cause.13
    


    
      Under these circumstances, and British economic dependence on the United States by the end of the war, the
      continued status quo in Palestine under the White Paper was no longer optional. Yet
      Britain's quest for a realistic long-term solution during the next four years proved futile. In January 1944,
      the cabinet had approved the special Cabinet Committee's recommendations for partition, the establishment of
      a Jewish state and annexation of Arab Palestine to Transjordan. But these recommendations, which had never been
      official, or public, met the same fate as the Peel Commission's partition plan of 1937. Once again, it was
      the Foreign Office and the military echelon that led the campaign against partition, perceived to be ruinous to
      Britain's imperial and regional interests.14
    


    
      A proposal submitted in April 1945 by Edward Grigg, the minister-resident in Cairo, for the establishment of a
      British trusteeship over Palestine under United Nations' supervision, was also rejected by the government,
      mainly on grounds of anticipated Arab objection to any withdrawal from the White Paper and the constitutional
      promises it included.15
    


    
      The Foreign Office and the Chiefs of Staff maintained that a partition of Palestine would generate severe Arab
      violence in the region, which would destroy friendly Arab-British relations, and undermine Britain's vital
      interests in the Middle East. These were defined in terms of communications, oil and strategic bases, which could
      be preserved only by securing the 'good will' of the Arabs. Another source of concern was the anticipated
      penetration of the United States and Soviet Union in the region after the war, and the Arab states' drive
      toward unity.16
    


    
      The Foreign Office's objection to partition won the full endorsement of Britain's military commanders,
      heads of civil administration and diplomatic echelons in the Middle East, who, in1944 – 45, regarded even the
      slightest deviation from the White Paper as a disaster for Britain's interests in the region. It was
      estimated that, in view of the anticipated violence of both Arabs and Jews to partition or of Jews to a
      continuation of the White Paper policy, at least another division would be needed in Palestine. Such a level of
      reinforcement seemed unrealistic as long as the war continued, or, during the year after, owing to the need to
      secure the occupied European territories.17
    


    
      Towards the end of the war, Churchill advocated placing part of the responsiblity for the Middle
      East — including a long-term settlement of the Palestine problem — on the American government. The Labour
      government also strove to win the support of the United States for a settlement in Palestine, in order to
      mitigate Zionist pressures and to legitimize Britain's Palestine policy in the United States.18
    


    
      Based on the State Department's position this tendency realistically assumed that there was a
      British-American consensus on the need to resolve the Palestine problem in a way that would preserve Western
      interests in the Middle East, especially in view of the post-war Soviet threat. To Whitehall's chagrin,
      however, the American input became affected increasingly by President Truman's pro-Zionist intervention,
      which frustrated repeated British attempts at co-ordination with Washington. Indeed, as Bevin's biographer
      commented, 'The Jewish demands and the Arab reaction were predictable; direct intervention by the American
      President was not.'19
    


    
      Although unable to arrive at any practical long-term policy in Palestine, a short-term policy was urgently
      needed. The White Paper's Jewish immigration quota was about to be exhausted in July 1945, and the problem of
      Europe's Jewish survivors could not be ignored. Under the new Labour government two long-term solutions were
      considered. A proposal for 'provincial autonomy', which had deep roots in the Colonial Office, suggested
      partition of the country into separate Arab and Jewish autonomous provinces, with possible federal unity in the
      future. The second solution, suggested by Bevin, was the establishment of a federal union under Abdallah's
      throne, comprising three units: Arab and Jewish units in Palestine, according to the Cabinet Committee's
      scheme, and Transjordan. Both proposals, however, were eventually rejected. While the first one seemed to
      perpetuate the partition of the country, and was therefore rejected by the Arabs, the second was rejected by both
      the Jews, who refused to be ruled by an Arab prince, and Ibn Saud, whose hostility to Abdallah left no doubt as
      to his anticipated rejection of such scheme.20
    


    
      In September, shortly after the advent of Attlee's Labour government, a conference chaired by Foreign
      Secretary Bevin, comprising Britain's representatives in the Middle East and officials of the foreign and
      colonial offices, approved a temporary continuity of the White Paper's policy on immigration, maintaining an
      average quota of 1,500 – 2,000 immigrants per month, until a long-term solution to the Palestine question was
      reached. The decision reflected a clear British preference to confront the outraged response of the Zionists and
      the Yishuv, over running the risk of wide-scale riots in the Arab world and among the Muslims of India.21
    


    
      The decision to adhere to the White Paper policy coincided with the position advocated by the
      Foreign Office and the 'Middle East Defence Committee' since April 1944, to preserve Britain's
      control of Palestine and to reject both Zionist and Arab claims. The Labour government resolved that if it was
      decided to suspend further Jewish immigration, Britain would submit the Palestine question to the United
      Nation's Trusteeship Committee. However, Bevin maintained that an approach to the United Nations should be
      accompanied by specific recommendations, which, in addition to being acceptable to both Arabs and Jews as well as
      to the United States, would secure the defence of British interests in the Middle East. In other words, the ideas
      considered by the Foreign Office and the Chiefs of Staff assumed, or at least envisioned, that control over
      Palestine would be retained anyway.22
    


    
      Paradoxically, President Truman's pressure on London to allow the immigration of 100,000 displaced Jewish
      persons from Europe gave the British government a pretext for a further delay of the decision on a long-term
      policy in Palestine. London could hardly underestimate Truman's pressures, especially in view of its need for
      Washington's financial assistance, and its strategic co-operation in containing Soviet encroachment into
      Europe and the Middle East. Yet the American President's intervention provided Bevin with the opportunity to
      try to secure an American endorsement for Britain's Palestine policy by establishing an Anglo-American
      Committee of Enquiry (AACE) on Palestine. The gulf between the two powers was demonstrated by their different
      interpretations of the committee's terms of reference, intended to satisfy their respective clients.23
    


    
      The establishment of the AACE came less than a month after the Jewish national leadership had taken an
      unprecedented decision to wage a violent struggle against Britain, in collaboration between the national command
      of the Hagana, and the IZL (Irgun Zvai Leumi [National Military Organization]) and Lehi (Lohamei Herut Israel
      [Israel Freedom Fighters]) 'dissident' groups. Britain's decision to prefer American-backed
      diplomatic means over forceful disarmament of the Yishuv reflected Whitehall's concern about the American
      public response to a violent repression of the Yishuv — for which, in any case, Britain was hardly ready
      militarily — and an evaluation that the American administration would ultimately endorse its Palestine policy.
      The British decision was accompanied by an acknowledgement of the need to allow continued Jewish immigration. The
      growing effort of Jewish illegal immigration orchestrated by the Hagana constituted a growing moral as well as
      military burden on the British government. Moreover, the growing number of detained illegal immigrants at Atlit
      camp (near Haifa) triggered concerns lest the Hagana try to release them by force.24
    


    BEVIN'S FUTILE DIPLOMACY


    
      The Jewish armed struggle came to a halt for the period of the AACE's work. On the Arab side, despite an
      Iraqi attempt to impose a collective Arab boycott of the AACE, the Arab League discussions of the issue were
      concluded with a rather non-committal announcement on 5 December. British officials interpreted it as informal
      acquiescence in a six-month prolongation of Jewish immigration to Palestine according to the White Paper's
      quota in return for British adherence to that document, and a continued Arab-British dialogue concerning
      Palestine.25
    


    
      It is noteworthy that the League's decision was approved without the delegates of the newly established
      Palestinian Higher Arab Committee (HAC), owing to their late arrival in Cairo. However, the official response of
      the Palestinian-Arab leadership to Bevin's announcement on the AACE clearly demonstrated the former's
      disagreement with the Arab League's position. The HAC rejected any further Jewish immigration and American
      involvement in shaping the future of Palestine, and claimed an exclusive right to be the 'ultimate ruler'
      on the Palestine question.26 Indeed, the collective Arab position remained
      unequivocally opposed to any further Jewish immigration into Palestine. To balance their collaboration with the
      AACE, the Arab governments decided to impose, as of 1 January 1946, a full economic boycott on the Jewish
      community in Palestine, as an indication of their determination to curtail its development.27
    


    
      The impact of the Palestinians on the Arab governments was indeed undeniable when Bevin appealed to the latter to
      accept the cabinet's decision of 1 January 1946 — before it was published — on prolongation of Jewish
      immigration (1,500 per month), for the period of the AACE's work. Despite the Arab governments'
      understanding approach to the British appeal, none was willing to approve such a decision, especially in view of
      the American Congress' resolution of 17 December 1945 in support of immediate and wide-scale Jewish
      immigration to Palestine. Yet the early inclination of the Arab governments to refer Bevin's request to the
      Arab League, indicating the collective nature of the matter, came to an end once the HAC announced its utter
      rejection of the cabinet's decision. Hence, with the announcement of the cabinet decision in late January on
      continued Jewish immigration the Arab governments responded officially in a tone identical to the HAC's. In
      Lebanon, Syria and Iraq, special parliamentary sessions denounced the British government, presumably to enhance
      their own domestic legitimacy.28
    


    
      While the Arab governments and the HAC — now led by Jamal al-Husayni, who had been released from British
      detention — opted to collaborate with the AACE, all Palestinian-Arab parties other than the
      Husaynis demanded to boycott the AACE, so that the issue would be referred soon to the United Nations where the
      Arabs would be treated even-handedly. The intense public debate within the Palestinian-Arab community over the
      AACE reflected the split that had affected the HAC in late March as a result of Jamal al-Husayni's attempt to
      secure his party's domination through enlarging the number of HAC members. It was also a protest against the
      Arab League's policy on Palestine and in support of the Husayni faction. By and large, the Arab
      governments' testimonies repeated the familiar attitude regarding Palestine, emphasizing that it must remain
      Arab. The only exception was the Palestinian-Arab demand, voiced by Jamal al-Husayni and Ahmad Hilmi, that
      Britain withdraw its forces from Palestine as soon as possible, admitting that this would lead to an armed
      showdown and solution of the conflict by force. This demand, which came in response to a similar claim by David
      Ben-Gurion, Chairman of the Zionist Executive, clearly indicated the growing militancy in both parties and the
      understanding that the dispute would be decided in Palestine itself.29
    


    
      Bevin's gain was indeed no more than a short-lived relief, as indicated by the frustrating responses of the
      parties concerned to the AACE's recommendations announced in early May. As expected, the Zionists rejected
      the Committee's main recommendation, namely, that Palestine should remain a unitary, bi-national, state. Even
      though the Committee had approved President Truman's request for the immediate immigration of 100,000 Jews
      into Palestine, it was far from meeting the Zionist essential claim for free Jewish immigration to Palestine. The
      Committee's recommendations came to be perceived as a blow to the Zionists, especially because, in April,
      Britain and Egypt had started negotiations on the latter's demand for a revision of the 1936 Anglo-Egyptian
      Treaty and a total evacuation of British troops from Egypt. This, and Prime Minister Attlee's announcement on
      9 May that British forces would be evacuated from Egypt, left the impression that Britain had decided to turn
      Palestine into its main strategic base in the Middle East.30
    


    
      In June, the Jewish armed struggle against the British mandate was renewed, accompanied by intensified efforts at
      illegal immigration, settlement activity and propaganda. Soon these efforts and their impact on Anglo-American
      relations began to influence British public opinion, parliament and even the cabinet, reinforcing the view that
      Britain should rid itself of the 'thankless' duty in Palestine by returning the mandate to the United
      Nations and withdrawing altogether.31
    


    
      Just how polarized the Jews and Arabs were was demonstrated by the vigorous rejection of the AACE's
      recommendations throughout the Arab world, blurring the boundaries between domestic and regional, or popular and official spheres. The protests, strikes, demonstrations and militant proclamations all
      combined to create a sense of crisis. Once again the Palestine question demonstrated its overwhelming rallying
      power in Arab politics. Apart from rejecting the immigration of 100,000 Jews into Palestine, and the abolition of
      restrictions on land sales to Jews, the Arabs were particularly bitter about the AACE's recommendation that
      Palestine should become neither a Jewish nor an Arab state. The Arabs argued that with continued Jewish
      immigration and land purchases a Jewish state would be inevitable.32
    


    
      The collective Arab response to the AACE's recommendations was consolidated at an Arab summit conference at
      Inshas, Egypt (28 May) and at the Arab League Council's session convened in the Syrian resort town of Bludan
      (8–12 June). These meetings indicated an escalation in the level of Arab commitment to the Palestinian-Arab
      cause. The Inshas summit undertook, for the first time, to support the Arabs of Palestine 'by all possible
      means', in addition to making an unequivocal commitment to extend financial support.33 Yet the Arab response was affected markedly by Britain's pro-Arab position and
      reservations in regard to the AACE's recommendations. In fact, the Arab governments strove to reach a
      consensus with Britain that would help London to retreat from the Committee's recommendations. This was
      indicated by the intimate consultations between Arab leaders and British officials during the Bludan meeting,
      particularly with Brigadier Clayton, whose presence in Bludan was not a secret.34
    


    
      The Bludan conference rejected Jamal al-Husayni's demand to prepare for an armed rebellion, which would
      entail financial and military assistance to the Arabs of Palestine. However, in view of the growing Jewish armed
      struggle, the conference recommended that the Arab governments 'encourage popular support of material and
      human resources for the defence of the Arabs of Palestine', which would be sponsored by 'Committee(s) for
      the Defence of Palestine', to be established in each Arab country. The option of appealing to the United
      Nations, strongly advocated by the HAC, was not endorsed, owing to doubts about its chances of success. The
      preference was for coordination with Britain. It was therefore decided to request that Britain end the mandate
      and enter into negotiations with the Arab governments on the future of Palestine in accordance with the United
      Nations' Charter. Although the word 'trusteeship' was purposely omitted — to prevent misunderstanding
      about the Arabs' being willing to accept less than the full independence of Palestine — the Arab request to
      begin negotiations on Palestine clearly referred to articles 79–80 of the UN Charter.35
    


    
      The Bludan conference completed the process of undertaking collective Arab responsibility for
      the Palestine question, and specified the instruments for implementing this duty. Although a new HAC was
      appointed, the authority to allocate financial and other Arab resources for the Palestine cause was entrusted
      officially to a newly established 'Palestine Committee' within the Arab League, headed by the
      Secretary-General Azzam and members of each of the Arab states and the HAC.36This structure was meant to enhance the Arab states' control over the
      Palestinian issue, especially in view of the HAC's intentions to shift to armed rebellion, which would bring
      them into confrontation with Britain and entangle them in domestic turmoil. However, in the absence of direct
      control over the Palestinian-Arab community itself, the Arab League's authority was bound to remain limited,
      encouraging frustration and inter-Arab disagreements.
    


    
      The collective Arab memorandum to Britain and the United States adopted a threatening tone regarding any attempt
      to implement the AACE's recommendations. The threat included a hint of applying economic sanctions, namely,
      an embargo on oil supplies to Britain and the United States, and encouragement of volunteers from the Arab
      countries to support the Arabs of Palestine. Despite this demonstration of unity, the Arab coalition was divided
      deeply by competition over contradictory goals and priorities, which would make any compromise on Palestine
      impossible. Hence, the Arab League Council came under strong Iraqi pressure to adopt resolutions threatening
      specific economic and political sanctions against Britain and the United States in case of implementation of the
      AACE's recommendations. The Iraqi proposal met with strong reservations from most Arab delegates, who feared
      that such a threat would harm their own interests. The disagreement was settled finally by accepting the Iraqi
      demand but keeping it secret -although the resolutions on sanctions and 'popular' military and financial
      support to the Arabs of Palestine were reported informally to the British government.37
    


    
      Even before the official publication of the AACE's recommendations, most British cabinet members, including
      Prime Minister Attlee, were sceptical about their possible implementation, because of the evident need to impose
      them by force on both Jews and Arabs and Britain's strategic constraints in this regard. The gloomy state of
      the mandate was best reflected by the cabinet's consensus that implementation of the Committee's
      recommendations would lead to both Arab and Jewish revolts and to irreparable rupture between Britain and the
      Arab states. Bevin was alone in his hope of obtaining American political, military and financial co-operation in
      their full implementation, which he conceded would be vital for disarming the Jewish military organizations.
      Bevin also objected to returning the mandate to the United Nations, arguing that it would enable
      the Soviet Union to intervene in the Palestine conflict.38
    


    
      In May, London and Washington indeed agreed to hold joint discussions of 'experts' on the implementation
      of the AACE's recommendations, the result of which would become a basis for consultations with the Arab and
      Zionist parties. Yet, while the American administration insisted on the early implementation of the
      recommendation on the 100,000 Jewish immigrants, Britain's priority was to conclude an agreement with the
      Egyptian government on the revision of the 1936 treaty, before new suggestions on Palestine were presented to the
      Arabs. It was Bevin's assumption that it would be easier to win Egypt's consent to the implementation of
      the AACE's recommendations after its own national claims had been met. Indeed, the key question from a
      British viewpoint was how to proceed with diplomacy on Palestine without undermining its regional interests.
    


    
      However, despite disenchantment with the mandate, the Chiefs of Staff, with the Foreign Office's backing,
      continued to insist on retaining a British military presence of two divisions in Palestine, as a part of any
      future solution. Moreover, the cabinet's unilateral decision of 6 June to evacuate British troops from Egypt
      (though not from the Canal Zone), in spite of the Chiefs of Staffs' objections, made Palestine even more
      crucial to Britain's strategic interests in the Middle East. The advocates of a continued presence in
      Palestine suggested repeatedly that it would be impossible to enforce a solution unacceptable to either the Jews
      or Arabs. These considerations and the successful repressive measures taken against the Yishuv's political
      leadership and military infrastructure on 29 June 1946 underpinned the British suggestion of a 'provincial
      autonomy' plan at the 'experts' talks as a solution that was not an alternative to the mandate, and
      which coincided better with British interests in the Middle East. The 'experts' talks resulted in an
      agreed plan of 'provincial autonomy' which the British Cabinet approved immediately, later to be known as
      the 'Morrison-Grady Plan'.39
    


    
      The plan was intended to secure long-term British domination of Palestine. It proposed dividing the country into
      four districts — Arab, Jewish, Jerusalem and the Negev. While the Negev was to remain under direct British
      control, the first three districts were to be administered by local autonomous administrations, whose powers
      would include municipal and civil affairs, land sales and immigration. The districts were to be subordinated to a
      central government headed by a high commissioner. The central government was to be in charge of foreign and
      financial affairs, and security. The main advantage of the plan was its ambiguity and its possible development
      toward either direction advocated, respectively, by the Foreign and Colonial Offices: a
      bi-national unitary state, or partition.40
    


    
      Apart from the fact that the plan was rej ected by both Jews and Arabs, the main blow it sustained came from
      Washington, where President Truman, under strong Zionist and partisan pressure, and with an eye on the
      approaching elections to Congress due in November, refused to adopt it. None the less, the British cabinet
      decided to promote the plan as a basis for consultations with Jews and Arabs, whose consent would enable a
      British trusteeship regime to be established.41
    


    
      The cabinet's decision was affected apparently by the dramatic change in Zionist policy in the summer of
      1946. On 5 August, the Jewish Agency, meeting in Paris, decided by a decisive majority to support partition and
      the establishment of a Viable Jewish state' in part of Palestine. The harbingers of this change were apparent
      in the private meetings held by Weizmann, Ben-Gurion and Shertok with the AACE in Jerusalem the previous March,
      during which the Jewish delegates presented a map with the desired Jewish state, comprising the Peel Plan plus
      Jerusalem and the Negev. The timing of the official change in the Zionist policy, however, reflected a sense of
      despair, fear of a violent confrontation with Britain, and loss of White House support, following the British
      comprehensive military crack-down on the Yishuv's leadership and military infrastructure on 29 June 1946
      ('Black Saturday') - which in turn provoked the blowing up of the King David Hotel (22 July) by the IZL.
      Above all, however, it was the 'Morrison-Grady' plan and its perceived danger to Zionist aspirations that
      determined the change in the Zionist programme.42
    


    
      In the summer of 1946 a temporary convergence of circumstances seems to have triggered a growing support among
      British and American senior officials in the Middle East as well as in Washington for the idea of partition,
      assuming that if Britain and the United States collaborated on such a scheme, Arab resistance would not
      constitute an obstacle. Such a solution appeared to High Commissioner Cunningham, for example, as preferable to
      provincial autonomy, which would have caused a confrontation with both Jews and Arabs. However, the Foreign
      Office and Chiefs of Staff remained unmoved in their objection to partition.43
    


    
      But the abyss between Arab and Jewish positions remained as unbridgeable as ever. While the Zionist Executive
      regarded the plan as a formula for creating an independent Palestinian state in which the minority status of the
      Jews would be perpetuated, Arab policy-makers suspected it as being nothing but a prelude to partition. Moreover,
      they announced that they would neither meet nor negotiate with the Zionists. Even before the London Conference
      convened on 9 September at the St James' Palace, the Arab delegations rejected the
      provincial autonomy plan as a basis for negotiations.44
    


    
      The absurdity of the conference was manifested by the absence of the parties directly concerned, who boycotted
      the meeting; the HAC, for not being allowed to determine its own delegates, and the Zionist Executive, in protest
      against the mass arrests of the Yishuv's leaders (though British officials did hold informal contacts with
      Zionist leaders during the conference). According to Britain's request, the Arab delegations submitted their
      own plan for a unitary Palestinian state, in which the Jewish community would be recognized constitutionally as a
      political minority. Jewish immigration would be entirely halted and only Jews with at least 10 years'
      residence would be recognized as citizens.45
    


    
      The Arab plan, submitted without prior consultation with the HAC, led to the latter's bitter criticism of the
      Arab governments. At the next session of the Arab League Council, Jamal al-Husayni argued that the Arab
      governments misrepresented the Palestinian-Arab attitude, accusing them of doing too little to ensure that the
      HAC be invited to London and be granted the right to choose its own representatives.46
    


    
      In June 1946, the Mufti al-Hajj Amin al-Husayni returned to the Middle East after a long absence in Nazi Europe
      and, by the Bludan resolutions, re-established his official position as the HAC's president. Henceforth, the
      Mufti focused his activity on restoring his own authority and reorganizing the HAC, on the assumption that a
      military showdown with the Jews was imminent. For the short run, however, the main impact of his return (even
      though he was not allowed into Palestine and forced to operate from Egypt and Lebanon) was the stiffening of the
      collective Arab attitude on Palestine. His reputation as a bitter enemy of Britain, a holy man and symbol of the
      Arab struggle for national liberation, especially among the newly emerging urban middle class in the Arab
      countries, explains his influence on Arab decisionmakers, who perceived him as a potential threat to their
      domestic stability.
    


    
      Another element of extremism injected into the collective Arab position was Syria's and Saudi Arabia's
      concerns that Britain was heading towards a partition that would allot the Arab part of Palestine to Transjordan,
      which in May 1946 had been granted independence under Abdallah's kingship. Indeed, by the summer of 1946
      Abdallah's relations with his Syrian neighbours deteriorated, owing to the Hashemite king's proclamations
      of his aspiration to unify 'Greater Syria' under his own throne and his support of opposition groups in
      Syria. The perceived threat to Syria pushed its regime to increasing identification with Iraq's extremism on
      Palestine. Indeed, in the summer of 1946, the Jewish Agency reached an informal understanding
      with Abdallah that in the event that Palestine was partitioned he would not interfere with the establishment of a
      Jewish state, while the Jews would be indifferent to the fate of the Arab part of Palestine, understanding that
      it would be annexed to Transjordan.47
    


    
      In late October, the prospects for a negotiated settlement in Palestine seemed worse than ever. On top of the
      poor results of the London conference, on 4 October, the eve of the Jewish Day of Atonement, Truman repeated his
      claim for massive Jewish immigration into Palestine and endorsed a solution based on a compromise between the
      Morrison-Grady plan and partition of Palestine.48 Truman's declaration,
      which was understood as support of a Jewish state, further undermined Bevin's chances of reaching a
      negotiated settlement that would grant the Jews less than a state. Against this backdrop, Bevin presented three
      options to the cabinet in case Britain reached no agreed settlement with the Arabs and Jews:
    


    
      	Imposing a solution on one of the parties — an option dismissed by the Chiefs of Staff on military
      grounds.


      	Relinquishing the mandate and withdrawing from Palestine, which would seriously affect Britain's stature
      in the Middle East.


      	Partition and the merger of the Arab part with Transjordan.49
      

    


    
      In November and December 1946 it had become obvious to the cabinet that the only practical option for Britain was
      to return the mandate to the United Nations, the implications and implementation of which became a matter for
      discussion at the Colonial and Foreign Offices. The main issues on the agenda were whether or not to accompany
      the approach to the United Nations with specific recommendations, and if so, whether Britain should endeavour to
      secure a trusteeship under UN auspices or seek swift withdrawal from Palestine. A major question was the
      prospects of either option securing endorsement by the United Nations. Given the attitudes of the parties
      concerned it was unavoidable to refer the Palestine mandate to the United Nations if Britain wanted to retain its
      presence in the country. Otherwise, there was a danger that the Arab states might appeal to the United Nations to
      undertake the role of trustee of Palestine, as the party directly concerned with this territory.50
    


    
      In early 1947, it became clear to the British that there was no chance of reaching an agreed solution between
      Jews and Arabs in the second phase of the London Conference. In effect, the deliberations at this stage meant
      reaching an agreement with either party, while mitigating the other's objections so as to allow Britain to
      refer the issue to the United Nations with a recommendation that would win that organization's support and secure continued British domination over Palestine. Indeed, the cabinet strove to refrain
      from referring Palestine to the United Nations without recommendations. Not only would it be tantamount to an
      admission of failure, but it would also pave the way for Soviet infiltration of Palestine, if the United Nations
      opted for a multinational trusteeship.51
    


    
      As in the case of the Peel Commission's recommendations of 1937, the Colonial and Foreign Offices were
      divided over the desired outcome. Although the prospects for winning the United Nations' support for
      partition by a two-thirds majority seemed poor, the cabinet was convinced by Colonial Secretary Creech-Jones to
      discuss a draft resolution of partition, which had enjoyed wide support within the Labour Party and among some
      cabinet members. In contrast, the Foreign Office persisted in its adherence to a pro-Arab solution, of a
      bi-national unitary state, with a limited Jewish immigration acceptable to the American administration.52
    


    
      In the cabinet's discussion, which ended in mid-February, Attlee, Bevin and Lord Alexander, the defence
      secretary, together with the Chiefs of Staff, adhered to their rejection of partition on grounds of Britain's
      economic, military and political interests in the Middle East. With the collapse of the Bevin-Sidqi agreement on
      the revision of the 1936 Anglo-Egyptian Treaty, and the intention to withdraw from India, Palestine appeared to
      be even more vital than before to the existence of British military bases and logistic facilities in the region.
      That Palestine was the only substitute for Egypt the General Staff was willing to consider was manifested by the
      December 1946 decision to transfer an additional British division from Egypt to Palestine.53
    


    
      Notwithstanding the majority support for partition in the cabinet, Bevin managed to extract a resolution that
      would allow him to resume talks with both Jews and Arabs without a commitment to a specific plan. Bevin's
      decisive weight in the cabinet regarding Palestine was highlighted by Creech-Jones' withdrawal of his own
      proposal and his acceptance of the foreign secretary's position. Ultimately, partition was not officially
      suggested to either of the parties concerned. However, the Arab and Jewish positions in the second phase of the
      London Conference illustrated how far from reality had been the cabinet's assumptions. Instead, on 7
      February, the cabinet approved Bevin's plan for a bi-national unitary state in Palestine.54
    


    
      The talks conducted by the foreign and colonial secretaries (formally) with the Arab delegations, and
      (informally) with the Zionist Executive led by Ben-Gurion, demonstrated the unbridgeable gap not only between the
      disputed parties but also between each of them and the British government. Under the HAC's pressure the Arab
      states stiffened their attitude, rejecting unequivocally any manifestation of self-governing
      Jewish government in Palestine or any further Jewish immigration. They reiterated their rejection of the
      provincial autonomy proposals, whether according to the 'Morrison-Grady Plan', or Bevin's idea of a
      bi-national unitary state, presented to them on the day it had been approved by the cabinet.
    


    
      The Jewish delegates, on the other hand, insisted on their ambiguous claim for 'a viable Jewish state',
      which even in its minimal version, would include a large Arab population (300 – 400,000) compared with the
      contemporary Jewish population of 650,000. Indeed, even Creech-Jones, a strong supporter of partition, perceived
      such a resolution as impracticable. Ben-Gurion's implied willingness to allow Britain to maintain military
      bases in the Jewish state left unmoved the Foreign Office and Chiefs of Staff, whose main concern was to ensure
      the support of the Arab states. In fact, the value of a British military base in the Jewish state seemed
      worthless in view of the Arab uproar that this was anticipated to provoke.55
    


    THE DECISION TO WITHDRAW


    
      During the winter of 1947 Britain was in a deep economic crisis. This catalyzed the cabinet's decisions on
      substantial cutbacks in overseas commitments. Within one week (14 – 20 February) the cabinet decided to refer
      Palestine to the United Nations without any recommendations; to cease, as of 31 March, all economic and military
      assistance to Greece and Turkey; to withdraw military forces from Greece; and to transfer responsibility in India
      to local government no later than June 1948. Obviously, in this gloomy atmosphere the cabinet could not adopt a
      policy that would have led Britain to a violent confrontation in Palestine, even with one of the parties. Indeed,
      the deliberations in the cabinet revealed growing criticism of Bevin's Palestine policy, which seemed
      hesitant and contradictory and which, after 18 months of delays and procrastination in decision-making, ended in
      impasse.56
    


    
      Speaking in parliament on 25 February, Bevin bitterly blamed President Truman for the failure of the London
      Conference, and expressed his hope that the disputing parties would be more willing to come to an understanding
      in view of the British decision. It is quite clear that at this stage Bevin still perceived the decision to refer
      Palestine to the United Nations as a tactical, hence reversible, step. This was clarified to parliament by
      Creech-Jones, namely, that Britain was not relinquishing the mandate but looking for advice on how to implement
      it. Bevin apparently hoped that the Arabs and Jews would ultimately prefer an agreed solution
      which would leave the initiative in his hands. Bevin's criticism of Truman constituted another appeal to the
      American Administration to share the burden of settling the Palestine dispute without risking Soviet involvement.
      In any case, the Foreign Office predicted that the chances of securing the required two-thirds support for a
      pro-Zionist partition resolution were very meagre. Failure to do so would result in the UN's backing
      Britain's policy as defined in the 'Bevin Plan'.57
    


    
      Bevin's wishful expectations, however, were soon frustrated by the Arabs, Jews and President Truman whose
      positions remained unmoved, leading to inevitable inertia in the United Nations. None the less, this course of
      events could hardly have come as a surprise to Whitehall, because even those who perceived the decision to refer
      Palestine to the United Nations as a tactical measure had been fully aware of the risks and uncertainties it
      involved concerning British interests there.
    


    
      The decision to resort to the United Nations in fact indicated that the politicians, in contrast to the Chiefs of
      Staff, did not regard a continued British military presence in Palestine so essential as to dictate their policy,
      but as one subordinate to Britain's regional Arab policy. In adopting this course of action, the cabinet was
      well aware of the possibility that the resort to the United Nations could lead to withdrawal from Palestine and
      to the end of the mandate. From mid-February 1947, official spokesmen reiterated their government's
      preference to relinquish the mandate rather than to impose a United Nations' resolution unacceptable to the
      Arabs and Jews and contradictory to Britain's conscience.58
    


    
      Britain submitted the Palestine question to the United Nations officially only on 2 April. It requested the
      convention of a special session of the General Assembly to discuss the establishment of an inquiry committee on
      Palestine, the findings of which would be brought before the regular, annual session of the General Assembly in
      September. The Arab governments repeated their loathing of another committee of inquiry whose recommendations
      might be contradictory to the Arab interest, insisting that the issue be discussed by the General Assembly
      itself. Under the HAC's pressure, the collective Arab attitude was defined in terms of a clear demand that
      the General Assembly should confine itself to discussing the end of the British mandate and the recognition of
      Palestine's independence as a unitary state. As a fall-back position, the Arabs insisted that they be
      represented in the committee of inquiry and that its terms of reference be confined to future constitutional
      aspects, without referring to the Jewish question.59
    


    
      Despite initial American reservation at the lack of British recommendations, the Special Session of the General
      Assembly rejected all the Arab demands and threats to quit the session and boycott the
      committee. The final resolution, supported by the American and Soviet delegations, resolved to establish an
      ad hoc committee of inquiry with authority to handle the issue in all its aspects,
      including the issue of Jewish displaced persons in Europe. Practically, however, only the HAC boycotted the
      United Nations Special Committee on Palestine (UNSCOP).60
    


    
      The summer of 1947 witnessed intensified Jewish terrorism conducted by the IZL and Lehi against British military
      and police personnel in Palestine, and growing illegal Jewish immigration sponsored by the Hagana, which led to
      violent clashes between the immigrants and British authorities. Britain's inability to repress Jewish
      terrorism, owing to its military weakness and lack of clear policy, became a growing burden on the mandatory
      government, eroding its control of the situation. In fact, by the eve of the publication of UNSCOP's
      recommendations, the British military and civil administrations in Palestine were concerned mainly with defending
      themselves within confined security zones, increasingly isolated from the local population. For the first time
      since the end of the war, the impact of Palestine on Britain's parliament and public opinion was discernible,
      indicating the futility of continued British presence in Palestine under these circumstances.61
    


    
      The UNSCOP report, published on 31 August, recommended, unanimously, the termination of the British mandate and
      granting Palestine independence. However, the committee's members were divided as to the desirable solution.
      The majority recommended the partition of Palestine and the establishment of Jewish and Arab states after two
      years of transition, during which Britain should continue to govern the territory under UN auspices. Jerusalem
      and its surroundings were to become corpus seperatum under international trusteeship. The
      majority plan offered the Jewish state favourable territorial boundaries, enabling 150,000 Jewish immigrants into
      the proposed Jewish area during the transitory period. The Arab and Jewish states were to sign a formal economic
      union and mutually to guarantee minority rights in their own state before independence.
    


    
      The minority plan recommended that Palestine become an independent federal state, following a transitory period
      of three years. During this period, Jewish immigration would be decided according to the economic absorption
      capacity, defined by a committee consisting equally of Jewish, Arab and UN members. The federal legislature would
      comprise two houses, one based on parity and the other on the relative proportion of the total population of Jews
      and Arabs. Legislation would require a majority vote of both houses. Cases of deadlocked legislation would be
      arbitrated by a five-member body with an Arab majority. The roles of head of state and his
      deputy would be shared by the two peoples.62
    


    
      UNSCOP's report was another blow to the British, following the General Assembly's special session in
      which the Soviet Union unexpectedly supported partition (although the significance of this new attitude was
      grasped fully only in October 1947). On 20 September, the British cabinet unanimously adopted Bevin's
      unequivocal recommendation that the mandate be ended and Britain's forces be withdrawn from the country as
      early as possible. The final nature of the decision was reflected by the British refusal to prolong its
      responsibilities under the mandate, in the absence of a UN resolution on the Palestine problem. Britain's
      intentions were reiterated by the Colonial Secretary's announcement of 26 September to the UN General
      Assembly that in the absence of a resolution agreed to by both Arabs and Jews, his government would not take part
      in its implementation and would withdraw its military forces and administration from Palestine.63
    


    
      This announcement was received with scepticism by both Arabs and Jews, being interpreted as an attempt to coerce
      them to reach a compromise. Indeed, Bevin hoped that the decision and announcement of Britain's policy on
      Palestine would force the disputed parties to arrive at an understanding in order to prevent chaos and civil war.
      However, this did not affect the British decision to end the mandate. Bevin asked British missions in the Middle
      East to examine carefully any indication of willingness to reach a compromise, with the intention of playing a
      mediating role to Britain's benefit.64 The results of this search for
      moderation ended with yet more frustration as both Arabs and Jews had become, as of late September, increasingly
      involved in binding announcements of intentions, and preparations, in view of the impending military
      showdown.65
    


    
      The cabinet's decision of 20 September was taken over the objections of the Chiefs of Staff, whose
      assumptions about Palestine's crucial strategic significance remained unaltered. The cabinet's decision
      was eased by the UN Security Council's rejection of Egypt's demand to declare the Anglo-Egyptian Treaty
      of 1936 null and void, removing the threat to Britain's strategic bases at the Suez Canal.
    


    
      Even though the colonial secretary's announcement of 26 September was subject to various interpretations, it
      signalled to the military and civil authorities in London and Palestine that they might begin planning the
      withdrawal from Palestine. The withdrawal schedule, published on 13 November, set 1 August as the end of the
      operation. The British withdrawal plan from south to north was a matter of concern to the Syrian regime, which
      feared a takeover of Palestine by the Arab Legion as a first step in implementing Abdallah's 'Greater
      Syria' scheme.66
    


    
      In October, the reports and evaluations from Jerusalem and Amman strengthened the Foreign
      Office's conviction that King Abdallah and the Jewish Agency were about to agree on partitioning Palestine
      between them. The main problem faced by the foreign secretary was how to prevent the anticipated negative
      reactions of the Arab states toward Abdallah, and to Britain itself as the power that had colluded in this
      agreement. No less important was the need to prevent a clash of interests between Britain and Abdallah in the
      event of the latter's entanglement in hostilities with the Yishuv. Given Abdallah's image as an
      archetypical British stooge, his financial dependence on Britain's subsidy and the British command of his
      Arab Legion, any such contingency could confront Britain with American and international pressure to cease its
      financial aid to Jordan and to withdraw the British officers serving in the Arab Legion. These considerations
      resulted in the conclusion that Abdallah should be unofficially encouraged to reach agreement with the Jews,
      while officially maintaining Britain's noncommittal policy on the Palestine conflict.67
    


    
      Whatever role the prospects of an agreed partition of Palestine between the Jewish state and Abdallah played in
      consolidating Britain's final decision to end the mandate and withdraw its forces, the seemingly solid
      co-operation between these two protagonists of partition proved to be fragile and short-lived. Indeed, in October
      and November Abdallah seemed to be the only power capable of intervening militarily in Palestine. However, the
      rapid deterioration of events in Palestine into a civil war following the UN partition resolution of 29 November,
      and the Arab world's reactions thereon, dragged the Hashemite king into the fray against his best interests,
      diminishing his capacity to act independently in disregard of the collective Arab policy on Palestine. As
      Abdallah succinctly explained his position to Golda Myerson in their secret meeting on 11 May 1948: 'Earlier,
      I was one. Now I am one of five.' What has been termed irreverently as 'collusion', was in fact the
      only chance of preventing a costly war and the disastrous results for the Palestinians.68
    


    
      Despite the intensified violence in Palestine and political agitation in the Arab world, Bevin continued to seek
      an agreed Arab-Jewish solution based on his own plan or on UNSCOP's minority plan, in which the Jews would
      give up their demand for a separate state. This approach might explain Britain's stiffening position against
      the imposition of partition during the General Assembly's deliberations in the course of October and November
      1947, and in fact until the end of the mandate. Britain reiterated that it would neither take part in a UN force
      assigned to this mission nor allow any UN authority to operate in Palestine as long as the mandate was in
      force.69
    


    
      Bevin's approach was unchanged by the General Assembly's partition resolution (by a
      two-thirds majority) on 29 November. Britain itself refrained from proposing a withdrawal from the partition
      resolution, so as not to appear to be acting against the UN resolution or against the United States, which had
      played a key role in supporting the partition plan. However, Bevin continued inexorably with his efforts till the
      end of the mandate to solicit the State Department to effect a withdrawal of the administration's support for
      partition, explaining that the violent Arab resistance to such a resolution would be most harmful to
      Anglo-American interests in the Middle East.70
    


    
      Britain's apparent objection to the partition of Palestine, and especially its announced decision to prevent
      the UN Commission on implementation of the partition from entering Palestine before 15 May (the date for ending
      the mandate), was interpreted by the Arabs as a tacit encouragement to escalate their objection to partition,
      even violently. Some reports suggested that British officials in the Middle East had unofficially advised the
      employment of Arab volunteers as a ploy to undermine partition.71
    


    
      The temporary boost to British prestige in the Arab world led the Hashemite regimes to seek a revision of their
      strategic relations with Britain. This prestige, however, was short-lived and fragile. In the course of 1947 and
      early 1948 Egypt grew resentful toward Britain over the impasse that prevailed in the efforts to revise the 1936
      Treaty. The suspension of the January 1948 Anglo-Iraqi agreement, shortly after its signing at Portsmouth, was
      another manifestation of how vulnerable and shaky Britain's position in the Arab states had become even
      without the thorny issue of Palestine.
    


    
      Britain's policy of withdrawal from Palestine was in practice impartial towards both the parties concerned,
      giving utmost priority to a swift and secure evacuation of equipment and personnel strictly as planned. However,
      in the Arab and Jewish memory, Britain has been portrayed as betraying them by allying with the adversary. The
      collapse of the unofficial Arab military effort, and massive exodus of 250,000 – 300,000 Palestinian-Arabs from
      their homes before the official end of the mandate, when Britain was still the responsible government, was
      depicted in Arab historiography as the epitome of its mandatory role: sponsoring the demographic, economic and
      military growth of the Jewish community in Palestine until the it was strong enough to defeat the
      Palestinian-Arab community. In Arab restrospect, the final stage of the mandate seemed nothing but the creation
      of a shield behind which the Zionists managed to implement partition and to drive out most of the Palestinians
      from the areas they had captured.72
    


    
      Indeed, during the last two months of the mandate the Arab temporary appreciation of
      Britain's objection to partition faded rapidly along with the failure of the Arab unofficial military effort
      in Palestine. Moreover, Britain's initiative at the Security Council, which led to the 29 May resolution on
      applying an embargo on war materials to the Middle East, although meant to help the Arabs, in fact, turned into
      another fiasco for its Middle East policy. The embargo, implemented strictly by Britain, in fact harmed most
      those very allies — Jordan, Iraq and Egypt — who were not only unprepared for a lengthy and costly war, but were
      obliged by their treaties with Britain to purchase war arms and ammunition only from the latter. By contrast, the
      Jewish state managed to acquire large quantities of arms and ammunition during the war, to enlarge its armed
      forces and their proficiency, and to initiate decisive operations against each Arab military sector separately.
      Thus, in the summer of 1948, Britain's refusal to supply its Arab allies with arms, ammunition and
      spare-parts resulted in growing Arab hostility to the United Kingdom for betraying the Arab cause and letting the
      Arabs down, and approaches of some Arab leaders to the Russians.73
    


    CONCLUSION


    
      'British policy in the whole Middle East stands or falls, in every sense, by what happened in
      Palestine',74 was maintained succinctly by Albert Hourani shortly after the
      Palestine war. In retrospect, there is little doubt that nakbat filastin (the Catastrophe
      of Palestine), as the results of the war came to be known in the Arab world's political ethos, epitomized
      their frustrated hopes and collective grievances in contemporary history. As such, the Palestine disaster was to
      remain a major destructive and radicalizing force in Arab societies and politics, which accelerated the decline
      of Britain in the Middle East.
    


    
      Britain's repeated efforts at reaching a reasonable solution agreed by the two communities in dispute could
      not overcome the national and religious sentiments that motivated their political aspirations and mutual
      alienation. It might be instructive to compare the cases of Palestine and India, which were both partitioned
      through civil war in the very same year, 1948. Contrary to the case of India, with which Attlee and some of the
      cabinet members were personally involved, the drawn-out and volatile decision-making process on Palestine was
      affected by the lack of any direct familiarity of the ministers involved with the territorial and communal
      realities of Palestine. Even in India, where the two communities shared a long common history and elements of
      Indian identity, Britain's efforts to maintain Indian integrity and unity failed. This was much more
      difficult to achieve in the case of Palestine, given the utter denial of Jewish political rights
      in Palestine maintained by the Arab-Muslim world.
    


    
      While the option of an imposed solution had not been considered regarding India, Bevin's calculations and
      efforts to secure American support for his policy in Palestine were all linked to the concept of the coercion of
      the Jews, or at the least ensuring the Arab states' acquiescence. Compared with the delayed, interrupted and
      unilateral implementation of partition in Palestine (by the Yishuv), the division of India, once agreed upon by
      the two main contenders in May 1947, proceeded with speed and determination, although the consequent
      inter-communal bloodshed claimed a much higher toll than the whole 1948 Palestine war.75
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