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THE MILNER MISSION: AN ATTEMPT TO APPLY-THE NEW
POLICY OF SELF-DETERMINATION

At the close of the first volume the Milner mission

had just arrived in Egypt. Its lmembers disembarked

in December 1919, in the face of almost universal

hostility. ’ .

The Mission’s terms of reference were as follows:
“To enquire into the causes of the late disorders in
“Egypt and to report on the existing situation in the
“country and the form of the Constitution which,
“under the Protectorate, will be best calculated to
“promote its peace and prosperity, the progressive de-
“velopment of self-governing institutions, and the
“protecti®n of foreidn interests.”*It was a body well
selected for its purposes. Experience of Egypt was
provided by its Pyesidenty Lord Milner, svhe had
had first-hand knowledge of administration of the
country during tHe last decade of the nineteenth
%fentury, and had written a book which had become
ap acknowledged work of reference in regard to the
difficulties and achievements of the British occupa-
tion in its early years. Amopg his colleagues also were
Sir Rennell Rodd! whd at*the beginning of a highly

distinguithed diplomatic. career had served under ,

Cromer; 4nd General Sir John Maxwell, who was well
knows toand much regarded by a later generation of
e . 11 -2



> 12 EGYPT SINCE CROMER .

Egyptians, while his administration of mgrtial law
during the early war years had enhanced an already
great reputation. Sir Cecil Hurst was specially ¢hosen
to advise in regard to the importantilegal aspect of
the Mission’s problems from the point’ of view of
international law. Sir Owien Thomas represented the
British Labour Party, and Mr. J. A. Spender was
“well known for his steady advocacy of the Liberal
" point of view in international affairs and for his pro-
fessions of sympathy with small nations. The Egyp-
tian extremists eagerly attacked the appointment of
Lord Milner as® President of this Mission,,in par-
ticular they seized upon and publicly criticised any
passage in his book upon Egypt which might be
said to show a “reactionary’ attitude towards the
problems of the country. But the fact remains that
alike by his intense devotion to the true interests of
Great Britain, by his wide experience of kindred
problems, by the commanding position which he had
achieved, and by the natural attainments which had
raised him there, Lord Milner was pre-eminently
fitted for the task entrusted to him.

The arrival of the Mission coincided with the most
intense point of the agitation for independence. In
addition to the series of attempted murders of Eng-
lishmen, attacks were made upon the lives of Egyp-
tians and the Prime Minister kimself had a narrow
escape on December 15. At the same time the boy-’
cott of the Mission had been organised to a pitch at
which it was for all practical purposes complete. The
report of the Mission tells the story in detail. The
Sultan and his Ministers’were the only Egyptians
who entered into relations with the Missio® on their
arrival, and even they held an attitude of marked re-
serve and refused to express opinions. The vest of
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Egypt, some because they would not .but most be-
cause they dared not do othgrwise, held themselves
entirely aloof: strikes of protest, telegrams of protest,
processions of sprotest, bittey protesting articles in
the Press, ffollowed one another in an unending
strtam. The heads of the J1 Azhar Universft’y pub-
lished a letter to the High"Commissioner demanding
the withdrawal of the British from Egypt. Six princes =
of the family of Mahomed Ali published.a similar
communication, which they sent to Lord Milner.
“The headquarters of the Mission were constantly
“watchgd by unostentatious pickets» The visit of any
“Hgyptian of note was at oncé communicated to the
“Press and becam¢the subject of minatory comment.
“Moreover the offender was liablerto be subjected to
*‘a domiciliary visit in his own house from a group of
“students, demanding an explanation of his conduct,
“which generally ended in his making a profuse pro-
“fession of his Nationalist faith and affirming that in
“his conversation with the Mission he had been careful
“inno wise to depart from it. . . . Meantime the move-
“ments of members of the Mission were carefully fol-
“lowed, éspecially when any of us went into the pro-
“vinces. Emissaries would be immediately despatched
“from Cairo to dog our feotsteps, to try tg prewent
“our getting into touch with the local people, especi-
“ally the fellahin, dnd to arrange demonstrations cal-
*2culated to impress us with the solidarity of Egyptian
“opinion. The visit to Tanta of one member of the
“Mission led to serious riots, which, continued for
“many days and were only gquelled by the intervention
“of the military.”*In fict the organisation of the’ex-
tremists’had been triumphantly successful; they had -
been givén time to organise a boycott of the Mission,
they had»availed themselves of 1t and their domina-
L -
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tion over Egygt was complete. It wassmerely an aca-
demic consolation thatsthe Mission derived from re-
porting that “they (the extremists) certainly fiiled in
“¢heir main object, for jt was 1mposmble not to come
“to the conclusion fhat, if the Egyptian3 were really’
“so,unanimous aswe werejntended to think, weshould
“have been left to find that out for ourselves by going

>““about the country without let or hindrance”. The

conclusion was accurate enough but it was not one
upon which either the Mission or His Majesty’s
Government felt at all inclined to act at this moment.

Now, however, the situation had becomg abun-
dantly clear. On the one side His Majesty’s Govern-
ment had quite definitely announted their intention
to maintain the Protectorate. The Secretary of State
had said so unequivocally in Parliament, the High
Commissioner had said so in the Residency at Cairo.
He had been asked by a non-official British deputa-
tion whether it was intended to give up the Army
of Occupation and had replied that not even the
Protectorate was to be abandoned. T he Milner
Mission’s own terms of reference were to report
“on . . . the form of the Constitution which, under
“the Protecgorate, will be best calculated, ete., ete.”

@n-the other side Zaghlul Pashg and his party had
refused to recognise the Protectorate, had demanded
independence, and by the surrender of the prev ious
April had been allowed to gain an almost complete
control over Egypt.

Here was a deadlock which could only be ended bv
a partial retreat upon oge side or the other. The
Mission did not hesitate, bt began to retreat at once.
On December 29 they issued a declaratioh, which
stated that “The Mission has been sent put by the
“British Government, with the approval of Parlia-
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“ment, to recopceile the aspirations of the Egyptian

“people with the special interegts which Great Britain
“has i Egypt and with a maintenance of the legiti-

“mate rights ofsall foreign res‘dents in the country’!
*This was, ofscourse, a complete rmsstatement of the
position, as a glance back gt the terms of referegce
will show. The real fact was that the Mission had
been sent out to reconcile Egyptian aspirations, not
with the special interests of Great Britain but “with
a maintenance of the British Protectorate. That
maintenance, however, was creatind a deadlock and
it was therefore to be surrendered bysthis declaration
of December 29.

The Declaratlon;was in fact an enormous conces-
sion to Egyptian demands: after twd weeks in Egypt
the Mission tore up its own terms of reference and
committed the British Parliament to the abandon-
ment of the Protectorate which until that moment
had been solemnly declared to be a cardinal point of
British policy. Vast as it was, the concession did not
have the desired effect. “This declaration certainly
“had some effect in mitigating hostility, but it did not
“get over’the reluctance of Egyptians generally to
“enter into formal relations with the Mission.”” There
was nothing for it, therefose, but to fall*bagk aipon
the material—valuable and comprehensive as it was
—which could be *collected from official and from
Adn-Egyptian sources. Armed with this material, the
Mjssion at the begmmng of March 1920 returned to
England.

Before we follow them there it is necessary briefly
to review the generdl state ot affairs existing in Egypt
in the early months of 1920. Political crimes of vio-
lence were §till taking place: on December 26, 1919,

R ) 1 Official Journal, December 29, 1919.
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two British, soldiers were attacked, in Cairo and
severely wounded. The serious riots at Tanta have
already been referred to: they took place on January
20 and following days. At about the same time a
bomb was thrown at Sirri Pasha, a prominent mem>
ber of the Cabinet, and 3 similar attack was macde in
February upon Shafik Pasha, the Minister of Agri-
culture. By these attacks the nerves of the Prime
Minister and his colleagues were seriously shaken,
and it was feared that they might resign their posts.
Their task was ‘indeed difficult enough without the
constant threas to their lives. One of the strongest
weapons in the hand’ of the political agitator at.this
time was the eqonomic position.XI'here was a serious
shortage of wheat supplies, whith was sending up
the price of bread in the towns and causing much
hardship among the poorer classes. The British wheat
supplies Commission was coping efficiently with a
difficult situation, but this remained anxious and un-
certain in spite of the Commission’s assistance, and
there was always the possibility that the area under
cotton would have to be restricted—a step which
would be universally unpopulat, both in Egypt and
elsewhere. It was in fact the high price of cotton which
was causing the difficulty. By it and by the general
dislocation of post-War supplies a situation was being
created which is in Egypt naturally very dangerous
—in which the fellaheen were financially prospei-
ous and therefore restless, while at the same time
they were unable to obtain the commodities they
needed. J

Another serious difficurty was brought about by the
failure to conclude peace with Turkey. The negotia-
tions dragged on despairingly, and the uncertainty
thus created had & very damaging effect. upon the

)
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mind of Egypte Lord Milner, at the head of the
Mission, was extremely anxions to know how the
terms of peace would affect the status of Egypt:
and upon this pdint a penetraing and decisive sug”
destion was thade by Lord Allenby: “If it hgs not
“alréady been done”, he wrote, “I would suggest,that,
“in addition to Turkish recognition of the Protector-
“‘ate over Egypt, she should at the same time be re-
“quired to cede to H.M.G. all prerogatives and auth-
“ority aver this country formerly enjoyed by the Sul-
“‘tan as suzerain . . . such a stipulation seems to be a
“natural zesult of victory over Turkey;and a right of
“suzerainty based on conquest would have consider-
“able moral authorify and would fortify our position
“here”.* It is quite i}npossible to understand why this
brilliantly simple and logically decisive suggestion
was never taken up. “If it has not already been done”’,
wrote the High Commissioner, as though apologising
for suggesting the obvious. In 1914 we had had our
first opportunity of putting our occupation of Egypt
upon a sound basis. We had thrown that opportunity
away in a moment of weak foolishness, yet here was
a generous providence offering us the second chance
which so seldom comes to the foolish. This second
chance, beautifully gimple and complete, we never

. regarded at all. It was perhaps the most perfect

example of the uncoordinated methods by which the
treaties of peace were too often negotiated.
Bo return now to the activities of the Mission.

® Thelr report tells us that by the time they left Egypt

they had come to certain.cor.w]usions accepted by all

the members, and these conclusions are set out in

Section II."ef the report itself. Dealing first with the

causes of the recent unrest, this gection points out
3 F.O.'daﬂatch, Lord Allenby to Lord Curzon, March 13, 1920.

.
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that the pogition which England ooccupied in Egypt

had never been legalised. ‘“We have never honestly
“faced the Egyptian problem, and pur negléet to do

%50 is in a measure responsible for the present situa-

“tiony. The histery of the status of the British ih
Bgypt is then summarived, and of this summary the
key sentence runs as follows: “It appears to be fre-

“quently assumed in current talk and writing in this

country that Egypt is a part of the Bntnsh Empire.

“This is not and never has been the case.” This very
definite and unquahﬁed assertion forms the principal
foundation of*the Mission’s recommendations of our
subsequent policy: it is therefore of extreme intport-
ance, yet it is 2 statement which%in such a form seems
by no means easy to justify. Froih the practical point
of view there is hardly one argument to be adduced
in its favour. From 1904 onwards there had been as
a matter of hard fact, apart from the Khedivial posi-
tion, only one difference between the state of affairs
in Egypt and in similar parts of the British Empire.
That difference had been the existence of the capitu-
lations, which all authorities had agreed must be ter-
minated in the interest of Egypt, but Which could
only be terminated if our occupation were main-
taiied: The British Governmert had in practice con-
trolled the internal and external affairs of Egypt, and
that control had in no way been limited by considera-
tions of legal status. Our policy had been the gradual
education of Egypt to a self-governmg status under
our aegis—the same policy, in fact, which govérned
our treatment of other Eastern dependencies within
the Empire. In theory, of course, the affair stood
upon a different footing=—owing to our failure, noted
by the Mission, tp face the facts squarely. But even

. on the battlefield of theory the Mission’s statement

L |
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of the case had %0 meet, and did not atte*npt to meet,
a very considerable w eight of argument: for, however
true thé Mission’s statement might have been of the
situation before®1914, in that gear a British Protect-
brate had beeh declared and the sitwation had thereby
been completely transformed.

However ambiguous and insecurely based that de-
claration had been, its intention was at least perfgctly
clear. The reader has only to turn to Chapter XIV.
of the,earlier volume to remind himself that the
desire and the purpose underlying the declaration
of a Profectorate were definitely that Egypt should
become part of the Empire. Tgere was no wish or
intention to keep b#r outside the Enapire, but there
was unfortunately & weak attempt to camouflage the
position and to maintain the fiction that she was not
losing her individual status. It had been a feeble com-
promise, but the intention which underlay it had
never been disguised. Moreover, it was an accepted
canon of international practice that a protected
nation became part of the Empire of the protecting
power. And finally we have the statement of no less
an authorily than Cromer himself to show us how
the Protectorate was regarded by Engligh author-
ities. “Ai'ter hangigg in the balance for a period of

88 years”’, he writes in 1915, “‘the political destiny of
I;)gypt has at last béen definitely settled. The country
as been incorporated into the British Empire. No
“other solution was possible. Provided that the states-
“mAnship be skilful and that there is no-undue haste,
“the adoption of this megsurg, far from hindering, will
“tend to facilitate the execution of that ratlonafly
“Liberal pollcy to which Great Britain is wedded in
“dealmg with its outlying depem{enmes B

13 o 1 Abbas II., preface, p. xvii.
Ll
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< Lo assert in the face of these facts, that Egypt
never had been part pf the British Empire was to
surrender not only the policy of 1914 but also the
Whole series of arguments by which the continued
evolutjon of our persistent intentions could be justi-
fied. At a blow the Mission wiped out the work of
many years and returned to a position which was no
longer tenable except in disregard of a large part of
recent history. It was a preface as unfortunate as it
was unsupported.

The remainder of Section II. of the report is con-
cerned with the circumstances which had been the
immediate cause of the disorders, with a review of
events after the War, with an acépunt of the Nation-
alist movement,” and finally with the ideas of the
Mission in regard to future policy. In regard to the
first of these subjects—the discontents created by
the War—there seems to be one important omis-
sion in the review given in the report. The grievances
which were created by the exigencies of war are
fully detailed, but nothing is said of the complete
security and the very large measure of prosperity
which the whole” country hai’i enjoyed s a result
of the War. Resources calculated conservatively at
£300 million had been accumulated during the War,
and of these about £13} million had been used to
purchase Egyptian securities held abroad, and so_to
lighten very considerably the burden of foreign debt.
For the period of 191421 the Treasury could show
a revenue of £177 million as agamst an expenditure
of £179 million, whlch meant that during that
penod while other countries were pouring away their
income and capital, nearly 99 per cent f Egvpt S
expenditure had been met out of currgnt revenue,

,and the reserve lad only been drawn upon to the

"
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extent of £2 million. Egypt had emeyged from the
most destructive war in would’s history with im-
mensely increased national resources, and with np
adverse balance In the operation of her public finances
&nd a negligible increase in taxabion. Her ordy eco-
nonfic loss was constituted dy the arrears in upkeep
and development of public works. This prosperity was
not only an important feature of the picture of .war-
time Egypt—counterbalancing, as it did to a large
extent, the grievances so often described—it was also
a ponderable cause of the disorders, owing to the
peculiar gttribute of Egypt, that her ptople must wax
fat before they will kick.

As to the eventsfsubsequent to thz War, the Mis-
sion came to the conclusion that “The consequences
“of deporting the Nationalist leaders were not rightly
“estimated, and the revoking of that measure, after
“serious disturbances had taken place, necessarily gave
“the impression that British policy was wavering and
“liable to quick changes under the pressure of agita-
“tion”. Agitation had in fact achieved over the local
authorities the same success that the boycott was now
about to win over the Mission who Wrote these words.
In view of the manner in which major congessions of
principle were madg to the eéxtremist boycott irt this
very report, it is interesting to read the conclusions
which the Mission formed in regard to the Nationalist
movement. “It has been said”, runs theirreport, ““that
“‘every Egyptian worth his salt is at heart a National-
“jst. This is only true of the educated and semi-edu-
“cated classes, who g:onsgitu’te less than 10 per cent of
“the fourteen million inhabitants of Egypt. It would
“be meaningless as applied to the 92 per cent of
“illiterates, and especially to the fellaheen, who are
“two-thirds of the whole people.\ The small upper .,

® »
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and middle cJasses were strongly Nationalist; the large
masses of the fellaheen not at all so. Even among the
upper classes a large number of individuals were misled
by unjustified apprehensions and by deliberately false
propaganda. Any ehance of success there might be for
the Mission’s policy lay therefore in the possibility of
conciliating these moderate elements among the edu-
cated.

How such conciliation could, in the view of the
Mission, be successful is demonstrated in the para-
graphs which deal with future policy. “We gradually
“came to the "conclusion that no settlement could
“be satisfactory which was simply imposed by Great
“Britain upon Egypt, but that ¥ would be wiser to

““seek a solution by means of a bilateral agreement—a
“Treaty—between the two countries.”” Unfortunately

" the further conclusion was inevitably reached that

the only way to negotiate such an agreement was not
with the moderate elements, but with Zaghlul and
his extremists, who were already committed to a fana-
tical policy of no compromise with England’s claims.

Zaghlul Pasha was in Paris, and no persuasion could
yet avail to make him return to Egypt and meet the
Mission (not unnaturally in view of the extreme
stantpoint he had all aldng taken up in regard to the
Mission). Nothing remained, therefore, but to return
to England with the material” so far collected. The
Mission arrived in London about the middle of April,

but at the same time their unofficial emissary, Adl)
Pasha Yeghen, arrived in Paris and put himself into
communication with Zaghlql Pagha. The latter must
by this time have begun to tire of his ineffectual
sojourn, which, however,” he could hardly ‘terminate
without any tangiple result. He must a,lready have

» been anxious to réturn to Egypt, yet how could he

7
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profitably return empty-handed? In these circum-
stances, thé opportunity offered to him By Adly Pasha
of meeting the Mission, and securing from them some
proof of the profitable nature Lof his activities, mus?
have been by*no means unwelcome; He allowed him-
self 0 be persuaded, and qn June 7, with Several
other members of his self-constituted Delegation, he
arrived in London. From that date commenced a
series of conversations with the Mission which con-
tinued until August, and a series of concessions on
the part of the Mission which alttred the whole
British position in Egypt. .

The story of these conversations, as told in the
" Report, is interesfjfg and illuminating. “There was

“never any doubt il our minds that Sur visitors were
“as sincerely anxious as we were ourselves to find a
“way out of the difficulties of the situation. But they
“were to some extent hampered—and this is specially
“true of Zaghlul Pasha himself—by the uncomprom-
“ising line which they had taken in the recent past.
“. . . Over and over again they declared that it was
“impossible for them to accept some proposal or other
“made byeus, the fairness of which they did not
“directly dispute, because it was inconsistent with the
“mandate which they had regeived from tht Egyptign
“people.” It was The story, newer perhaps then,
which we have since heard so often, of the unwilling-
1éss of the Oriental politician to accept responsibility.
Zaghlul Pasha had created the policy and had imposed
it apon his countrymed: now when it came to taking
action he wished to shuffle out of the responsibility
and shift the burden frorth h& own shoulders to others.
The same difficulty cropped up at every stage. “The
“idea of a’treaty between Great Britain and Egypt

“‘was readjlgr accepted. That was‘gur starting-point,,
»
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“and without it we should have madg little progress.
“But when it came to discussing those terms of the
“Treaty which embodied the few, but essential, safe-
*guards for British and foreign interests, the Egyp-
“tianswere always extremely apprehensive of agreeing
“to something which might conflict with their ideal of
“independence. As a matter of fact, our proposals did
“not conflict with that ideal—reasonably interpreted
“__gs the Egyptians themselves, or at any rate some
“of them, were ready to admit. But there was, always
“the fear in thefr minds that their countrymen would
“not take the same view, and that they would be re-
“garded in Egypt ds having betrayed the national
“cause.” These accusations of treachery which are so
freely employed\)y Nationalist agitators and form so
large a part of their stock-in-trade generally end by
threatening their own creators. Those who teach
others to throw stones increase their own chances of
being stoned. The fear of it hangs over them always
and takes away from them the courage to assume
responsibility. But the knowledge of this fact did not
discourage the Mission in their efforts at conciliation,
and at last the stage was reaciled of drafiing terms.
“This result was only achieved by considerable con-
““aessions on the part of the Mission.” This was indeed
a mild statement of the case. The Protectorate had
been discarded, the policy of. trusteeship for the
masses and for anything except foreign interests had
been tacitly but completely dropped: and now even
in regard to British interests ¢oncessions were begin-
ning to be made, not to thereasonable claims of Egypt,
but to the violent hostilily of extreme agitation.

Even then the Mission, as might indeed have been
anticipated, did not achieve the object’ which it

‘sought. When thZ heads of agreemen’is ~had been
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drawn up, Zaghlul Pasha and his golleagues re-
fused to commit themselves tg any definite support
of thent. “They jwere evidently still nervous of bein
“repudiated by®a considerablg number of their fog
*lowers in Egypt. They accordingly kept on suggest-
“ing further modifications o8 the terms so far agregd
““to, mainly on points of form, with a view of making
“them more acceptable to Egyptian opinion.” The
Mission, however, could go no further for the moment
in the way of concession. ‘“We seemed, therefore, after
““all to have reached an impasse.”

A way,out was, however, found. The position was
that a general agreement had béen reached between
the “Delegation’ and the Mission. The Mission were
prepared to support this agreement in public and to
recommend the acceptance of its principles to the
British Government. The “Delegation,” on their side,
were not prepared to shoulder responsibility. They
were afraid: afraid of their own public and afraid to
commit themselves. In these circumstances it was
suggested that some members of the “Delegation”
should visit Egypt and explain “to the public of that
“country the nature ot the settlemént which the Mis-
“sion was disposed to recommend, and the great ad-
“yantages which Egypt would derive from it. B, as
“they hoped, they met with a favourable reception,
“this would constitiite a ‘mandate’ from the people
“Which would justify the ‘Delegation’ on the return
““of the emissaries, in pledging itself to give our pro-
“pdsals an unconditiondl support.” Thisexit took the
negotiators out of their impgsse, but it took them no
further than that. They ‘wete now deep in the maze
of Oriental bargaining, from which Egypt and our-
selves have'not yet emerged. Public opinion in Egypt

was non-existent without a lead, and Zaghlul Pasha
o .
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was afraid of public opinion and had not the courage
to give it a Tead. Howgver, ‘‘a memorandum was ac-
“cordingly drawn up” and communicated to Zaghlul
Pasha and his friends, of which théy were to make
free uge in public,discussion in Egypt. This_ memo=
rapdym was publisheds immediately after it came
into Zaghlul’s hands, without the consent of Govern-
ment—and apparently without the knowledge of
Lord Milner. The British authorities expressed
themselves as horrified, but what else did they ex-
pect? They had presented Zaghlul with a golden
opportunity off committing them to large concessions
while he himself remained committed to nothing.
It is hardly credible that their gimplicity or ignor-
ance really permitted them to hope that this oppor-
tunity would not be instantly seized.

The rest of the story is soon told. In September
four members of the Delegation, Mohamed Pasha
Mahmoud, Ahmed Lutfi Bey el Said, Abdul Latif
Bey el Mukabati, and Ali Bey Maher, returned to
Egypt for the purpose of testing public opinion in
regard to the suggestions now made. Had Zaghlul at
the same time publicly expréssed even a $mall meas-
ure of enthusiasm for the suggestions, there is little
doubt that they would have had, in the first flush of
excitement, a good chance of acceptance. Instead he
published a long manifesto in which he very carefully
refrained from committing himself to any expression
of opinion, but stated merely that the result of the
recent discussions would now’be submitted to Egdypt
for c?nsideration. The four delegates arrived at Alex-
andria on September 7 and were accorded a hearty
and enthusiastic reception. The Local Committee of
the “Wafd” were at first extremely enthusiastic in

_ regard to the progosals which the delegates brought

Y
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vote for complete independence. Seeing tha't the tl‘l.lth
was probably exactly fhe contrary, the motive behind
this daring suggestion could not but Pe suspect. It was
'a fine field for intrigue and agitation, but unlikely to
be productive of definite results. In the end the four
delegates returned to England and reported. td the
Milner Mission that the Egyptian people were favour-
ably disposed towards the proposals: but here they
added, in the best Oriental tradition, that there were
certain points of which further modificationswas de-
sired. By this time, however, the Mission had had
enough. They felt perfectly rightly that it was not
for them to bargain further. The so-called principles
upon which discussion could take place had been out-
lined and to some extent agreed. The details of the
Treaty which might eventuate could not be negotiated
with the Mission—it was not their province—but with
accredited representatives of His Majesty’s Govern-
ment. Negotiations with the Mission accordingly
came to a somewhat indeterminate conclusion in
November 1920, and the next step would have to be
taken by means of official negotiations between repre-
sentatives of His"Majesty’s%overnment"on the one
hand and of the Egyptian Government on the other.

* The British were ndt very strongly placed for en-
tering upon such negotiations, From the position
which they had held in the previous autumn they had
already retreated so far that it was no longer in sight.
They stood committed to far-reaching concessions,
whereas Egypt stood committed to nothing. In the
previous year she demar‘\,ded, independence, and in all
the negotiations with the Mission the “Delegation”
had never conceded any public qualification of
that demand. From the bargaining encounter we
had emerged as xery distinctly the losets."We had
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surrendered a great deal and gained pothmg—not
even tranquillity; the Egyptian extremists had gained
much arfd surrendered nothmg——not even disorder.
It would be fdir perhaps tossay that the Mission
Had approached their problem in a spirit which was
extrémely generous towards*Egypt. The defects of
British policy, the faults of the administration during
the War and subsequently were all described w 1thout
anyattemptatpalliation orwhitewashing. Theservices
which Egypt had rendered during the War were ac-
knowledged very handsomely and nothing was said
of the subgtantial benefits she had received. The aims,
temper, and behaviour of the Nationalist agitators
were most sympathetically described. Their excesses
were excused, and everything that could be said in
their justification was carefully set down. With these
generous preliminaries the Mission approached the
crux of their problem: was there no middle course
between a forceful domination of a hostile Egypt
and evacuation? Yes, they replied: the problem could
be settled by an entirely new method of treatment,
the method of free bllateral agreement. This new
method cofild find no Gasis @ the poliecy which we
had so long pursued towards Egypt. Upder that
policy we had a declared responsibility—the *ob-
ligation was upon us, and was universally acknow-
ledged, to ensure order and a stable and humane
govemment The Mission, however, made no refer-
ence to this responsibility and no attempt to prove
thaf its object had beeh achieved. Instead they ac-
knowledged the mdependen.ce of Egypt and stipu-
lated only that British interdsts and foreign interests
must be saﬁ:guarded They-conceived that a mutual
agreement was possible under which these interests
could be safeguarded but when we come to study .
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the memorandum containing their psoposals—the so-
called Milner-Zaghlul, A greement—vwe find that their
hopes for the future are based upgn nothihg more
solid than their owm» pious and rdther sentimental
aspirstions. The proposal which the Mission make fs
supported by premisesefor which there was only the
most slender justification in fact, and which were
almost immediately falsified by events. “Would not
“an orderlyand friendly Egypt, in intimate association
“with Great Britain, serve British purposes as well, or
“even better [than a hostile Egypt], while removing
“all sense of grievance and all spirit of revolt on the
“Egyptian side?”’ Obviously the answer to this ques-
tion must be affirmative. But tq ask it in this form
was to shirk a whole string of questions which had
prior claims. Would any concessions at this stage
render Egypt orderly? or friendly? or intimate? or free
from all sense of grievance and all spirit of revolt?
The statement simply assumes that all these advan-
tages will result. It was in this dangerously optimistic
spirit that recommendations for a Treaty were put
forward. And it was in exactly the same spirit that
the Mission made the€ ser1ie¥ of special *concessions
which formed a large part of the “Milner-Zaghlul
“Agreement”. The principles of these proposals—
wrongly styled agreement—was a Treaty of Alliance
in which England would recognise Egypt’s independ-
ence, while Egypt would recognise England’s need
to protect her own special interests and her responsi-
bility to safeguard the inter€sts of foreign comniuni-
ties. England would support Egypt in defending her-
self, and in return wouléi) receive from Egypt all the
assistance Egypt could give within her own borders,
even when the integrity of Egypt was not affected.
_ T{le treaty was 6 stipulate for the following special
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points: (1) Egypt’s right to representation in foreign
countries; (2) Great Britain’s right to maintain forces
on Egyptian soil; (8) Great Britain’s concurrence in
the selection of 4 Financial Adviser; (4) her concur.
~ rence in the selection of a Judicial Adviser; (5)Great
Britain’s right to intervene td protect foreigners.from
the operation of laws which under the capitulations
required foreign consent; (6) a special position for
Britain’s representative; (7) the termination at will
of the services of British and foreign officials within
two years after the treaty comes into force.

Of thege points the first was a very~generous con-
cession. The Mission were fully aware of its dangerous
possibilities, but they assumed that their proposals
would result in a friendly Egypt. “We rely on the
“whole policy here proposed to have this effect.”” Simi-
larly with the seventh point—the right to dispense
with the services of British officials. ““The idea of any
“Egyptian government, however free to do so, at-
“tempting to make a clean sweep of its foreign officials
“is a chimera.” . . . ““No sensible Egyptian seriously
“wishes todispensewith forcignaid”, . . . “any general
“or rapid displacement ot the Britishand otherforeign
“officials is not to be anticipated.” . . . “It geems to us
“very improbable ghat suchan exodus [of offi¢iais]
“will ever assume large dimensions.” All these as-

umptions—the basis of the concession—were, as we

:‘mll see, almost immediately shown to be wrong. All
this generous sympathy was expected to secure the
gooddwill of Egypt. Tht Mission, apparently believ-
ing that they had worked,a miracle on the heart
of Pharaoh, recommended 'the speedy initiation of
Treaty ne'gotiations. Their spirit of optimism was
shared by the Government at home and by Lord
Allenby. Detailed correspondencs was carried on
» »
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