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This exceptional law [the assembly law] . . . was used by 
executive officials to deny the freedom of individuals and 
repress them in numerous circumstances during and after 
the world war . . . They continue to use it today, although 
it has been nullified by Article 4 of the constitution, which 
states that ‘personal freedom is guaranteed’ and Article 20, 
which states that ‘Egyptians shall have the right to meet in 
calm and peacefulness…’ There is, therefore, no grounds 
for retaining this law and it must be repealed.”

“

-- Mohammed Youssef Bey, member 
of the Chamber of Deputies for 
Kafr al-Duwwar, explaining his 
submission of a bill to repeal Law 
10/ 1914, January 15, 1926.
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Dedication

CIHRS dedicates this report to the 
hundreds of thousands of Egyptians, 
who over the last century, have been 
imprisoned or unjustly slain as a 
result of the illegal Assembly Law’s 
enforcement, when their only crime 
was to exercise their right of peaceful 
assembly and protest - first against 
the occupation and later against a 
succession of post-independence 
‘nationalist’ leaders. CIHRS will not 
forget them or the suffering endured by 
their families.
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Report’s Overview 

Successive post-independence governments have found the colonial-era Assembly Law (Law 

10/1914) to be a brutally effective weapon in silencing dissent. This is why, 89 years after its re-

peal by the Egyptian Parliament in 1928, ostensibly nationalist governments continue to relish in the 

deployment of this despotic relic from the occupation era. The law drastically extends the reach of 

the regime’s draconian legal apparatus by legalizing the concept of collective liability, which allowed 

for mass sentences against participants in any assembly where a crime was alleged to have oc-

curred, regardless of each participant’s individual criminal liability. Furthermore, an individual’s phys-

ical presence at the assembly is not even a prerequisite for conviction. He/she needs only re-publish 

a call for a demonstration to be sentenced to prison for five years, on the grounds of promoting an 

unlawful assembly during which actions were committed defined as crimes under the law. 

The intensified deployment of the Assembly Law in the last decade that has made it—rather than the 

better-known Protest Law (Law 107/2013) —the number-one cause of the imprisonment of political 

dissidents, journalists, human rights defenders, and others demanding social reforms. Simply for 

exercising their right to peacefully assemble, tens of thousands of Egyptians are currently serving 

prison sentences of up to 20 years in prison. The Egyptian judiciary has recently taken this draconian 

measure a step further, by ruling that participation in an illegal demonstration under the Protest Law 

is a separate crime under the Assembly Law. 

The Assembly Law was used as a legal means for collective punishment and cordoning off the 

public sphere after the initial revolution of January 25, 2011 and the military’s June 30, 2013 ouster 

of then-president Mohammed Morsi. The framers of the Protest Law (based on Law 14/1923 on 

meetings and demonstrations) referred to the Assembly Law in the preamble, viewing the two laws 

as complementary. The difference between the colonial authorities and post-independence govern-

ments is that the former believed one law was sufficient to curb peaceful assembly. The colonial au-

thorities therefore did not oppose steps by the Parliament in 1928 to repeal Law 10/1914. In contrast, 

the government of interim President Adly Mansour retained the Assembly Law while also issuing the 

Protest Law to specifically suppress demonstrations.

Researchers at the Cairo Institute for Human Rights Studies traced the Assembly Law’s historical 

trajectory and genealogy from its issuance to the present, examining the law from a new perspective 

to answer the following questions: How, and in what circumstances, was the Assembly Law issued? 

What does the historical record reveal about its role in suppressing Egyptian protests against the 

British occupation? How and why was it repealed? What is the Egyptian Parliament’s record in re-

gards to the law? Despite the law’s repeal, how did successive Egyptian governments preserve the 

law, in an 89-year legal scandal? And how did successive national leaders conceal the fact of its 
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repeal, allowing post-independence governments to exploit the law for the same objectives as the 

occupiers?

Originally passed 103 years ago, Law 10/1914 was the first legal statute in Egypt to criminalize 

individuals’ freedom to peacefully assemble. The law presents historians and legal experts with 

a compelling case study of how colonial era laws endure to govern postcolonial states as well as 

how legal genealogies and procedural irregularities in past law-making processes continue to affect 

Egyptians to the current day. Overall, the Assembly Law represents a shameful continuum of repres-

sion originating during the British occupation and persisting unabated in post-revolutionary Egypt un-

der current President Abd al-Fattah al-Sisi. The British colonial authorities and the Egyptian national 

governments following the end of the British mandate and then independence - from King Fuad I to 

President al-Sisi- despite their differences, are all links in a chain of oppression that remains unbro-

ken throughout the course of over a century.

Tantamount to martial law and issued by colonial authorities during World War I, the Assembly Law’s 

repressive capacities were strengthened by subsequent post-independence governments through 

amendments and complementary laws -  a manifestation of Egyptian leaders’ persistent fear of a 

participatory public sphere, a potentially democratic space in which oppositional voices may be 

heard. The law became a fundamental and enduring part of this legal arsenal mobilised by colonial 

and national governments alike against Egyptians’ right to peacefully assemble. 

Subsequent Egyptian national governments followed in the footsteps of King Fuad I even after in-

dependence and up to the present day, anxiously clinging to the repressive practices of the occupa-

tion-era, and in many cases, intensifying these practices. President Gamal Abd-al Nasser amended 

Article 3 of the Assembly Law to increase the penalty to 15 years of imprisonment. In 1964, Nasser’s 

interior minister issued a decree regulating the use of firearms, which allowed firearms to be used to 

disperse assemblies composed of five or more individuals in the event of a public security breach. In 

1971, President Anwar al-Sadat issued the Police Law (Law 109/1971), which affirmed the ministeri-

al decree and permitted the use of firearms to disperse assemblies of five persons or more. 

A central feature of this chain is its stranglehold over the right to peacefully assemble, which encom-

passes any collective action by Egyptians - from assembly, protest, and demonstration to the organi-

zation of political parties, trade and labour unions, and civic associations. All of Egypt’s governments, 

spanning from the colonial era to modern times, have warily viewed Egyptians’ right to peacefully 

assemble and protest as a grave threat to be averted and suppressed by any and all means, includ-

ing unlawful and even lethal means. The freedom and lives of hundreds of thousands of Egyptians 

have been brutally extinguished as a result of the colonial and national authorities’ fixation upon 

suppressing any semblance of solidarity between Egyptians for the purpose of expressing dissent. 

The British refused to intervene and halt the Assembly Law’s repeal on King Fuad I’s behalf, deem-
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ing the law too repressive for the constitutional monarchy Egypt was at the time. Far from being 

defenders of Egyptians’ right to assemble, the British took a nonchalant attitude towards law, since 

there were already other laws in place to block protests. Thus, concern for public opinion back home 

– in particularly, maintaining a ruse of democracy after the First World War - determined their ap-

proach. They believed that British intervention to keep such a brazenly undemocratic law could not 

be justified to the British people.

Although Egypt is no longer colonized, the intensifying use of the Assembly Law has ushered in an 

age of unprecedented repression, exceeding even that of Egypt’s foreign colonization. It must be 

reiterated that this report exposes the fact that Egyptian post-colonial governments were even more 

ruthless in their exploitation of this law against their own citizens than were the colonial authorities. 

They added new, more draconian provisions to the Assembly Law, relied on it as a reference for 

further repressive legislation, and codified into law the use of lethal force against peaceful demon-

strators. 

The Assembly Law defied not only the legal rules regarding the issuance of applicable laws in 1914, 

but it even defied its own abolition in 1928. One of the most disturbing findings of this report on 

the Assembly Law is that Egyptian governments, exploiting nationalist rhetoric, ironically used co-

lonial-era means, instruments, and laws against their own people, with even greater ferocity and 

hostility than the British occupation authorities once did. In 1928, when the Egyptian Parliament 

decided to repeal the Assembly Law, historical documents revealed King Fuad I implored the British 

to intervene by any means to prevent the law’s repeal.

Submerged by their single-minded focus in formulating repressive legislation to suppress peaceful 

assembly, both pre- and post-independence governments have failed to question the legislation’s 

actual efficacy. Law 10/1914 neither stopped the 1919 revolution nor did it prevent the massive 

demonstrations of 1935 demanding the reinstatement of the 1923 Constitution. It failed to quell the 

student and worker protests of 1946, the demonstrations of 1968, or the uprising of January 1977 

sparked by increased food prices. By the same token, laws tailored after the 1914 Assembly Law did 

not stop demonstrators from taking to the streets on January 25, 2011 or June 30, 2013. As history 

demonstrates, these laws merely gave government leaders the illusion of control, and were perhaps 

a major reason they met the fates they did.

Furthermore, the British colonial authorities, as evidenced by their 1928 correspondence, had to 

dissociate themselves from the Assembly Law, considering its application as “contrary to the demo-

cratic spirit” and too “draconian for a Constitutional regime’1 in the 1920s.  Indeed, this colonial law 

1	  FO/141/444/2/121799/99, “The proposed Ultimatum to the Egyptian Govt., Telegram No. 227, April 20, 1928.
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has lost its historical, political, and ethical value and its continued application by successive Egyptian 

political leaders who hypocritically claimed to uphold nationalist, anti-colonial policies is a politically, 

constitutionally, and historically iniquitous act.

Regardless of whether the decision, 89 years ago, to repeal Law 10/1914 had been published in 

the Official Gazette or not, there is one indisputable historical fact, the Assembly Law - failing to be 

adopted by the proper legislative authorities at that time - was illegally adopted by the British colonial 

authorities to confront an exceptional circumstance –the First World War, which ended a century ago.

After winning their independence from British, French, Belgian, and other colonial powers, some Afri-

can political activists believed that true independence would not be achieved as long as the colonial 

mind-set prevailed among those governing their countries; leaders who despised their own people, 

barricaded themselves behind an arsenal of colonial statutes, and imported modern weaponry to 

perpetuate the suppression of their people.

Post-colonial activists coined the phrase ‘the second independence,’ to refer to reaching the true 

objectives of the nation’s initial independence from colonialism. These objectives include the libera-

tion from colonial laws, policies, and practices, and the establishment of a democratic system. This 

democracy would guarantee citizens’ individual and collective rights and enable them to manage 

national resources and wealth in the public interest.  As a colonial-era law officially repealed 89 

years ago but illegally enforced to this day, the Assembly Law is clear evidence that Egypt, like its 

counterparts in formerly-colonized African countries, is in dire and immediate need of a second in-

dependence.

Justice can no longer be delayed for the tens of the thousands of innocent citizens’ languishing in 

Egypt’s prisons - it is time to immediately rectify this historical and national shame and affirm the 

repeal of the repressive Assembly Law. Egyptian legislators must also immediately undertake a 

thoroughgoing review of the Protest Law and purge it of all provisions inimical to civil and political lib-

erties, bringing it in line with international human rights standards. The competent authorities should 

immediately release all persons incarcerated under this invalid and unjust law, apologize to them, 

and compensate their families. 
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Recommendations:

The Assembly Law was issued under pressure and interference from the British colonial author-

ities without following the legal rules in force at the time, set forth in the Organic Law of 1913. 

It was not only the process of issuance, but the content as well, that was flawed. When the law was 

first discussed by the 1924 Parliament, a repeal was recommended. However, the Parliament was 

dissolved before its decision was finalized. The law therefore remained in force until the next Par-

liament, seated in 1926, resolved to repeal it in 1928. The Parliament then sent King Fuad I the bill 

to repeal Law 10/1914 for ratification, pursuant to the 1923 Constitution. That constitution gave the 

King a one-month period to object to laws approved by the Parliament; if no objections were forth-

coming within that timeframe, the law was considered ratified and promulgated.

King Fuad I lodged no official objection and so under the 1923 Constitution, Law 10/1914 was in-

controvertibly repealed; however, the King’s refusal to publish the repeal law in the Official Gazette 

meant that it did not enter into force. This loophole has allowed a repealed law to survive within the 

Egyptian legal system for 89 years, as we will be examined in detail in this report, using historical 

documentation.

As such, CIHRS affirms that Law 10/1914, known as the Assembly Law, has been abrogated. 

• To uphold the rule of law, the law repealing the Assembly Law- having been approved by the 

Egyptian Parliament in 1928 - must be published in the Official Gazette.  Furthermore, several 

other steps should be taken to ensure right of peaceful assembly is upheld and respected, 

most importantly: 

• Hold accountable security personnel and commanders who have used or ordered the use 

of excessive and lethal force against peaceful demonstrators. Lethal and excessive force has 

claimed the lives of at least 2,000 people over the last five years. 

• Purge the statutory code of repressive laws used to suppress demonstrators, including Law 

107/2013 and Ministry of Interior Decree 156/1964 that legalised lethal use of force by po-

lice, as well as several provisions of the Penal Code. The end result of this purge should be 

consistency with Egypt’s constitution and its ratified international conventions; as well as with 

interpretations of UN special rapporteurs on the rights of freedom of assembly and freedom of 

association, and the protection of human rights defenders. 

• Any new law regulating the right of peaceful assembly must contain strict rules and a mech-

anism guaranteeing transparent accountability for security personnel who infringe upon this 

right. It must prohibit the use of firearms to disperse peaceful assemblies. 

• Amend legislation that allows long-term pre-trial detention, which has become a form of sen-
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tencing itself expansively employed against demonstrators since 2013. 

• Parliament or the president must issue a law pardoning all those imprisoned for exercising 

their right to peaceful assembly.

Aside from these measures, serious steps must be taken to reform the judicial system in Egypt, 

which has significantly deteriorated in the past few years. Investigations and trials of demonstra-

tors do not comply with procedures guaranteeing the right of defence. Furthermore, they expose a 

reckless disregard for the law and criminal procedure, as well as a biased reliance on investigations 

by the security apparatus. As a result, several verdicts issued by felony courts have been vacated. 

Judicial reform cannot be divorced from the comprehensive reform of the security establishment in 

Egypt, together with accountability for those who caused the death or serious injury of demonstrators 

or sexually assaulted male and female demonstrators. 

None of this can be realized absent of political will and a transformation of the state’s view of the right 

of peaceful assembly from an “unadulterated evil” to an opportunity to bring stability to the country 

and avoid the uprisings that brought about the demise of its predecessors.  
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Report’s Methodology

Work on this report began in July 2014. The release of the report was scheduled for October 

that same year, to mark the 100th anniversary of the Assembly Law, issued in 1914, as well 

as the one-year anniversary of the adoption of the Protest Law, which shares the same repressive 

underpinnings, in November 2013. With this timetable in mind, the CIHRS research team met. The 

main idea was to examine Law 10/1914—under which thousands of demonstrators have been pros-

ecuted—from a perspective different from that taken by numerous legal researchers and experts: a 

perspective that went beyond legal analysis of the law’s provisions and applications to explain how 

the law has persisted for over a century. 

The team decided to trace the law from its promulgation to the present day. Specifically, the re-

searchers were asked to analyse the circumstances around the adoption of the law. Did the British 

occupation impose the law on the Egyptian authorities, or was it a direct consequence of the leaders’ 

orders? What were the grounds offered for its issuance? How did Egyptians receive the law at the 

time, and how did the press and various political forces deal with it? And how did they challenge it? 

As the research continued, the team found that the law was constitutionally tainted, as it had not 

been issued by the proper legislative authority at the time. This raised the question of the Egyptian 

Parliament’s stance on the law, since the Parliament was required to debate the law and ensure its 

constitutional integrity under the legal rules in force at the time. 

Among press reports, parliamentary minutes, and British documents, the researchers stumbled 

across a short report from the British High Commissioner to the British Foreign Office informing the 

office that the Egyptian Chamber of Deputies had repealed the Assembly Law, Law 10/1914. Dated 

December 20, 1927, the document changed the course of the research and raised new questions 

requiring further examination. 

In the periodicals’ section of the Egyptian National Library, researchers came across a small news 

item in al-Balagh al-Usbu‘i from Wednesday, December 21, 1927: “The Chamber of Deputies, by 

a majority of 143 votes, approved the repeal of the Assembly Law, Law 10/1924.”2 From there, the 

researchers turned immediately to the minutes of the Senate, which was required to approve all laws 

issued by the Chamber of Deputies. 

The researchers discovered that the Senate had, in fact, unanimously approved the repeal of the 

Assembly Law on January 30, 1928, subsequently referring it to the King. However, all available re-

search avenues in Egypt yielded nothing after this. Nothing was found in the minutes of either house 

2	  The paper erroneously identified the date of Law 10 as 1924 instead of 1914. We confirmed the error by reviewing all laws issued in 1924 

as well as the minutes of the both houses of parliament from December 1927 through January 1928.
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of parliament (until the date it was dissolved) indicating that the King had vetoed the bill or returned 

it to the Parliament for revision. At the same time, there was no published record of the repeal law in 

the Official Gazette, as required by the constitutional law at the time. 

We therefore had to broaden our search beyond documents and correspondence in the Egyptian ar-

chive to discover the fate of the repeal. The Egyptian authorities refused to grant researchers access 

to the National Archive, so they had no choice but to turn to Egyptian and non-Egyptian lawyers and 

historians specialized in that historical period. (Several of these lawyers and historians requested 

anonymity, fearing for their personal safety.) The information received from these researchers made 

it incumbent for research efforts to be redirected to documents held by the British National Archives.

Thanks to ease of access and freedom of research at the London-based British archive, a CIHRS 

researcher specializing in modern Egyptian history was able to review hundreds of documents and 

pieces of correspondence between the Parliament and King Fuad I, between the King and the British 

High Commissioner, and between the latter and the British Foreign Office, as well as official corre-

spondence between the British and Egyptian governments. This documentation demonstrated that 

King Fuad I did not officially notify the Parliament of his objection to the law repealing the Assembly 

Law. As a result, the serious flaws in the Assembly Law were starkly reflected in rulings and sen-

tences issued by Egyptian courts, which are closely examined by legal researchers in the annex to 

this report. This follows a legal analysis of the most significant shortcomings of the law, which was 

repealed by the Egyptian Parliament. 

An array of obstacles prevented the release of this report on the originally appointed date. These ob-

stacles not only affected the report, but threatened the existence of the CIHRS and broadly affected 

the Egyptian human rights movement in general. While the report was delayed for two full years, the 

challenges persist and in fact have become more daunting. These include: 

 Hostility to Human Rights Organizations in Egypt

Just days after the work plan and outline for the report were discussed, the Ministry of Social Sol-

idarity declared that all entities operating in the field of civic work were required to register under 

the Associations Law, 84/2002. Later statements by the minister clarified that such entities included 

those involved in research and rights work. CIHRS subsequently moved some of its activities and 

staff to its new headquarters in Tunisia. 

The CIHRS Cairo office soon faced another challenge when it was targeted for investigation in 

case No.173/2011, known as the foreign funding case. First initiated in 2011, 43 staff members with 

foreign NGOs were convicted and sentenced in connection with the case. As a result of the inves-

tigation, one of the lead researchers for the report left the country, amid serious fears that he could 

be convicted in connection with the case. These fears have only increased. The investigating judges 

for the foreign funding case have summoned three staff members of CIHRS. CIHRS and its director 
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have had their assets frozen, and the editor of this report has been banned from travel. 

Lack of Freedom of the right to Information

This report could have been completed in less time if a freedom of information law existed in Egypt. 

While parliamentary minutes are available, CIHRS wanted to review official correspondence and the 

private papers of several politicians from the early 20th century, held in the National Archives. How-

ever, gaining access to the archives is no easy matter, even to view century-old documents. Upon 

approaching the archives, an employee informed the CIHRS research team that they were not open 

to the public; access required affiliation with a university or research body and the filing of an appli-

cation. Since the topic under research was of a political nature, the employee told the researchers 

that the application would have to go through General Intelligence, the National Security Council, 

and Homeland Security.

Furthermore, since the acceptance or denial of the application was not in the hands of the National 

Archives, the employee could not tell the research team how long it may take to attain approval. 

Given the uncertainty of the outcome in any case, alternatives began to be considered, to avoid los-

ing more time. The requirement of security establishment approval to access historical documents 

dating back a century was odd indeed.  The only explanation for such a procedure is that it reflects 

the state’s attempt to control the historical record and narrative. 

The CIHRS research team was thus forced to travel to London to examine archival material there. 

In stark contrast to the situation in Egypt, access to the British national archives required no special 

permit or even application. All one has to do is walk through the door, to find all the necessary re-

search assistance freely offered. 
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PART ONE: The Assembly Law – An Illegitimate
Colonial Law 

Law 10/1914, The Assembly Law, was passed in a dubious and unstable legal context in which 

Egypt’s international status was complicated, with various political fronts vying for power in its 

internal administration. The unclear nature of Egypt’s international legal status was rooted in its posi-

tion under Ottoman suzerainty and British administration. At the time of the First World War, internal 

Egyptian politics was a site of intense contestation between various stakeholders, both nationally 

and internationally. 

As we will detail below, the Assembly Law was passed in violation of law-making procedures as 

stipulated by the 1913 Organic Law, and is thus considered null and void. The law was issued by 

Hussein Rushdi Pasha, head of the Legislative Council (Prime Minister) at the time, during the ab-

sence of the Khedive Abbas Hilmi II, in his capacity as regent. However, the regency order did not 

give Rushdi the authority to pass laws. 

1- British Occupation and Public Spaces
On October 18, 1914, Law 10/1914 was passed. The Assembly Law was approved by the Council 

of Ministers, and ratified by Prime Minister Hussein Rushdi Pasha acting in his capacity as regent in 

the absence of the then head of state, Khedive Abbas II, at the time in Constantinople on his annual 

vacation.3

The law consisted of five articles that criminalized any assembly of five or more persons if the pub-

lic authorities deemed the assembly liable to disturb the public peace. If the assembled persons 

refused to comply with an order to disperse, the law made them liable to no more than six months 

imprisonment or a fine of at least LE20. The penalty was increased to a prison sentence of no more 

than two years and no less than six months if the purpose of the assembly was to commit a crime, 

obstruct the execution of laws and regulations, or deny an individual the freedom to work. If this 

denial involved the use of force or threat thereof, the law prescribed a sentence of no more than six 

months imprisonment for every person who knew of the “criminal” purpose of the assembly and did 

not stand down. Persons carrying weapons or implements liable to cause death were subject to two 

years’ imprisonment. 

The law also upheld the principle of collective responsibility, providing for the same punishment for 

3	  On May 25, 1914, Khedive Abbas II traveled to his Dalaman Estates, after which he went to Constantinople to observe Ramadan. Before 

he left, he declared Rushdi Pasha his regent.
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the assembly organizers and participants and holding the organizers criminally liable for any act 

committed by the assembled persons, even if the organizers were not present at the assembly or 

had left prior to the commission of the act.4

According to British documents and explanatory memorandums, the law filled a perceived gap in 

the Penal Code’s (No. 3/1904) dealings with public assemblies. In a report presented to the British 

Parliament in 1920, it was noted that:

Law No. 10 of 1914 was promulgated with the object of providing more effective means 

than already existed for punishing unlawful assemblies. With the exception of certain 

provisions in regard to pillage by armed bands and a section providing for increased 

penalties for assault and unlawful wounding when committed with the use of arms by 

members of a band exceeding four persons, the Penal Code contained no specific pro-

visions for offences committed by assemblies of persons.5 

Information remains murky as to what prompted the urgent passage of Law No. 10/1914, but from 

information gathered from foreign office correspondences, the law passed as part of a series of 

strategies intended to keep a lid on increasing agitation by both a rising contingent of nationalist pol-

iticians and demonstrations after the outbreak of the First World War.6  Certain commentators of the 

period allude to the idea that the law passed to curb undesired reactions from members of the newly 

side-lined legislative council to certain laws and their very side-lining. 

Page after page of British correspondence reveals a sense of panic regarding potential upheaval, 

and especially reports of Ottoman officers coming into Egypt to instigate an uprising.7 The Ministry 

of the Interior, for example, reported that “a good many Turks, recently arrived in Cairo, hold meet-

ings occasionally in a café in front of Finish’s place, right by Sheikh Salama’s Theatre. They are all 

Unionists and some of them are here on a special mission. They keep in touch with their brethren at 

4	  Article 3(bis) was later added with Law 87/1968 to double the maximum sentence for any crime set forth in Article 1 and 2 of the laws 

committed by one of the assembled persons, provided it did not exceed a term of hard labour or 20 years’ imprisonment. A maximum term of life 

imprisonment with hard labor was prescribed if the assembled person wilfully vandalized public property or facilities or their equivalent. 

5	  Egypt No. 1 (1920), Report by His Majesty’s High Commissioner on the Finances, Administration, and Condition of Egypt and the Sou-

dan for the Period 1914–1919, London, p. 81. Annex 1

6	  See for example files inِ  Annex (2) FO 371/1970: File 45389, Decypher telegram from Sir L. Malley- Therapia addressed to Cairo, Sep-

tember 2, 1914; Annex (3) File 41801, Decypher of telegram from Sir L. Mallet (Constantinople) August 21, 1914 to Cairo; Annex (4) File 43130, Sir 

L. Mallet to Sir Edward Grey, August 16, 1914.

7	  Annex (5) FO 371/1970/36711, Sir L. Mallet to Sir Edward Grey, August 25, 1914; 

Annex (6) FO 371/1970/43800, Sir Edward Grey to Mr. Cheetham, August 27, 1914; Annex (7) FO 317/1970/44593, Decypher of telegram from Mr. 

Cheetham (Cairo), August 29, 1914.
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Port Said.”8 The Cairo police also filed reports of central power intrigues, sending information to the 

Ministry of the Interior of around 250 German officers in Syria plotting an attack on Egypt via al-Arish 

with the Turks.9 

A hardliner stance against agitations was encouraged. Lord Lloyd, the British High Commissioner of 

Egypt between 1925 and 1929, remembered British administrators as “full of anxieties on this score 

and that. They feared that, in the event of war with Turkey, religious feeling would show itself in action 

hostile to Great Britain.”10 

During the early days of the war, when enemy and Turkish propaganda was having a not 

inconsiderable effect in the cities of Egypt, the administration should have shown itself 

hesitant rather than firm in its treatment of enemy aliens. Prompt action in this regard 

might have prevented the appearance of systems, which undoubtedly embarrassed the 

government in August. But fortunately, wise counsels soon prevailed and over 700 ene-

my aliens were deported to Malta together with a number of Turks and Egyptians known 

to be engaged in subversive activities.11

As the war raged on, intelligence reports and police arrests, as well as uncovered plots of Otto-

man-German intrigue threatening Egypt’s borders, shored up the narrative of ensuing unrest. 12 

These ostensible intrigues and secret plots, however, were not the driving forces of potential agita-

tion in Egypt. As Malak Badrawi argues, financial policies and high taxes were squeezing ordinary 

Egyptians and were increasingly turning public opinion against those in power.13 The depreciating 

market for Egypt’s cotton as a result of the war heralded economic hardship, and potential rebellions 

in rural areas were anticipated with possible policies to quell them.14 On September 7, 1914, British 

diplomat Sir Milne Cheetham wrote, “If we can assist them to sell a portion of their crop, I believe 

that even in the event of a Turkish attack, the country population will remain absolutely tranquil and 

sympathetic.”15

While the war increased the panic of the British, it was not new. For years leading up to the war’s 

outbreak, tensions and fear of a loss of control plagued officials. Indeed, the fear of rioting haunted 

8	  Annex (8) FO 141/648/1, Strictly Confidential, Note by Ministry of Interior to Mr Cheetham, August 25, 1914.

9	  Annex (9) FO 141/648/1, Ministry of Interior Note, August 1914.

10	  Lord Lloyd, Egypt Since Cromer, vol. 1 (London: Macmillan and Co. Limited, 1933), p. 195.

11	  Ibid, p. 191.

12	  Malak Badrawi, Political Violence in Egypt, 1910–1924 (Surrey: Curzon Press, 2000), pp. 114–15. 

13	  Ibid, p. 115.

14	  Annex (10) FO 407/182, Mr. Cheetham to Sir Edward Grey, September 10, 1914, p. 191.

15	  Mr. Cheetham to Sir. E. Grey, September 7, 1914, cited in Lord Lloyd, Egypt Since Cromer, vol. 1, p. 195, fn. 4.
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the British since the very beginning of their occupation in 1882, as their response to the riots in Alex-

andria of that year attest.16  Political violence and the fear that public opinion would turn against the 

political establishment preoccupied officials, as sporadic acts of violence and revolts threatened to 

dissolve the ostensible “tranquillity” with which the British often characterized the population. 

The 1909 protests against the Press Law accelerated discussion about the imperatives of controlling 

assemblies. Commenting on the protests of 1909, Sir Ronald Storrs, a British official in the Egyptian 

government and later Oriental Secretary at the Foreign Office, wrote that “enlightened Egyptian opin-

ion deplores the futility of the whole affair…….however seasonable such practices may be on the 

first day or the current month, to endanger the lives of harmless passers-by is an odd way indeed of 

vindicating the freedom of the Press, and warns the irresponsible promoters that the right of public 

assembly is not invariable throughout the world, nor if grossly abused, immutable in Cairo.”17

For years after, sporadic outbreaks of violence and gun battles in the streets were reported.18 In 

1909, there were news reports of agitators entering the country, and in 1910, rioting was also re-

ported. The assassination of Botrous Ghali in 1910 by the Watani party nationalist Ibrahim Nassif 

al-Wardani and the subsequent glorification of Wardani at home and abroad disturbed authorities. 

There were also outbreaks of sectarian violence across the country, especially following Ghali’s as-

sassination. Strikes and some demonstrations were also reported in October 1910.19 

Nationalist fervour was also on the rise as certain narratives of oppression circulated in the newly 

proliferating mass media. Things came to a head in July 1914 with the attempted assassination of 

the Khedive while he was on holiday in Constantinople by a student with alleged links to the Watani 

Party and what the British called “violent nationalists” living in Constantinople.20

Around the outbreak of the First World War, the British were constantly monitoring and observing 

the public mood. Agents and spies were sent to cafes, to politicians’ homes, and gatherings, eaves-

dropping on conversations. While the public mood relayed back seemed to shift from one of calm 

to outright anger, it is the latter, as attested by the reports from various sources that dominated the 

narrative of the Foreign Office. 

16	  See for instance Egypt No. 16 (1882), Correspondence Respecting the Riots at Alexandria on the 11th June, 1882, London.

17	  Cited in Lloyd, Egypt Since Cromer, vol. 1, p. 94.

18	  See for example, “Fatal War Riot in Egypt: Shots Exchanged Between Natives and Europeans in Alexandria,” New York Times, November 

2, 1911, p. 4.

19	  “Strike in Cairo,” Morning Bulletin, October 21, 1910, p. 5. “Strike in Egypt: A Riot Quelled,” The Examiner, October 21, 1910, p. 5.

20	  Annex (11) FO 407/182, Mr. Cheetham to Sir Edward Grey, July 28, 1914, pp. 188-89. FO 141/648/232, His Britannic Majesty’s Agent 

and Consul-General in Egypt, Cairo to Foreign Office in London, July 28, 1914.
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2- Competing Spheres of Jurisdiction and Sovereignty
In a period of legal slipperiness, and a world war in which the two occupiers of Egypt were about the 

join opposing sides, the law-making process was trapped between competing sovereignties. While 

Britain was administrating affairs in Egypt from 1882, when it invaded to put down a revolt and se-

cure its interests, Egypt was still nominally under Ottoman rule. Still legally an Ottoman province un-

der British administration, Egypt was therefore governed by a complicated web of treaties, firmans, 

and conventions that defined the nexus of power between the Ottoman Porte, Khedival authority, 

and European powers. 

On December 18, 1914, the British terminated Ottoman suzerainty by declaring Egypt a British pro-

tectorate. Whilst khedival authority had increased during the nineteenth century as it managed to 

carve out for itself legislative and jurisdictional autonomy, the politics of regional stakeholders as well 

as the interests of the local elite meant that the legislative sphere was a site of intense struggle for 

domination and influence. In terms of the Assembly Law, cracks in the legal process began to show 

on two levels, the first of which had to do with its passing without debate in the Egyptian Legislative 

Assembly, and the second that it was passed without the approval of the khedive, who had sole 

legislative authority.

3- The Assembly Law passes without consultation of the Leg-
islative Assembly
On July 21, 1913, the Organic Law (Law 29/1913) was adopted stipulating that laws could not be 

promulgated without first consulting the Legislative Assembly (al-jam’iyya al-tashri’iyya).21 Yet, to 

pave the way for unhindered passage of legislation during the First World War, advances in more 

consultative and representative government, represented by the Organic Law, were rolled back. On 

October 18, 1914, a decree was passed postponing the sitting of the Legislative Assembly, which al-

lowed for the enactment of laws without consultation (the decree was repealed in 1923). The British 

were given ample opportunity to do this, considering the khedive was not in the country when the war 

broke out, and certain powers lay in the hands of the Council of Ministers and the Regent Hussein 

Rushdi Pasha.22 Hussein Rushdi Pasha assumed the office of regent in the absence of the khedive 

and was all too willing to cooperate with the British.

In September 1914, almost two months into the war, and to pave the way for the quick and efficient 

21	  Translation of the Organic and Electoral Laws of Egypt, Promulgated July 21, 1913, Part III – Powers and Attributions of the Legislative 

Assembly.

22	  Abbas Hilmi II, The Last Khedive of Egypt: Memoirs of Abbas Hilmi II, trans. ed. Amira Sonbol (Cairo: The American University in Cairo 

Press, 2006), pp. 303–04.
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passing of laws, the British convinced Rushdi Pasha to postpone more sessions of the Legislative 

Assembly. Indeed, the prospect of having to deal with such an assembly was worrisome to the 

British. The presence of “proofs of irresponsibility and faction” in the session, with the prospect that 

“members will probably fail to comprehend necessity of legislation contemplated,” convinced the 

British of the hazard of keeping it. Having the Legislative Assembly would in the words of Cheetham, 

“offer opportunities for intrigue against a Ministry which is otherwise committed to co-operation with 

us and would provide a field where external influences might become dangerous.”23

Other than the feared ‘intrigues’ of the members of the assembly, the British wanted to enact laws 

on a clear slate, without the corresponding problems that might arise concerning legal invalidity. In 

a telegram to the foreign minister, Cheetham clearly stated that while certain “emergency” laws had 

been enacted without consultation with the Legislative Assembly, the continuation of this might spell 

illegitimacy for any other law enacted. He wrote “. . .if general legislation were now enacted without 

reference to the Assembly and question of its legality were raised against the Government, the result 

might affect validity of all such measures of legislation which has not been so referred.”24

In a 1928 recount of the events of 1914, Major E.W. Polson Newman also noted:

 . . . the forthcoming meeting of the Legislative Assembly was likely to bring forth ques-

tions regarding the war legislation of the Council of Ministers, and it was advisable that 

this should be avoided in present circumstances.  Rushdi Pasha’s wishes in this respect 

met with the approval of the British Residency, with the result that the meeting of the As-

sembly was adjourned for a further two months. In the interval, however, martial law was 

proclaimed and the Egyptian Legislative Assembly was destined never to meet again. 

Yet, in view of the action of the Council of Ministers in sacrificing national interests in 

favour of Great Britain and their seizure of all executive power, it was not likely that the 

members of the Assembly would tamely submit to this procedure; so legislation had to be 

introduced forbidding public meetings. Even this measure was received without protest, 

which gave encouragement to responsible British officials in their feelings with regard to 

the future.25

As such, Cheetham proposed the suspension of the Organic Law as pertaining to the operations of 

the Legislative Assembly. The Foreign Office in London agreed. However it seems that the sitting 

of the Legislative Assembly was only postponed indefinitely. CIHRS scoured issues of the Official 

Gazette from 1914 and found no trace of any law or sovereign edict suspending the provisions of the 

Organic Law, as noted in the correspondence between Cheetham and Sir Edward Gray cited above. 

23	  Annex (12a-b) FO 407/183, Mr. Cheetham to Sir Edward Grey, September 29, 1914.

24	  Ibid.

25	  E.W. Polson Newman, Great Britain in Egypt (Cassell and Company Ltc, London: 1928) pp. 203-204.
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The only measure taken was to postpone the convening of the Legislative Assembly, not to suspend 

the provisions of the organic law. In turn, this means that Law 10/1914 was issued in violation of the 

provisions of Organic Law 29/1913.

In his book on the 1919 revolution, Abd al-Rahman al-Rafi’i writes “the Legislative Assembly was 

the quasi-representative body existing in this age. It concluded its first and only legislative session 

in June 1914, shortly before the outbreak of the war. When the war erupted, British policy deemed it 

better to obstruct its sessions, foreclosing the issuance of any decrees that might contain a note of 

protest at the coup.”26

In his memoirs, Lord Lloyd reflected on the situation in October 1914:

By the middle of October, the position of affairs was such that both the British Agent and 

the Prime Minister Regent could congratulate themselves. The economic difficulties had 

been, or were, in the process of being surmounted: if not contented, the country was 

at least not seriously ruffled and accepted the orders of the Government without much 

questioning. Fortified by this experience, it was decided to suspend the activities of the 

Legislative Assembly, which was due to hold its next session in November. A decree to 

that effect was published on October 18, and was shortly followed by an order declaring 

all public meetings illegal. The Council of Ministers could not perhaps be blamed for a 

disinclination to face the Assembly at such a juncture. The lesson of its previous sitting 

had gone too deep.27

4- The Assembly Law passes without the approval of the 
khedive
Bypassing the Legislative Assembly was not the only irregularity which marred the passage of Law 

10/1914. Questions also existed regarding the authority to issue laws. The law was issued by Hus-

sein Rushdi Pasha, the head of the Council of Ministers and acting regent in the absence of Khedive 

Abbas Hilmi II, who possessed only limited forms of legislative power at the time. 

26	  Thawrat sanat 1919: tarikh Misr al-qawmi min sanat 1914 ila sanat 1921, pt. 1 (Cairo: Maktabat al-Nahda al-Misriya, 1946), p. 27.

27	  Lloyd, Egypt Since Cromer, vol. 1, p. 191.
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According to the regency order,28 29 Rushdi Pasha did not possess the authority to issue laws in the 

absence of the khedive, with the exception of edicts related to government operations, similar to 

present-day executive decrees. As such, he did not have the authority to issue either the Assembly 

Law or the edict postponing the seating of the Legislative Assembly. The Organic Law contained 

no provision allowing the postponement of the assembly’s convening or identifying who possesses 

law-making authority when the assembly is not in session or is otherwise absent. This may be due 

to the lack of a theory of necessity to address exceptional circumstances or because the khedive, 

in his capacity as the legitimate ruler, possesses such authority without a need to make this explicit. 

The prime minister thus usurped law-making authority, which was limited to the khedive, with the 

input of the Legislative Assembly. On the same day the Assembly Law was issued, Rushdi Hussein 

issued another order postponing the convening of the Legislative Assembly, although this was nei-

ther among his nor the khedive’s prerogatives, since the law regulating the assembly provided for its 

dissolution but contained no provision for its postponement. 

The postponement of the Legislative Assembly and the subsequent passing of laws in favour of 

Britain was not surprising given the actions of the Council of Ministers after the outbreak of the 

First World War. Indeed, within days of the outbreak of the war, Hussein Rushdi Pasha, head of the 

Council of Ministers responsible for passing Law No. 10 in October, had passed a bill constituting 

what some legal experts believed to be a legislative coup-d’état vis-à-vis the authority of the khe-

dive and the Ottoman Empire. While Khedive Hilmi II was recuperating in his Tchiboukli palace in 

Constantinople after an attempt on his life in July of that year, the Council of Ministers passed a bill, 

that according to certain legal opinion, effectively declared Egypt’s entry in the war by cutting ties 

with Germany, justifying it by claiming that “the presence of the British army of occupation in Egypt 

renders the country liable to attack by the enemies of His Britannic Majesty.”30

Bypassing the khedive, who had shown himself to be uncooperative with the government in previous 

years,31 the Council of Ministers’ declaration was, according to one law expert, illegal as it circum-

28	  “President of the Council of Ministers, the benevolent Hussein Rushdi Pasha: we intend, God willing, to travel out of the country, and 

given our complete faith in you and our total reliance on you, we have made you our deputy and our regent for the duration of our absence, to super-

vise the operation of our government and the issuance of orders necessary for such, in light of your well-known deliberation and discernment. If you 

have need to travel outside the country, the operation of our government for the duration of your absence shall be overseen jointly by your remaining 

colleagues in the Council of Ministers, in light of their well-known expertise. What decisions they make shall be issued as orders under the signature 

of their most senior member. We have issued this distinguished edict to your benevolence that you may be cognizant of it and act pursuant to it.

29	  We thank Hussein Omar for providing this text.

30	  Official Gazette, August 6, 1914.

31	  F0 141/648/1, Cheetham to Sir W. Tyrrell, September 24, 1914. Cheetham wrote “To understand the attitude of Rushdi Pasha and his 

Ministers who support him, it is necessary to remember the part played by the Khedive in leading opposition against the government in the recent 
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vented the conditions of the Turco-Egyptian treaty, which stipulated Egypt as a vassal state that 

could not declare war or conclude deals with foreign states, a privilege reserved for the Ottoman sul-

tan.32 In this way, the decision of the Council of Ministers, which amounted to forbidding agreements 

with those at war with Britain, constituted what Harry J. Carman called an “enforced act of rebellion 

on the part of Egypt for it obviously implied a definite repudiation of the suzerainty of the Sultan.”33 

Although, during September and October of 1914, Abbas Hilmi II sought to return to Egypt and sent 

ciphers to Rushdi Pasha demanding he make no decisions without his consultation, as these deci-

sions would have no legal basis,34 such as laws, including the freezing of the Legislative Assembly, 

passed under the regency of Rushdi Pasha. Within the first few weeks after the outbreak of the war, 

the khedive worried that war with Turkey would put an end to his position in Egypt.35 The law was 

thus promulgated at a time in which the administering state, the British occupying power, had post-

poned the country’s legislative authority, giving the Council of Ministers free rein to enact legislation, 

at least until the end of the war. The Legislative Assembly’s reassembly was delayed indefinitely until 

the end of the war, and thus no law passed by decree could be assessed by a competent body. 

Moreover, the British had entertained suspicions of the khedive early on and plotted to change the 

status of Egypt and further extend British jurisdiction if he declared his support for Germany.36 The 

khedive’s relationship with the British oscillated between tension and cooperation, but by 1914, for 

legislative session.”

32	  Harry J. Carman, “England and the Egyptian Problem,” Political Science Quarterly, 36:1 (March 1921), pp. 64–65.

33	  Carman, “England and the Egyptian Problem,” p. 64.

34	  According to the memoirs of Ahmed Shafiq Pasha, Khedive Abbas Hilmi II sent a telegram to Hussein Rushdi Pasha, the regent, chiding 

him: “My dear regent, I have observed that some of your decisions were made on the grounds that you received no orders from us in that regard. Pru-

dence required you to affirm that your telegrams had reached us. You should have sent a copy of your telegrams by mail or special messenger. If you 

had employed this method, there would have been no misunderstanding, though we received nothing from you from August 27 to October 22. In these 

difficult circumstances, it was necessary, in regard to important matters, that you make no decision before I gave you my consent. For example, re-

garding the postponement of the Legislative Assembly, we learned that our response to you by telegram did not reach you. You should have requested 

a response from us in writing. In addition, as there is no call in the current situation for the granting of ranks and medals, we learned from a telegram 

from Sudan that your did grant some, although we responded to you in this regard and ordered you not to do so. As a precaution in these circumstanc-

es, we urge you to keep us informed of every important decision to solicit our opinion, particularly in regard to the serious matters we shall face. We 

have previously expressed our satisfaction with your presence at the head of our government, and we take this opportunity to reiterate this satisfaction 

and note our full confidence in you and your firm faithfulness to us and your nation. I do not doubt your friendship and perspicacity. You must act with 

courage, firmness, and ongoing patience for the good our dear country. Believe, my dear regent, that we have the best of intentions.” Ahmed Shafiq 

Pasha, Mudhakkirati fi nisf qarn, part 2, chapter 2, titled “Letter of criticism from Abbas to Rushdi followed by trust and praise,” p. 358 ff.

35	  Annex (13) FO 141/648/1, Mr. Cheetham to Foreign Office, Sir R. Rodd’s Telegram No. 289, August 28, 1914.

36	  See for example Annex (14), FO 407, Mr. Cheetham to Sir Edward Grey, September 10, 1914, p. 2.
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various reasons, the khedive and the British were cooperating through gritted teeth. The Ottomans, 

too, especially one wing of the Young Turks, were antagonized by the khedive. The khedive was 

also angered by the lack of support he was receiving from the Turks while he was in Constantinople. 

Indeed, the nonchalant manner in which they concluded their investigations into his attempted as-

sassination infuriated the khedive. 

Once the war broke out, the British took strict measures to prevent the khedive from returning to 

Egypt, as reports abounded of his affiliations with the Germans, Turks, and Egyptian nationalists. 

While the British had hoped to keep Abbas II at arm’s length in the first couple of months into the 

war, by the end of September, they were plotting his overthrow and sounding out the khedive’s uncle 

Hussein Kamil for the possibility of his assuming the throne after ties to the Ottomans were com-

pletely severed. 

Law 10/1914 was thus issued in the midst of a full moratorium on politics and political life in Egypt 

and on direct order of the British occupation authorities to Hussein Rushdi Pasha, who did not pos-

sess the legislative authority to do so. The strategic motivations for issuing the law were to bring the 

political sphere to heel for the British, who were waging a war against Germany and the Ottoman 

state, and to clamp down on public action, which could lead to widespread protests directed at polit-

ical and economic conditions. The goal was to silence both the Egyptian political elite and ordinary 

people and give police greater control over dispersing crowds. 

The passing of the law to increase the policing of assemblies in Egypt intersected with a pattern and 

policy of policing in Egypt that had seemed to have finally triumphed at the outbreak of the war. The 

very structure and policies of the Egyptian police, born out of a struggle over the Egyptian Interior 

Ministry between nationalists and the British, clearly gave precedence to oppressive forms of polic-

ing. From the disbanding of the Ministry of the Interior by Khedive Sa‘id, to the swing into corporal 

banishment and the reinstatement of the police by Ismail, to the professionalization of the police in 

the late 19th and early 20th century, of all the various models of policing that had emerged as possi-

ble alternatives, it was the militarization of the police in Egypt that triumphed.37

Certainly, Law 10/1914 was embedded within a wider pattern of wartime repression of civil liberties, 

one that was not restricted to the colonies. In various countries around the world, war meant excep-

tional circumstances and exceptional laws.38 What essentially happened in most countries is that 

many of those wartime laws were repealed in the aftermath of the war. In other cases, such as the 

Espionage Law in the US, they continue to have ramifications on present day penal codes and the 

37	  Harold Tollefson, Policing Islam: The British Occupation of Egypt and the Anglo-Egyptian Struggle over Control of the Police, 1882–

1914 (Westport, Greenwood Press, 1999).

38	  See for example Samuel Walker, Presidents and Civil Liberties from Wilson to Obama: A Story of Poor Custodians (Cambridge: Cam-

bridge University Press, 2012), p. 10.
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intrumentalization of the law for repression. This is an important point, but one which we do not have 

the space here to elaborate.
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PART TWO: The Assembly Law’s Repressive Articles

The Assembly Law is not only problematic because it contravened law-making processes, but 

because it is inherently flawed and oppressive. The law’s articles and underlying definitions only 

increase the urgency of its immediate repeal. 

The preamble of the Assembly Law justifies its issuance in view of “the necessity of swiftly creating 

a penalty for crimes committed by means of assembly that is more effective than the provisions cur-

rently in force.” The necessity at that time was the start of the First World War, to which Britain, then 

occupying Egypt, was a party. The exceptional nature of the law was perhaps the primary grounds 

cited by the Interior Committee in both houses of the Parliament for the law’s repeal. “The aforemen-

tioned assembly law was issued on October 18, 1914, and the reason leading the legislator to issue 

it was the general state of war,” stated the committee.

1- The Draconian Nature of the Assembly Law
The explanatory memo of Law 10/1914 states that its objective is to allow the authorities to suppress 

assemblies insofar as they constitute a threat to the public peace, even in the absence of the com-

mission of a crime. “Simply assembling could constitute a danger to the public peace, especially in 

the current economic conditions generated by European wars,” the memo states. “It was therefore 

deemed necessary, to give the government the means to enable it to uphold the public order regard-

less of conditions.” The drafters of the law also sought to establish the collective responsibility of the 

assembled persons for the assembly and any crimes that might be committed during it. This con-

travenes one of the most basic principles of criminal justice, namely the individuality of punishment. 

According to the explanatory memo, the Penal Code contained several provisions to deter the com-

mission of such crimes; however, the problem, in the view of the framers, was that these articles 

set forth specific crimes and did not uphold collective responsibility. They also did not criminalize 

assembly per se, even if a crime was committed during such a gathering. 

Law 10/1914 consists of four articles and one amendment, Article 3(bis), added in 1968 by Gamal 

Abd al-Nasser after student protests that year. The framers of these articles, both the British occupa-

tion and post-independence regimes, tailored them to be as broad as possible to allow intentions to 

be punished. The articles give police the authority to break up assemblies of five or more persons. 

Article 1 of the Assembly Law criminalizes a gathering of five or more persons if security personnel 

deem it liable to infringing upon the public peace. In effect, this gives the security apparatus absolute 

discretion to assess the assembly’s impact on the public peace. Neither the law nor its explanatory 

memo sets forth specific rules defining endangerment of the public peace, which could be used to 

minimise abuse of authority by law-enforcement officials. This absolute authority invariably leads the 
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security bodies to deal arbitrarily with assemblies that do not necessarily take the form of a demon-

stration, march, or sit-in, and are not likely to infringe upon the public peace. Such assemblies may 

simply be a gathering in a public place such as a café. 

The Court of Cassation has upheld this interpretation, noting:

For every assembly consisting of at least five persons, if something prohibited under 

Article 1 of the law occurs when it is liable to endanger public peace, the assembled 

persons must disperse when ordered to do so by the authorities.39 In turn, Law 10/1914 

on assembly contains nothing indicating that the assembly be directed at the person 

of the government to resist it or protest its actions more generally or to breach security 

or overturn the government. Indeed, Article 1 of the law applies to assembled persons 

whenever they do not heed an order given to them to disperse by the authorities, the 

latter having deemed the assembly liable to endanger the public peace, and this is so 

even if the assembled persons harbor no criminal intent.40

In this context, we recall the words of Mohammed Yusuf Bey in the 1926 Parliament when he sub-

mitted the bill to repeal the Assembly Law:

The law did not only stiffen the penalty for crimes committed in the course of an assem-

bly, as stated in its preamble. It punishes any assembly consisting of five persons or 

more absent the commission of a crime. In fact, an assembly of such a small number of 

persons was a crime in and of itself, if [law enforcement authorities] deemed it liable to 

endanger the public peace. If the authorities ordered those assembled to disperse and 

they refused to obey or do so, they were subject to imprisonment or a fine under Article 

1 of this law. 

There is no doubt that people are free to come and go, individually or together, and to 

disperse and meet regardless of their number, provided their action does not harm an-

other. If they committed an act punishable under the public law, the authorities would 

prevent them from committing this crime or apprehend them if they committed it, as set 

forth in criminal law41.

The article therefore contains an additional extremely problematic aspect: namely, that the explan-

atory memo fails to define the term ‘public peace.’ This thus creates a loophole allowing the public 

39	  Article 101 of the General Directives for Prosecutions defines public authority personnel as “those charged with upholding the public or-

der and security and in particular preventing and apprehending crimes, protecting lives, honor, and property, and executing tasks dictated by the laws 

and regulations.”

40	  Criminal Cassation, appeal 1864/10JY, Technical Office 5 (Omar Collection), part 1, p. 274.

41	  See Annex (16)
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authorities to arbitrarily restrict the right of peaceful assembly, for it gives the authorities absolute 

freedom to determine if the assembly is liable to endanger the public peace or not. This authority is 

broad enough that they can use it as they wish. 

The law thus leaves it to jurisprudence and the courts to define this vague term. Further muddling 

matters is the fact that rulings issued by various courts have never strictly defined the concept of 

public peace since the law was passed to the present day, nor have legal commentators offered an 

explanation of the intent of public peace.42 This may indicate a desire to preserve the ambiguous 

nature of the concept, thereby enabling authorities to exploit it in order to restrict the freedom of in-

dividuals to peacefully assemble. 

The Supreme Constitutional Court (SCC) has held that the legislator’s failure to frame penal statutes 

to specify their intentions in a way that resolves every debate about their true nature robs these 

statutes of their clarity and certainty, which are two prerequisites. Such statutes hence do not give 

those to whom they are addressed reasonable notification of acts they are required to do or not do 

as prohibited or enjoined by the legislator.43

Paragraph 1 of Article 2 defines the conditions for assembly as a gathering of at least five persons 

convened for the purpose of committing a crime, preventing or obstructing the execution of laws and 

regulations, influencing the authorities in their operations, or denying a person the freedom to work 

with the use of force or threat thereof. It prescribes a penalty of imprisonment of no more than six 

months or a fine of no more than LE20. Paragraph 2 prescribes a penalty of no more than two years 

imprisonment and/or a fine of no more than LE50 for any person bearing arms or implements liable 

to cause death if used as a weapon. 

Under this article, an assembly of five or more persons is subject to criminal sanction if their intent is 

to commit a crime, even if the crime does not take place. In other words, it seeks to punish intentions. 

According to Dr. Hosni al-Gindi:

Article 2 of the assembly law leads to the assertion that the legislator did not require 

any crime to be committed in actuality. It is sufficient that the purpose of the assembled 

person is to commit a crime. If it is proven that the assembled persons gathered for a 

criminal purpose, Article 2 of the law applies to them. Moreover, the type and nature of 

the crime is not considered until it actually takes place. The rule here is the existence of 

an unlawful purpose, regardless of the execution or non-execution of it. Saying otherwise 

42	  Dr. Hussein al-Gindi, Jara’im al-ijtima’at al-‘amma wa-l-muzahirat wa-l-tajamhur fi-l-qanun al-misri: dirasa muqarina (Dar al-Nahda 

al-‘Arabiya, 2002–03), p. 177.

43	  SCC, appeal 33/16 constitutional JY, session of February 3, 1996 and appeal 24/18 constitutional JY, session of July 5, 1997, cited by Dr. 

Fathi Surour in al-Qanun al-jina’i al-dusturi (Dar al-Shurouk), p. 90.
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effaces the distinction between Articles 2 and 3 of the law. The requirement of Article 2 is 

that the assembly take place for a particular crime, but it does not require the actual exe-

cution of the crime or the fulfillment of this purpose. If the crime occurs or the assembled 

persons execute their criminal purpose to commit a crime, Article 3 must be applied.44 

This is what the Court of Cassation concluded when it said, “To be subject to sentencing 

under Article 2 of Law 10/1914 on assembly, it is sufficient that there be an assembly with 

intent to commit a crime and that the participants be knowledgeable of this.’”45

This is not the only problem with Article 2. The article also punishes freedom of expression. In defin-

ing the material element of the crime, the article uses overly broad terms, some of which constitute 

means of expression of opinion. 

The first such expression is “the commission of a crime,” which indicates the legislator’s desire to 

punish participants in a peaceful assembly if any crime is committed, regardless of how trivial or 

minimal the ensuring damage is. As a legal concept, a crime is any infringement of a penal statute; 

it is accomplished only by the commission or omission of an act that realizes this infringement.46 As 

such, a crime is a violation of any penal statute, even those classed as minimal infractions. 

The second expression is “preventing or obstructing laws or regulations,” which makes all persons 

demonstrating to advocate for the change or repeal of an unjust law that infringes upon their rights 

or liberties subject to penalties; for in such a demonstration, the implementation of laws and regula-

tions are in fact being obstructed or prevented. The phrase “influence the authorities in their work” 

is closely linked to the foregoing phrase. The authorities may be influenced by demonstrations de-

manding that an authority rescind or issue a decree. An example is the case of the demonstrations 

on January 18 and 19, 1977, in which some defendants were charged with planning, promoting, and 

participating in an assembly that inflames the public by calling on them to obstruct the execution 

of laws and decrees with the objective of influencing the operation of constitutional authorities and 

institutes of knowledge.47

As explained above in the analysis of the circumstances in which Law 10/1914 was issued, the law 

was issued by direct order of the British occupation authorities, which wholly disregarded legal and 

constitutional precepts. The objectives of the law as described by the explanatory memo are thus not 

a surprise. The surprise is that post-independence governments offered the same grounds cited by 

the colonial authorities to amend the law in 1968 with the addition of Article 3(bis),48 which stiffened 

44	  Al-Gindi, pp. 206–07.

45	  Criminal Cassation, appeal 71/10JY, session of December 25, 1939, Technical Office 5 (Omar Collection) part 1, p. 61.

46	  SCC, appeal 24/18JY, session of July 5, 1997, Technical Office 8, part 1, p. 709.

47	  Sentence issued by High State Security Court (emergency) in felony 1844/1977, entered as no. 67/1977/Central Abdin Plenary.

48	  Added with Presidential Decree 87/1968, which had the force of law.
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the penalty for crimes committed during assemblies. 

According to the explanatory memo, Article 3(bis) was added because assembly per se infringed 

upon the public peace. If one of the assembled persons seized the opportunity presented by the 

assembly to commit a crime, this represented a particularly severe crime and thus was considered 

an aggravating circumstance. The explanatory memo notes that Law 10/1914 only provides for 

punishment for the act of participating in an assembly, but does not increase penalties for crimes 

committed during it.49

2- The First Decade of the Assembly Law
While labour strikes and other demonstrations seemed to lessen on account of martial law, sporadic 

disturbances did occur especially among workers, and the Assembly Law was swiftly applied. In 

1917, Russell Pasha, assistant commandant of the Cairo Police, deployed the Assembly Law to 

disperse a group of cigarette strikers. Evoking the Victorian sensibilities of policing, he wrote in a 

letter:

I’ve been having a busy four days with some cigarette-rollers on strike. We have got 

very strict laws of course on illegal assembly and this morning about five hundred of the 

strikers refused to accept the very good terms the Governor had got for them out of the 

Company. They came here en masse and I told them off, but they announced their inten-

tion of marching to Abdin Palace.

I let them start and then sent word after them that I would see them again. They all came 

back to Headquarters and when I’d got them all in the yard I locked the gate and put a 

strong guard over them, searched and listed the lot of them, read them the riot act and 

then let them go.50

While the Assembly Law and martial law did little to dampen the mood for revolution in 1919, scores 

of protestors were charged with demonstrating or inciting people to do so in the years that followed. 

As with the situation today, authorities used a set of charges to lock people up or fine them for acts 

associated with demonstrating or assembly, including possession of unlicensed weapons, wound-

ing, murder, pillaging, assaulting police, breaking and entering, and looting.51

49	  The explanatory memo for Law 87/1968, which amended Law 10/1914 on assembly, states, “If assembly per se infringes the public peace, 

there is no doubt that an assembled person seizing the opportunity of the assembly to commit crimes poses a special danger and should therefore be 

considered an aggravating circumstance for the punishment for the crime he commits, which is not addressed by Law 10/1914 on assembly. Its provi-

sions stop at addressing participation in or the planning of an assembly.” 

50	  Quoted in Ronald Seth, Russell Pasha (London: William Kimber and Co. Limited, 1966), p. 130.

51	  See figures in FO 141/583/9307, Riots and Murders Statistics.
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According to Abd al-Rahman al-Rafi’i,52 on May 10, 1919, British soldiers stormed the café Groppi’s 
as various nationalists held a meeting there. They began to search those assembled, ostensibly for 
weapons or flyers, but found nothing. The following day, the military authority issued an order signed 
by Gen. Watson to disperse all meetings in cafes. The decree stated, “It is prohibited to hold any 
meeting that infringes order in shops, cafes, restaurants, or entertainment venues in the Cairo dis-
trict. Any person who takes part in such meetings is in violation of martial law. Any meeting attended 
by more than five persons shall be considered an infringement of the public order if a speech is 
given or if any extraordinary conduct takes place that could reasonably lead to the breach of public 
security.”

The law was used not only to bar meetings at coffee shops during the 1919 revolution, but to convict 
scores of participants in such meetings. For example, in a case in Dayr Mawas, 91 people were 
referred to a British military tribunal on charges of killing or abetting the killing of British officers and 
soldiers in Dayrut and Dayr Mawas on March 18, 1919 and assembling armed with clubs, sticks, 
bricks, and other weapons with the intention of attacking British people.53

In a case in Faqus, a group of local notables was tried on charges of inciting and participating in 
unrest on March 15 to 21, which led to the destruction of the railway line, as well as assembly. One 
person was sentenced to death and the remaining defendants received prison sentences of three to 
five years.54

In Rosetta, 90 locals were arrested for taking part in protests on March 17, 1919. They were charged 
with setting fire to the district, vandalizing the railroad, assaulting the sheriff, and assembly. A British 
military tribunal convened in Alexandria in April 1919 sentenced them to hard labour or imprisonment 
for terms ranging from less than a year to five years.55

While violent force and intimidation (including flying an aircraft close to crowds in 1922, for instance)56 
were put to use to put down demonstrators, the law was also used to stifle any form of popular mo-
bilization in 1919 and after. Certain figures in the Foreign Office from 1922 reveal the extent to which 
people were tried and jailed solely on charges related to demonstrating and the unlawful use of pub-
lic space. Scores of people were fined or “admonished” for breaking curfews, while “inciting others to 
take part in unlawful demonstration” brought sentences of two years and “20 strokes with cane.” For 

“taking part in an unlawful demonstration” people were sentenced to two years behind bars.57

52	  Al-Rafi’i, Thawrat sanat 1919, p. 23.

53	  Ibid, p. 58.

54	  Ibid, p. 62.

55	  Ibid, p. 62.

56	  Reports that the British used aircraft to disperse protesters were denied. The British did admit, however, that aircraft were used “merely 

for demonstration purposes.” FO 141/583/9307, Very Secret, Troopers London to Egypt Force Cairo, February 13, 1922 and High Commissioner for 

Egypt, Cairo to Washington, February 15, 1922.

57	  See table in FO 141/583/9307, Riots and Murders Statistics.
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PART Three: The Assembly Law, Repealed by Parlia-
ment 89 Years Ago

The issue of procedural irregularities of the Assembly Law’s passing raises serious questions of 

legislative authority and sovereignty at the time of its passing. Just ten years later, and after the 

promulgation of the 1923 Constitution, the law was embroiled in another legal predicament in the 

context of competing political interests and a parliamentary and constitutional crisis. 

With the end of the war in 1918 and the 1919 popular revolution, a partial extension of the global 

movement toward self-determination, and following years of negotiations over partial independence 

and the postponement of the Legislative Assembly, the Legislative Assembly was finally abolished 

ten days after the adoption of the 1923 Constitution.58

The Constitution of 1923 and Parliament of 1924: The First Attempt to Repeal the Assem-
bly Law

According to the 1923 Constitution, legislative power and the right to initiate laws lay with the King as 

well as the Parliament, the Chamber of Deputies and Senate (Article 24).59 Draft laws required the 

approval of the Chamber of Deputies before being sent to the Senate for final approval (Article 25).60 

Article 3561 of the Constitution clarifies Article 25, stipulating the King’s powers in legislative pro-

cesses and presented two cases for the King’s intervention. The first, pursuant to Article 3662 is that 

the King could oppose the law within one month of its issuance and simply to send the bill back to 

parliament, whereupon a two-thirds majority was required for passage. The second is that the King 

would be silent on the law, whereupon after a month, the law would be considered ratified. Article 35 

of the Constitution, however, set a time limit on the King for ratification:

If the king chooses not to ratify a bill approved by the Parliament, he shall return it to the 

latter within one month for reconsideration. If the bill is not returned on the appointed 

58	  The assembly was abolished by Law 10/1923 on the repeal of provisions of Organic Law 29/1913 on the Legislative Assembly.

59	  Article 24 states “Legislative power is held by the king in participation with the Senate and the House of Representatives. 

60	  Article 25 states “No law may be promulgated unless resolved by the Parliament and endorsed by the King.”

61	  Article 35 states “Should the King deem not to endorse a bill approved by the Parliament, he shall return such to the latter within one 

month for reconsideration. Should the bill not be returned on such appointed date, the bill shall be considered endorsed by the King and be promulgat-

ed.”

62	  Article 36 states “Should a bill be returned on the abovementioned date and the Parliament approves such by two-thirds majority of the 

Members of both houses, the bill shall be made into law and be issued. Should the majority be less than two thirds, the bill may not be considered 

in the same session. Should the Parliament approve such bill in another session by absolute majority of votes, the bill shall be made into law and be 

issued.”



39

صر
م

ن 
نحو الإفراج ع

date, the bill shall be considered ratified by the king and be issued. 

The latter provision was entirely disregarded by King Fuad I when it came to the repeal of Law 

10/1914. This requires a closer look at how the parliaments of 1924 and 1926 treated the law.

All laws issued during the First World War—when the meetings of the Legislative Assembly were 

suspended—had to be put to the assembly within 15 days of the next session.63 Parliamentary life 

only resumed in 1924, and it was in this year that laws, among them Law 10/1914, were put to the 

new Parliament pursuant to Article 169 of the 1923 Constitution.64 This process was overseen by 

the Wafd Party, which had dominated politics since the end of the war.65 When Law 10/1914 was 

put to the Parliament, deputies debated which committee should be responsible for discussing and 

reporting on it. The law was referred to the Interior Committee, which forwarded it to the government 

for an opinion on its repeal.66

Article 169 of the Constitution did not require the Parliament to approve or even debate laws issued 

in the absence of the Legislative Assembly in order for them to remain in force; the laws simply had 

to be submitted to the Parliament. This was the fate of Law 10/1914, which was put to the 1924 

Parliament, but was not subject to any real debate in that session. Deputies simply discussed which 

parliamentary committee should be tasked with preparing a report on the law. In any case, this Par-

liament was dissolved just four months later.67

1- Parliament of 1926: First Genuine Discussion of Assembly 
Law
On 15 January 1926, a Member of Parliament (Chamber of Deputies) for Kafr al-Dawwar, Moham-

mad Yusuf, proposed repealing Law 10/1914. He argued that it was passed in an extraordinary time, 

the outbreak of the First World War, which had now passed. The MP described the law as “a pro-

vision of martial law used by executive authority personnel to confiscate the freedom of individuals 

63	  According to Article 2 of the edict issued on October 18, 1914, “Every high edict that is not by nature temporary and was issued without 

being presented to the Legislative Assembly when it was obligatory to present it under the provisions of the organic law shall be automatically 

abrogated 15 days after the Legislative Assembly convenes unless during this period it is presented to the assembly in amended or unamended form.” 

Official Gazette, occasional issue 137, Sunday, October 18, 1914.

64	  Article 169 stated, “Laws that should have been submitted to the Legislative Assembly pursuant to Article 2 of the high edict issued on 

Dhu al-Qa’da 28, 1332/October 18, 1914 shall be submitted to the two houses of parliament in its first session. If they are not submitted to it in this 

session, they shall be abrogated.”

65	  Annex (15) See the minutes for the Chamber of Deputies, session 17, April 13, 1924, pp. 195–96.

66	  Ibid.

67	  Edict dissolving the parliament and calling a new assembly to session, published in the Official Gazette, 114 (occasional), December 24, 

1924.
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and repress them.”68 His proposal was accepted.69 On February 27, 1927, the Chamber of Deputies 

referred the bill to repeal the Assembly Law to the Interior Committee for assessment, and on De-

cember 13, 1927, the committee met to the discuss the bill, with Deputy Interior Minister Ali Gamal 

al-Din Pasha in attendance. Remarkably, the deputy minister informed the committee that the gov-

ernment had no objection to the bill and approved the repeal of the Assembly Law. On December 20, 

1927, the Interior Committee unanimously approved the bill to repeal Law 10/1914. 

In its report, the committee noted: 

The aforementioned assembly law was issued on October 18, 1914, and the reason 

leading the legislator to issue it was the general state of war. 

The is incompatible with the personal freedom guaranteed in the constitution and is out 

68	  Mohammad al-Yusuf submitted a memo to the Chamber of Deputies on the repeal of the assembly law, in which he stated, “The preamble 

of this law states, ‘Given the necessity of swiftly creating a penalty for crimes that is more effective than the provisions currently in force.’ The neces-

sity referred to in this law is, in the view of its framers, the state of war that began in the year in which this legislation was issued. In fact, there was 

no necessity warranting such exceptional legislation in Egypt tantamount to martial law. The country was nothing if not calm, peace nothing if not 

well-established. 

“The law did not only stiffen the penalty for crimes committed in the course of an assembly, as stated in its preamble. It punishes any assembly con-

sisting of five persons or more without the commission of a crime. In fact, an assembly of such a small number of persons was a crime in and of itself, 

if [law enforcement authorities] deemed it liable to endanger the public peace. If the authorities ordered those assembled to disperse and they refused 

to obey or do so, they were subject to imprisonment or a fine under Article 1 of this law. 

“There is no doubt that people are free to come and go, individually or together, and to disperse and meet regardless of their number, provided their 

action does not harm another. If they committed an act punishable under the public law, the authorities would prevent them from committing this 

crime or apprehend them if they committed it, as set forth in the criminal law.

“As for the content of Article 2 of this law, which stiffens the penalty for assembly if the purpose is to prevent or obstruct the execution of laws or 

regulations, or to influence the authorities in their work, or to deny a person the freedom of work, it contravenes the general rules for crimes because 

this purpose is tantamount to an intention, and such intention, aside from being a psychological matter, is not a crime or an attempted crime, for it is 

that determination that Article 45 of the Penal Code has ruled cannot be considered an attempted felony or misdemeanor, as is the case with prepara-

tory acts. Moreover, the acts thought to be the purpose of the assembled persons are either permissible and thus not punishable or prohibited under the 

general law and thus their perpetrators are subject to punishment under the Penal Code. 

“This exceptional law is a provision of martial law used by executive authority personnel to confiscate the freedom of individuals and repress them 

in numerous circumstances during and after the world war, and before, during, and after the declaration of martial law in the country. They continue 

to use it to this day, although it has been terminated by the constitution, Article 4 of which states that personal freedom is guaranteed and Article 

20 of which states that Egyptians have the right to meet in peace and tranquility. There is thus no grounds for maintaining this law and it should be 

repealed.” Appendix No. 1, Mohammad Yusuf, proposed bill, January 15, 1926 in Appendix of Chamber of Deputy Minutes, session 9, December 20, 

1927, p 129. Annex (16)

69	  Ibid.
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of step with the current age, in which the parliament does not permit the existence of 

such laws that restrict liberty and contravene the constitution, which gives Egyptians the 

right to assemble in calm and tranquillity, especially since the law on public meetings and 

demonstrations in public roads is currently before the assembly now.

As such, the committee unanimously approves the repeal of the aforementioned as-

sembly law, approves the bill submitted to repeal it, and submits it to the assembly for 

approval pursuant to constitutional rules.70

The Chamber of Deputies approved the bill to repeal Law 10/1914 on assembly on December 20, 

1927 and referred it to the senate. The Senate, in turn, referred it to its Interior Affairs Committee. 

The committee unanimously approved the bill and forwarded it back to the Senate, which also unan-

imously approved it on January 30, 192871. The bill was then sent to King Fuad I for ratification and 

publication, pursuant to Article 34 of the Constitution.72 

2- The King Receives the Bill to repeal the Assembly Law 
As noted above in the discussion of Article 35 of the 1923 Constitution, King Fuad I had two choic-

es upon receiving a bill. He could veto it, sending it back to the Parliament for reconsideration and 

approval with a two-thirds majority of the assembly. Or he could do nothing. If no response from the 

King was forthcoming within one month, the bill was considered ratified and issued as a law. 

In the case of the bill repealing the Assembly Law, the King neither objected nor ratified it by the 

time the Parliament was dissolved in June 1928. In other words, the one-month period stipulated by 

the Constitution in Article 35 elapsed with no response from King Fuad I, meaning that the bill was 

ratified and the Assembly Law was in fact repealed. 

While there seemed to have been conflicting statements in the archives and official documents about 

when the one-month period stated in Article 35 began—whether it began from the time of the Sen-

ate’s approval of the bill, or when it lands into the hands of the king—in all scenarios, the one-month 

period seemed to have elapsed without any official opposition from the King. A supposed ruling in 

May 1928 by the Contentieux provided that the one-month period stipulated in Article 35 of the Con-

stitution dates from the passage of the bill in the Parliament and not from its submission to the King.73 

If this was the case, the one-month granted to the King for comments on bills would have expired at 

the end of February or the beginning of March at the latest. 

70	  Appendix 1, report of the Interior Committee on the proposal to repeal Law 10/1914 on assembly, appendix to the minutes of the Chamber 

of Deputies, session 9, Dec. 1, 1927, p. 128. Annex (17)

71	  Annex (19) minutes of the Chamber of Senates, session 14, Jan. 31, 1928, p. 244 – 245, also Appendix 18, list of Senates voted in favour 

of repealing the law, Annex (18)

72	  Article 34 states: 

73	  Annex (20) FO 407/206, Lord Lloyd to Sir Austen Chamberlain, May 8, 1928, p. 154. 
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King Fuad I perhaps was of the belief that the month began from the day the bill arrived on his desk. 

But even if this was the case, the one-month period seemed to have expired.74 The King himself 

revealed that the one-month deadline would pass on May 9.75 Correspondence between the King 

and the British reveal that King Fuad I had requested the British to intervene to stop the bill being 

automatically passed. On May 6, in panic, the King sent his chef du cabinet to the British complaining 

that should he not sign the bill to repeal Law 10/1914, it would become law in three days, on May 9, 

1928, and asking for some sort of intervention.76 On May 7, the King kept firm in his stance that he 

would not sign the bill. He would have been bitterly disappointed when the British response came: 

Chamberlain rejected the request for intervention.77 

For various political reasons, his concern about rising protests especially among the Wafd, and his 

authoritarian stubbornness, King Fuad I dragged his feet on the matter, ignoring the constitutional 

time limit and refusing to take a position on the law as he should have according to Articles 35 and 36 

of the Constitution. The King, it seems, preferred to ignore the matter, the legal implications of which 

were the repeal of Law No.10/1914.

For many in the British administration, the repeal of Law 10/1914 was a done deal. When in April 

1928, Keown-Boyd, head of the European Department in the Ministry of the Interior’s Public Security 

Department, had written his letter to Nahhas, protesting against the amendments to Law 14/1923, 

he based his protestations on the assumption that Law 10/1914 had in fact been annulled.78 In other 

words, since in Keown’s mind Law 10/1914 had already ostensibly been abrogated, he saw no need 

to amend the other law regulating demonstrations. 

Most significantly, the issue of Law 10/1914 was somewhat diluted by proposed amendments to Law 

14/1923 on demonstrations. Indeed, the two laws were often discussed in the same sessions of the 

Chamber of Deputies and the Senate, with Law 14/1923 receiving most of the attention. The British 

were nonchalant about repealing Law 10/1914, describing it as a “subsidiary” issue.79 In fact, the 

British went as far as to call Law 10/1914 “too draconian for a constitutional regime,” and “contrary 

to the democratic spirit.”80

74	  FO 407, Lord Lloyd to Sir Austin Chamberlain, April 14, 1928, in Further Correspondence Respecting Egypt and Sudan, Jan–Jun. 1928, 

pp. 101–02.

75	  Annex (20-a) See reported conversation between the King’s Chef du Cabinet and Lord Lloyd in FO 141/444/2/12179, Lord Lloyd to 

Austen Chamberlain, May 6, 1928.

76	  Annex (20-b)FO 141/444/2, Lloyd to Sir Austen Chamberlain, May 8, 1928.

77	  Annex (20-c) FO 141/444/2/12179, Austen Chamberlain to Lord Lloyd, May 8, 1928.

78	  Annex (21) FO 407/206 Keown-Boyd to Nahas Pasha, April 8, 1928, Confidential Print, p. 115.

79	  Annex (21) FO 141/444/2/12179/104, Sir Austen Chamberlain to Lord Lloyd, Secret Telegram, 25 April, 1928. 

80	  Annex (23) FO/141/444/2/12179/99, “Regarding The proposed Ultimatum to the Egyptian Govt. Telegram No. 227, April 20, 1928.
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This does not mean that the British were in any way defending the right to protest and assemble. 

The British put up a nasty fight to safeguard Law 14/1923 from any amendments (which were also 

approved by the Chamber of Deputies and the Senate, but had to go back to parliament on a tech-

nicality). They even sent warships to Egypt and threatened to depose Mustafa Nahas if the amend-

ments were approved. Nahas backed down, and Law 14/1923 remained as it was. 

In addition, when the ultimatum was drafted for the Egyptian government about their amendments to 

Law 14/1923, the British decided that Law 10/1914 should not be included:

I venture to hope that it may be possible to drop from the ultimatum the demand for the 

withdrawal of the Bill repealing Law. No. 10 of 1914 on Illegal Assemblies. We have 

hitherto raised no objections to the Bill, and it was generally agreed last December that 

we could get on without the 1914 law, as the 1923 Law was adequate to our purposes 

. . . Nahas, with perfect justice, might ask why he should be faced with an ultimatum on 

a question which has not until that moment been the subject of any conflict with us. The 

Wafd might make capital out of this both in Egypt and in England. Incidentally, it would be 

difficult to justify to the democratic English public the necessity for an ultimatum to retain 

a law so contrary to the democratic spirit as this law of 1914 framed under an autocratic 

regime and in an autocratic spirit.81

For the British, Law 14/1923 was sufficient for policing protests. As in all indirect colonial situations, 

they knew they needed to compromise with the Egyptian government. In intervening with the legisla-

tive process, they needed to consider its effects both in Egypt and Britain. The difficulties that might 

arise from any vetoing of the repeal of Law 10/1914 would have outweighed any benefit. 

What is certain, according to numerous documents we viewed, is that on May 9, 1928, the law bill 

repealing Law 10/1914 on assembly was considered ratified by King Fuad I and automatically issued 

under Article 35 of the Constitution. We could not find any document in the minutes of the Senate or 

the Chamber of Deputies to suggest the King had responded to the bill. 

3- Publication in the Official Gazette
Article 26 of the 1923 Constitution requires the publication of laws in the Official Gazette to promul-

gate knowledge of them: “Laws shall enter into force in the entire Egyptian territory with their issu-

ance by the king, and this issuance shall be known by their publication in the Official Gazette. They 

shall be enforced in all areas of Egyptian territory from the time their issuance is promulgated.” 

Under Article 35 of the 1923 Constitution, however, the law is considered issued, but did not reach 

the final stage pursuant to Article 26 of the same constitution, that is, its publication in the Official 

Gazette. This raises questions about publication in the Official Gazette that should be clarified here. 

81	 Ibid.



44

Egyptian courts have issued rulings pertaining to the enforcement of laws and decrees not published 

in the Official Gazette; however, they have not addressed the non-promulgation of laws repealing 

other laws and their enforcement. The jurisprudence we consulted also does not address the issue, 

considering only interpretations of how laws are issued and the objective of their publication. This 

may be because this issue so rarely arises or it may be that publication in the Official Gazette is such 

an axiomatic part of the notification of a legal rule prior to enforcement that it cannot be ignored or 

neglected.  

The Administrative Court has distinguished the issuance of a law from its publication or promulgation, 

noting that “the rule is that laws and their provisions are enforced from the date of their publication, 

not the date of issuance. A law may be issued on a certain date and only published on a subsequent 

date. Issuance differs from publication in its essence. Issuance is a legal act that consummates the 

law itself. It includes two matters, the first being the president’s testament that both houses of the 

parliament have affirmed the law in accordance with constitutional provisions and the second being 

an order to all agencies and authorities to enforce the law within their remit. As for publication, it is a 

material act that follows issuance and is effected by the appearance of the law in the state’s Official 

Gazette. The purpose is to inform the public of the law, so that they may have knowledge of it prior 

to its application. It is a necessary precondition to the implementation of the law.”82

In short, this ruling means that failure to publish the repeal of Law 10/1914 does not mean that the 

law has lapsed, but that it cannot be implemented except after the completion of the promulgation 

process. Since the one-month period set forth in Article 35 of the 1923 Constitution elapsed with-

out an objection from the King, the law is considered ratified and issued. In the language of the 

Administrative Court ruling, this ratification and issuance is tantamount to a testament that the law 

was approved by the legislature in accordance with constitutional provisions and that the executive 

authority was ordered to enforce it. But the next step required for the enforcement of the repeal—

publication—was not completed. 

As detailed above, King Fuad I was apparently dissatisfied with the repeal of Law 10/1914 and 

refrained from ratifying it. Preferring not to directly quash the law, however, he asked the British to 

intervene, which they refused to do.83 

The King, as such, utterly disregarded the Constitution and set himself above the provisions of Ar-

ticle 35 of the Constitution. This type of intransigence was addressed by Dr. Fathi Fikri in a study 

published on the website of the Supreme Constitutional Court (SCC)84 that analysed the failure to 

82	  Administrative Court, appeal no. 231/2JY, issued in the session of January 3, 1950, Technical Office 4, part 1, p. 147.

83	  For more details, see Annex (20-b)

84	  “Raqabat dusturiyat al-lawa’ih fi thalathin ‘aman: mulahizat awaliya wa khams istintajat naqdiya,” SCC website, http://hccourt.gov.eg/

Pages/elmglacourt/mkal/18/fathefkry18.htm. 

http://hccourt.gov.eg/Pages/elmglacourt/mkal/18/fathefkry18.htm
http://hccourt.gov.eg/Pages/elmglacourt/mkal/18/fathefkry18.htm
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promulgate statutes85 and the ramifications.

According to Fikri, since the executive authority controls the publication of legislation in the Offi-

cial Gazette, there is no excuse it can use for the failure to promulgate laws. Fikri thus argues that 

non-publication “indicates a degree of encroachment on legitimacy, particularly constitutional legiti-

macy,” which in turn constitutes “denigration of the entire legal system.” 

King Fuad I’s intransigence was not limited to his refusal to publish the repeal of Law 10/1914. On 

July 19, 1928, he dissolved the Parliament with Royal Edict 46/1928, suspended Articles 89 and 

155 of the Constitution, and postponed the new elections for three years. Appropriating legislative 

authority, he arrogated to himself the power to issue decrees with the force of law. The dissolution of 

the Parliament in particular was a relief for the king, who had become wary of the Wafd government’s 

ongoing willingness to give in to the parliament’s whims. This gave King Fuad I the chance to rid 

himself of al-Nahhas and his government as well.

In 1930, the new Constitution, drafted in secret sessions, was introduced, the contents of which re-

vealed the extent to which the King had seen the 1923 Constitution as an obstacle to his absolutism. 

The 1930 Constitution gave increased legislative powers to the monarch and altered the structure 

of government. It seems probable that the whole affair with Law 10/1914 and the issue of the one-

month time limit taught King Fuad I a lesson in autocracy. In the new Constitution, Article 35, which 

in the 1923 Constitution had given the King one month to respond to a parliamentary bill and restrict-

ed his abilities to reject a bill outright, was amended to give him two months to respond. The newly 

amended article also stipulated that if he did not respond within the given time limit, the bill would 

automatically be vetoed. 

For years after, Egypt was rocked with protests and demonstrations calling for the reinstatement of 

the 1923 Constitution. The issue came to a head in 1935 when student protests threatened to turn 

into a full-blown revolution. Fearing uncontrollable revolt, the King relented, and the 1923 Constitu-

tion was reinstated in 1936.

Years after Law 10/1914 was repealed by the Parliament, and with the ensuing unrest and economic 

problems in the country and soon the declaration of another world war in 1939, the entire debate 

over the law was forgotten, left buried in the historical records. 

85	  The SCC did not hesitate to declare unconstitutional statutes in force if they were not promulgated. The constitutional court initially relied 

on Article 188 of the constitution, which states, “Laws shall be published in the Official Gazette within two weeks of their issuance. They shall enter 

into force one month after the date of publication, unless stated otherwise.” Although this provision specifies laws, the SCC interpreted the term 

broadly to include any statute, whether parliamentary legislation or a regulatory statute. Ibid.
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PART 4: The Assembly Law as the Foundation of the 
Protest Law and Suppression of Peaceful Assembly

Over the past years, the right to peaceful assembly in Egypt has been increasingly violated. 

Thousands of people86 are held today under laws banning demonstrations and assemblies. 

Recognizing that uprisings and revolution emerge in part from the act of assembly, the state appa-

ratus in Egypt quickly moved to foreclose its very possibility. But it did not have to look very far to 

stifle the freedom to peacefully assemble and reoccupy public space as a sanitized apolitical site. It 

did so through arrest, imprisonment, mass killing of protesters, and a complete lack of accountability 

for those violating people’s rights. But the state also stifled freedom to assemble by drawing on its 

colonial era laws, such as the Assembly Law.

For over 100 years, the repealed Assembly Law has been used to suppress freedom of opinion and 

expression and the right of peaceful assembly. It has also formed the basis for several other statutes 

as well, such as provisions of Law 109/1971 on the police, which legitimize the use of lethal force to 

disperse assemblies. Law 10/1914 is a key element in most cases brought against demonstrators, 

both those that are still pending and those that have ended in convictions. The law has been applied 

by the courts to imprison untold numbers of activists, political dissidents, and human rights defend-

ers. 

1- The Assembly Law’s Exploitation to Legitimize Extrajudi-
cial Killing
At the outset, it is important to note that the Assembly Law is not the only reason for the extrajudicial 

killing of demonstrators over the last five years. The primary reasons are a reckless disregard for the 

right to life and the lack of accountability. Nevertheless, in this section, we shall review legal provi-

86	  Reports from human rights organizations indicate that some 41,000 people have been arrested and detained over the last two years, 

but thus far there is no concrete accounting of the number of individuals currently detained in prisons, save for a statement in October 2015 from 

the deputy interior minister, who said that 11877 people were detained in 2015 for involvement in terrorist activities. Given the flawed, imprecise 

language used in terrorism laws, we believe that many of these people are imprisoned for exercising their right of peaceful assembly. For more details 

on terrorism laws in Egypt, see Joint Statement, “Law on terrorist entities allows rights groups and political parties to be designated terrorists,” 28 

February 2015 http://www.cihrs.org/?p=11031&lang=en and “Latest counterterrorism law encourages extrajudicial killing and cements impunity, 

joint legal commentary by Cairo Institute for Human Rights Studies and the Egyptian Initiative for Personal Rights,” 26 August 2015, http://www.

cihrs.org/?p=17219&lang=en 

http://www.cihrs.org/?p=11031&lang=en
http://www.cihrs.org/?p=17219&lang=en
http://www.cihrs.org/?p=17219&lang=en
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sions that allow for the use of firearms based on the definition of assembly in Law 10/1914 and how 

these provisions constituted yet another violation of several other rights, such as the right to bodily 

safety and the right to life.

        Police Law (Law 109/1971) and Interior Minister Decree 156/1964

Paragraph 3 of Article 102 of the Police Law (Law 109/1971) enumerates the cases in which police-

men may use force to disperse assemblies or demonstrations of five or more persons if they endan-

ger public security and after the assembly is warned to disperse. Article 1, paragraph 3 of Interior 

Minister Decree 156/1964 addresses in detail how firearms may be used to disperse an assembly of 

five or more persons if public security is endangered. The head of the force must first issue an oral 

warning to the assembled persons or demonstrators ordering them to disperse. If they fail to comply, 

the force may fire at them intermittently to give them the opportunity to disperse. This paragraph also 

defines the incremental escalation of firepower: first small-gauge shotguns, followed by live ammu-

nition arms if the assembly does not disperse, and finally rapid-fire weapons if necessary. 

These provisions rely on the definition of assembly set forth in Article 1 of Law 10/1914—with all the 

flaws noted above—as grounds for the use of lethal force against individuals in a group of at least 

five persons if the security forces deem their assembly liable to endanger public security and peace 

and if they do not obey orders to disperse. As a result of this reliance on a flawed definition, these 

provisions turn security personnel into judges who can issue death sentences on the spot based on 

the ill-defined crime of breaching public security. 

2- Maximizing Penalties through the Assembly Law and the 
Protest Law
Non-specialists are likely to confuse the Assembly Law (Law 10/1914) with the Protest Law regulat-

ing demonstrations and protests. In fact, many people are unaware that the former exists and has 

been in force continuously for 103 years, assuming wrongly that the many protestors sentenced to 

prison were convicted under the Protest Law of 1923 (Law 14/1923) or the 2013 Protest Law (Law 

107/2013) that replaced it. Thus, the vast majority of demands to repeal or amend the 2013 Protest 

Law have made no reference to the Assembly Law, although both the 1923 and 2013 protest laws 

refer to it in their preambles. 

The Assembly Law constitutes the basis of all the demonstration cases that we reviewed. The inves-

tigating authorities hew closely to the accusations listed in police reports, which consistently include 

the charge of assembly in all cases related to the exercise of peaceful assembly. Any gathering of 

five or more persons conducted with the purpose of committing crimes, preventing the authorities 

from duly operating, or preventing the implementation of laws and regulations is considered in vio-

lation of Article 2 of Law 10/1914. On this basis, the court enumerates the crimes committed during 
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the gathering as follows87: 

• Participating in an unlawful/unlicensed demonstration that infringed upon public securi-
ty, impeded the interests of citizens, cut roads and transportation, and obstructed traffic. 

• Making a show of force, using violence, disturbing peace and security, and creating 
alarm. 

• Assaulting public servants.

• Destroying moveable and immoveable assets and attacking public and private property. 

• Possessing implements used in the assault of persons. 

It is the Assembly Law then, rather than the Protest Law, which provides the basis for collectively 

punishing participants in demonstrations. In fact, undertaking a demonstration without a permit is 

itself considered a separate crime committed during such unlawful gatherings.

From the judgments reviewed below, it is clear that ‘assembly’ is the first and principal charge brought 

against protestors; other crimes, including participating in an unlicensed demonstration, follow from 

and are considered the purpose of the gathering. 

This has been confirmed by the Court of Cassation, which has ruled, “The crime of participating in a 

demonstration is other than the crime of assembly, and they are punishable under two different laws. 

Whether the demonstration and assembly occurred at one time or at separate times and whether 

one of the actions arose from the other or they were two independent actions, in any case they con-

stitute two different crimes punishable by law under two different statutes. However, if the actions 

of the demonstration are the same actions of the assembly, the court shall impose the more severe 

penalty.”88

In light of this, to ensure that the Assembly Law is not applied to demonstrations, public meetings, 

and processions, the organizers must obtain a permit from the Interior Ministry. Otherwise, the as-

sembly is considered an act of unlawful assembly infringing upon public peace and order or under-

taken for the purpose of committing crimes. At this point, the Assembly Law is automatically applied 

on the grounds that the unlawful demonstration is a criminal purpose of the gathering. In turn, courts 

levy the penalties set forth in the Assembly Law, since they are the more severe. The Protest Law 

carries the penalty of a fine for an unlicensed demonstration, for example, while the Assembly Law 

carries a sentence of imprisonment or a fine for the same act. 

87	  Most judgments under consideration did not deviate from these charges.

88	  Criminal Cassation, appeal no. 38/48JY, issued in the session of Dec. 4, 1930, Technical Office 2 (Omar collection), pt. 1, p. 144.
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3- The right to demonstrate is guaranteed in theory yet to 
assemble is a crime in and of itself.
Both acts involve the assembly of a number of people, but the material act of assembly is a crime 

in and of itself, whether it results in the commission of crimes or not. In contrast, the demonstration, 

though subject to stringent conditions, is a lawful means of expressing one’s opinion under the Con-

stitution and theoretically carries no penalty, though the organization of demonstrations is regulated 

by law. 

In addition, liability for crimes committed during a demonstration is individual and does not extend 

to all demonstrators, unlike an assembly. Under the Assembly Law, the principle of the individuality 

of punishment does not apply since the law is predicated on the concept of joint liability for crimes 

committed in the course of the gathering.

A)	 A Weapon for Collective Punishment

Theoretically at least, the Assembly Law provides the major grounds for mass sentences and the 

joint liability of participants in assemblies for crimes committed during them. It is the link and ev-

idence that a person participating in the gathering is also a participant in the crime. Courts have 

thus often invoked the law, especially after June 30, 2013, as the basis of mass sentences against 

demonstrators. Courts assume that by participating in the assembly, participants necessarily have 

knowledge of its objectives; if one participant commits a crime, all persons assembled are therefore 

considered accomplices.89

The Court of Cassation has upheld this interpretation, ruling, “Paragraph 2 of Article 3 of Law 10/1914 

on assembly states that if a crime is committed with the intent of realizing the purpose of the assem-

bly, all persons who comprise the assembly at the time of the commission of this crime bear criminal 

liability as accomplices if they have proven knowledge of that purpose.”90

B)	 Even Peaceful Assembly Defined as a Crime 

Assembled persons need not commit a crime or stage a violent assembly to be guilty of the crime 

of assembly. The very act of assembling is a crime in and of itself, punishable under Article 1 of the 

Assembly Law. Merely by staging an assembly liable to endanger the public peace (with ‘endanger’ 

determined at police discretion) and refusing to leave, the assembled persons are subject to six 

months in prison or a maximum fine of LE20. 

This was affirmed by the Court of Cassation in a ruling stating, “Every assembly consisting of at least 

five persons, even if staged without prohibited ill intent under Article 1 of Law 10/1914, when it is 

89	  See the judgment issued in the Shura Council demonstration case, in which Alaa Abd al-Fattah and others were charged, p. 5. 

90	  Appeal no. 1890/16JY, issued in the session of Dec. 2, 1946, Technical Office 7 (Omar collection), pt. 1, p. 239.
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likely to endanger the public peace, the assembled persons must disperse when ordered to do so by 

police. If they disobey the order to disperse, each person is subject to the penalty set forth in Article 

1 of the law. If it is proven that the defendants assembled to commit a crime, Article 2 of that law shall 

be applied as well. If it is then proven that they assaulted policemen and destroyed immoveable or 

moveable assets not belonging to them, Article 3 of that law must be applied as well.”91

C)	 Police may order dispersion of the assembly without needing to follow stipulations in 
the Protest Law

Law 107/2013 provides for several checks, though fragile, on law-enforcement personnel when dis-

persing a public meeting or demonstration. They must first ask the participants in the gathering to 

leave. If they refuse, water hoses may be deployed, followed by tear gas and then batons (Article 

12). If these methods prove fruitless or in the event of acts of violence, warning shots may be fired, 

as well as sound and smoke bombs, rubber pellets, and non-rubber shotgun pellets. Live ammuni-

tion may also be used in the cases enumerated by the law (Article 13). 

However, these checks may be disregarded when applying Article 2 of the Assembly Law, which 

criminalizes the gathering if its purpose is the commission of a crime or the prevention or obstruction 

of the enforcement of laws or regulations. The justification here for not complying with the controls for 

the dispersion of the assembly is the prevention of such crimes. If the demonstration is unlicensed, 

it is a crime per se under the Assembly Law and law-enforcement personnel may therefore disperse 

it without reference to the controls set forth in the Protest Law.92 The Court of Cassation affirmed 

this saying, “The law does not make punishment for the crime of assembly conditional on a prior 

warning from the public servants to the assemblers to disperse when the purpose of the assembly 

is the commission of crimes.”93

91	  Appeal no. 2198/2JY, issued in the session of Jun. 20, 1932, Technical Office 2 (Omar collection), pt. 1, p. 595.

92	  See the judgment in the Azhar University incident case, p. 6.

93	  Appeal no. 1791/30JY, issued in the session of Jan. 30, 1961, Technical Office 12, pt. 1, p. 148.
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Special A
ppendix

Special Appendix
Review of Egyptian court judgements in cases involving 

assembly

It is difficult to tally all court judgments that have invoked the Assembly Law since its issuance in 

1914. The statute has been widely used since that time, by both the British colonial authorities 

and their post-independence successors, to suppress any political or social action. What is certain is 

that the Assembly Law has been a cornerstone of all cases involving peaceful assembly and demon-

strations heard by Egyptian courts over the past 103 years. It has proved to be a brutally efficient tool 

of collective punishment and a means of penalizing the intentions of participants in such assemblies. 

In this section, we offer an analysis of the judicial application of the law in several major cases in the 

post-colonial era. We will review the most prominent points cited by Egyptian courts in their applica-

tion of the Assembly Law.

1- 1977 Protests
Public Prosecution case no. 1844/1977 and no. 67/1977/Central Plenary/Abdin station 

(High State Security Court); the 1977 uprising

The Public Prosecution charged 171 people in the case as follows: 

• They established an organization seeking to overturn the political, economic, and so-

cial orders of the state and the social body by using force, terrorism, and other unlaw-

ful means. Namely, they formed an underground communist organization (the Egyptian 

Communist Workers Party) with the aim of staging a popular revolution to remove the le-

gitimate authority and impose by force a communist order. In the framework of executing 

the destructive plots of their party, their cadres organized and participated in assembling 

and staged demonstrations and unrest on January 18 and 19, 1977 by inflaming the 

masses with chants, bulletins, other types of tendentious propaganda and spurring them 

to commit the crimes of demonstration, subversion, resistance to the authorities, and 

other grave crimes that occurred on these two days as included in the Public Prosecu-

tion’s investigations. They thereby aimed to ignite a popular revolution that would end the 

existing regime and impose communism by violence and terrorism. Their attempt was 

thwarted as a result of being frustrated by the precautions taken for security and order. 

• They organized, encouraged, and participated in an act of assembly leading to the in-

flaming of the masses with their call to impede the execution of laws and regulations with 

the aim of influencing the operation of the constitutional authorities, and this with intent 

to spur the masses to gather and demonstrate against the authorities with force and vi-
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olence, seeking thereby renewed acts of chaos, terrorism, and the hindering of studies 

by force, and some of them participated in demonstrations and marches organized for 

this purpose.

The court concluded that the events of January 18 and 19, 1977 were the direct result of decisions 

to increase prices and that they erupted spontaneously without incitement or exploitation. In addition, 

the case files contained no evidence against the defendants. None of them were apprehended with 

implements, weapons, explosives, or other means used by underground groups. Based on this, the 

court concluded that the charge of incitement and participation in an assembly with the purpose of 

spreading chaos and terrorism to overthrow the regime was baseless given that the element of force 

was not proven. The court was thus compelled to acquit the defendants on these charges.

The court ruled as follows: 

• To sentence Defendants 3-Talaat Muaaz Rumeih; 8-Ahmed Mustafa Ismail; 24-Shawqi-

ya al-Kurdi Nasr Shahin; 25-Faten al-Sayyed Afifi; 26-Rizqullah Boulos Rizqullah; 

28-Magda Mohammed Adli; 29-Omar Mahmoud Abd al-Mosen Khalil; 41-Mohammed 

Hassan Mohammed; 55-Adli Mohammed Ahmed Aleiwa; 81-Khaled Mohammed al-

Sayyed al-Fishawi; and 169-Iman Atiyya Mohammed to three years imprisonment and a 

fine of LE100.

• To sentence Defendants 10-Sayyed Ahmed Hifni; 15-Mohammed Hisham Abd al-Fat-

tah Ibrahim; 57-Lutfi Azmi Mustafa; 87-Mubarak Abduh Fadl; 122-Mohammed Ahmed 

Eid; 123-Mohammed Mohammed Fathi Abd al-Gawad; 164-Mohammed Mahmoud Gad 

al-Nimr; and 170-Hussein Hafez Gamaa to one year imprisonment with labour and fine 

of LE50 and to acquit them of the other charges against them.

• To acquit all other defendants of the charges against them. 

2. Shura Council demonstrations of November 26, 2013
Defendants Alaa Abd al-Fattah, Ahmed Abd al-Rahman, Abd al-Rahman Sayyed, and 

Abd al-Rahman Tareq sentenced to five years imprisonment, a fine of LE100,000, and a 

term of police probation equivalent to the sentence.

On November 26, 2013, a group of political activists and human rights defenders organized a demon-

stration in front of the Shura Council to protest the adoption of a constitutional article allowing civil-

ians to be tried in military courts. The court charged them as follows: 

They participated, with other unknown persons, in an assembly consisting of more than 

five persons liable to endanger the public peace, the purpose of which was to commit 

the crimes of assaulting persons and public and private property and influencing public 

servants in the course of duty using force and violence insofar as one of them bore an 
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implement used in the assault of persons, and this occurred in pursuance of their pur-

pose in assembly with their knowledge of the following crimes:

•	They, with other unknown persons, made a show of force and threatened vio-

lence. 

•	They participated in a demonstration by which they infringed upon public secu-

rity and order, cut the roads, and obstructed traffic. 

•	They assaulted two police personnel.

Defendant 1

•	Organized an assembly consisting of more than five persons. 

•	Organized a demonstration without notifying the police station in writing.

Defendant 2

•	Possessed an implement used in the assault of persons.

The court rejected the defence argument that the indicting rationale in the Protest Law could not be 

applied with the incriminating rationale set forth in Law 10/1914 on assembly. The court reasoned 

that there was no material or legal barrier to applying both statutes since both had elements that dis-

tinguished them from the other and could therefore be applied without contradiction or inconsistency. 

This is true even though the two statutes appear similar in the material act constituting the two crimes 

since they are quickly distinguished with reference to the necessary conditions set forth in each law. 

If the material act performed by the defendants and other unknown persons—namely, assembling 

in a crowd of more than 350 to protest the Protest Law and the article allowing civilians to be tried in 

military courts—took place absent written notice to the security authorities, this act alone constitutes 

a violation of the Protest Law. 

If the demonstrators infringed upon public security or order in any way, this act is a violation of the 

Assembly Law as well as the Protest Law. If the same act was performed with the purpose of com-

mitting a crime, preventing or obstructing the enforcement of laws or regulations, influencing the 

authorities in their actions, or denying a person the freedom to work with the use of force or threat 

and the participants knew of this purpose or knew and did not stand down, their gathering meets 

the definition of assembly and every participant is criminally liable. In this way, the court reasoned, 

they have violated Law 10/1914 on assembly and the Protest Law simultaneously.  This is not an 

unknown situation in law, where Article 32 of the Penal Code is relevant. That article states that if one 

act constitutes several crimes that are committed for a single purpose and are inextricably linked, 

they must all be considered one crime and punished with the penalty for the severest crime.

The court also rejected the defence argument that the elements of the crime of assembly were not 
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obtained, reasoning that the criteria for assembly are that it be a gathering consisting of at least five 

persons; that its purpose is to commit a crime, prevent or obstruct the enforcement of laws or regula-

tions, influence the authorities in their actions, or deny a person the freedom to work with the use of 

force or threat; that the participants intend to pursue this purpose and persist until it is realized; and 

that the crime be a single criminal activity not independently undertaken by one of the participants. 

The court cited tweets posted by Alaa Abd al-Fattah on his Twitter account calling for a demonstra-

tion to challenge the Protest Law and the constitutional article permitting military trials for civilians to 

deduce Abd al-Fattah’s intention to commit the crime of violating the provisions of the Protest Law. 

It further reasoned that the participants in the demonstration came knowing its purpose and that the 

defendants did not heed a police order to disperse, but remained on the site, while some lay down on 

the road to affirm that they would not abandon their position. According to the court, this persistence 

clearly proved the elements of the crime of assembly. 

The court learned from the testimony of defence witnesses from among the 50-member constituent 

assembly that hearings had been designated for people opposed to the military trials provision in 

the constitution and thus concluded that there was a way for the defendants to air their objections. 

Staging a demonstration therefore “exceeded the bounds of peacefully airing opinion to the point that 

could be described as imposing opinion by compulsion. The intent of their assembly was to compel 

the 50-member committee to come down on their side and adopt their view to the exclusion of oth-

ers, which constitutes an infringement of the freedom of this committee to do its job absent influence 

or pressure.” 

The court also concluded that Alaa Abd al-Fattah was responsible for every act committed by any 

of the people present at the assembly in pursuance of its purpose, even if he were not present at 

the time or had left prior to the commission of the act, reasoning that he was an organizer of the 

assembly under Article 4 of Law 10/1914. The other defendants bore criminal liability for the crime 

committed as well because they were committed in pursuance of the intended purpose of the as-

sembly, of which participants had knowledge. As such, they bore responsibility as accomplices under 

paragraph 2 of Article 3 of the Assembly Law.

The court considered that by republishing the call for the demonstration on his Facebook page and 

Twitter account, Abd al-Fattah had advocated for the unlawful demonstration. Since the demonstra-

tion involved a purpose likely to influence members of the constituent assembly in their work, as well 

the crime of breaking the Protest Law, assaulting two policemen, and making a show of force, the 

defendant therefore committed the crime of organizing the assembly. 

The court rejected the defence argument that the material and moral elements of the crime of pos-

session of bladed weapons was not proven against any of the defendants. The court ruled instead 

that the fact that one participant in the assembly bore a bladed weapon did not absolve the other par-
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ticipants of criminal liability for the crime or their lack of knowledge of the possession of the weapon, 

since paragraph 2 of Article 3 of the Assembly Law states that every person composing the assembly 

is responsible for any crime committed during it if their knowledge of the purpose of the assembly 

is proven. Moreover, Article 4 of the law punishes assembly organizers for every act committed by 

persons in the gathering, even if they are not present at the time. 

3- The Abdin Court demonstrations case 
(Including defendants Ahmed Maher, Mohammed Adel, and Ahmed Douma) They were 

sentenced to three years imprisonment and a fine. 

On November 30, 2013, the Qasr al-Nil Prosecution summoned Ahmed Maher to question him about 

his participation in the demonstration at the Shura Council on November 26, 2013. Several political 

activists and human rights defenders assembled in front of the Abdin Court to support Maher. They 

were subsequently charged as follows: 

Organizing and participating in an assembly consisting of more than five persons liable 

to endanger the public peace, the purpose of which was to commit the crimes of assault-

ing persons and private property, influencing the public authorities in their operation us-

ing force and violence, and bearing implements used in the assault of persons, knowing 

the purpose of the assembly. In pursuance of this purpose, they committed the following 

crimes:

1. They participated in a demonstration that infringed upon public security and 
order, hindered the interests of citizens, endangered them, and prevented them 
from exercising their business and their rights, influenced the course of justice, 
cut roads, obstructed traffic, and endangered property. 

2. They made a show of force and used violence against police forces tasked 
with securing the Abdin Court building and area residents with intent to alarm 
and inflict harm on them to compel them to refrain from doing their job; impeded 
the execution of laws; and disturbed public security and peace, which act had 
the effect of frightening the victims and endangering their lives, and this while 
they bore implements used in the assault of persons. Based on these acts, the 
following crimes were committed: 

• They assaulted public servants (police personnel) with force and violence using 
implements used in assault (stones and bottles).

• They damaged moveable property (the furniture of a coffee shop next to the 
courthouse). 

• They possessed and others possessed on their behalf implements used to in 
the assault of persons (stones and bottles) without grounds of necessity.

• They organized a demonstration without notifying the competent bodies.
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The court rejected the defence argument for the non-specificity of the charge, responding that Arti-

cles 2 and 3 of Law 10/1914 on assembly set legal conditions for what constitutes an assembly: that 

it consist of at least five persons and that its purpose be to commit a crime, prevent or hinder the 

execution of laws and regulations, influence the authorities in their actions, or deny a person freedom 

to work using force or threat thereof. Punishment for assembly, given that the assembled persons 

share liability for crimes committed in pursuance of the assembly’s purpose, is conditional on their 

proven knowledge of this purpose; that the intent to assault brought them together and remained 

with them until they realized their purpose; and that the crimes committed occurred as a result of a 

criminal activity of one nature all of which occurred during the gathering. The court said, “With this, 

the legislator has made the elements of the crime of assembly, as legally defined, a matter in which 

is realized a form of contribution to the crimes committed by one of the assembled persons, making 

the criteria for liability and sanction knowledge of the purpose of the gathering and the willingness 

to realize this purpose. And all of this is in consideration that the rule regarding accomplices is that 

a person is an accomplice to the crime, not to its doer; this capacity [as accomplice] is derived from 

the legally criminalized act of participation itself.” 

The court stated that all the case files proved that the defendants had called on their supporters to 

assemble in front of the Abdin Court to support Ahmed Maher during his interrogation at the Qasr 

al-Nil Prosecution. The purpose of this assembly was to influence the course of the interrogation, 

prevent the authorities from doing their job with the use of force and threat, and make a show of force 

with their numbers. They harboured the intent to assault with the goal of executing their purpose, and 

when the forces tasked with securing the courthouse prevented them from entering, they assaulted 

them by pelting them with stones and empty bottles. They also used furniture from the coffee shop 

next to the courthouse in the assault and caused damage and destruction to it. All of these crimes, 

the court said, were committed in pursuance of that purpose. The court thus concluded that the ar-

gument for the non-specificity of the charge was without merit since the liability rested with them all. 

In convicting the defendants, the court said that the crimes of assembly and organizing and par-

ticipating in the demonstration were proven with certainty against them. The police investigations 

revealed that the defendants had mobilized a number of their supporters—around 500—on social 

media, and they assembled in front of the courthouse to support the first defendant and influence the 

course of the interrogation. This made it clear to the court that the intention to assault persons and 

property brought them together with the other demonstrators, their supporters, and persisted until 

they were able to realize their purpose, which was the attempt to influence the authorities during the 

questioning of the defendant. This is not discredited by the claim that the assembly began innocently, 

since during the incident events happened to render it punishable, and this when the participants’ 

intention turned to realizing the aforementioned criminal purpose. The court said that the defendants 

called for the demonstration on social media and took part in it, intending to violate the law and dis-
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regard its provisions. 

4- Demonstrations at Azhar University, December 28, 2013
Several students at Azhar University organized a demonstration on campus on December 

28, 2013. The court charged them as follows: 

They participated, with others, in an assembly consisting of more than five persons li-

able to endanger the public peace, the purpose of which was to commit the crimes of 

intentionally damaging public and private property, preventing a government institution 

(Azhar University) from functioning, and influencing public servants in the course of duty 

using force insofar as some of the defendants bore Molotov cocktails, fireworks, bladed 

weapons, and stones, and this occurred in pursuance of the purpose of the assembly 

with their knowledge of the following crimes:

• They, with others unknown persons, destroyed some buildings designated for a 

public institution (Azhar University) and damaged public property in pursuance of 

a terrorist purpose with intent to create alarm and spread chaos among staff and 

prevent students from taking their examinations. 

• They, with others, used force with threat against public servants. 

• They, with others, made a show of force and threatened violence, and they used 

it against citizens with intent to alarm them and inflict material and moral harm on 

them to impose their supremacy. 

• They assaulted police officers and violently resisted them in the course of and 

because of their duty.

• They, with others, participated in a demonstration to disturb public security and 

order, impede the interests of citizens, harm them, endanger them, and prevent 

them from doing their business.

According to the case files, several students organized assemblies and demonstrations in front of 

university faculties with the aim of preventing students and faculty from entering exams. The court 

rejected the defence argument that the elements of the crime of assembly were not proven and that 

Article 40 of the Penal Code on aiding and abetting a crime did not apply due to the lack of principal 

or secondary contribution to the sit-in. Instead the court applied the provisions of a different law. 

The court said that jurists and courts had established that an assembly is a gathering of at least five 

persons and is not conditional on prior agreement to assemble; it is sufficient that the assembly take 

place incidentally, even without prior agreement. It added that the prerequisite that for the gathering 

to be considered public, it need not be limited to an assembly in a public road or place. It needs to 
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only have the intent of ‘public’; meaning that the assembly take place anywhere people can see the 

assembled persons or in a place where the public can join it at will, thus increasing the danger to 

public peace. 

The court defined the act of assembly under the law as of two types. The first is one that threatens 

the public peace, while the second is one organized for an unlawful purpose. The latter differs from 

the former in terms of special intent; in the latter, the material element of the crime is simply gather-

ing, and there is no requirement that it threaten public peace or that the assembled persons were giv-

en an order to disperse and did not do so. It is also not conditional on the realization of the unlawful 

purpose sought by the assembled persons. The crime is committed, the court reasoned, both when 

the offender takes part in the gathering with knowledge of its unlawful purpose and when he takes 

part in it ignorant of its purpose but does not remove himself when he learns of it. 

As such, all participants in the assembly are principal offenders in the crime because with their acts, 

all participants performed the action constituting the material element of the crime, namely unlawful 

assembly. 

As for the moral element—the defendants’ intention—in the second type of assembly, it requires 

special intent on the part of the offenders, which is the unlawful purpose, namely, preventing or 

impeding the enforcement of laws or regulations or influencing the authorities by the use of force or 

threat thereof. Article 3, paragraph 2 of Law 10/1914 on assembly states that if a crime is committed 

with intent to pursue the purpose of the gathering, all persons comprising the assembly at the time of 

the commission of the crime bear criminal liability as accomplices if their knowledge of the purpose 

of the assembly is proven. This means that offenders are liable for the most severe crime they wilfully 

committed. 

Based on this, the court found that the defendants and other unknown persons gathered in an as-

sembly of more than five persons in front of the university faculties and committed crimes, thereby all 

becoming principal perpetrators in the assembly and all subject to criminal liability as accomplices in 

the severest crime they committed with intent to pursue the purpose of the gathering—namely, the 

crime of wilful destruction of a public building. 

5. Ittihadiya demonstrations case, 
in which defendants Sanaa Ahmed Seif and others were sentenced to three years imprisonment; the 

judgment was upheld on appeal with the sentence reduced to two years imprisonment

On June 21, 2014, several political activists and human rights defenders organized a demonstration 

heading for the Ittihadiya Presidential Palace to demand the release of persons detained under the 

Protest Law and the repeal of that law. They were referred to trial on charges of participating in an 

assembly consisting of more than five persons liable to endanger the public peace and with the pur-
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pose of committing the following crimes:

1. Participating in a demonstration that infringed upon public security and order, hindered 

the interests of citizens, cut roads and transportation, obstructed traffic, and assaulted 

public and private property. 

2. They made a show of force and used violence on a public road to inspire fear in pass-

ers-by and endanger their lives. Based on these crimes, the following crimes occurred: 

I. They damaged trees planted on the public road. 

II. They intentionally damaged public property (a police vehicle).

III. They intentionally damaged moveable and immoveable assets.

The court found that the defendants participated in an assembly with the purpose of disturbing secu-

rity and endangering public security, and with others they were loud and boisterous with the aim of 

inflaming strife. They all harboured the same idea and came from different governorates with a prior 

agreement to engage in an unlawful act with the purpose of impeding the execution of laws, thereby 

making a show of force liable to alarm people, as well as damaging public and private property. 

Based on the act of assembly in which all demonstrators participated, the court concluded that the all 

the crimes were linked, having taken place at a single time and place and based on a single criminal 

notion during their assembly, with the intent to pursue the purpose of the assembly. 

The defendants’ counsel challenged the constitutionality of Article 1 of Law 10/1914 on assembly, 

but the court used its discretionary authority under the Supreme Constitutional Court law to deny the 

defence. 
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A
ppendices Annex 1
P. 81 of the report by the British high commissioner on the finances, admin-
istration, and condition of Egypt and Sudan for the period 1914–1919, on the 

grounds for the issuance of the Assembly Law.
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Annex 2
Telegram from Sir L. Mallet (Therapia) to Cairo on September 2, 1914, on verified 

information of attempts to foment revolution against the British occupation. 
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Annex 3(a)
Telegram from Sir L. Mallet in Constantinople to Cairo on August 21, 1914, 
on information about an attempt to smuggle weapons over the Red Sea 

from the Hijaz to Egypt. 
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Annex 3(b)
Another section of Annex 3(a) on the dispatch of 19 Turkish officers to Egypt. 
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Annex 4
Telegram from Sir L. Mallet to Sir Edward Grey on August 26, 1914, reveal-
ing promises of substantial Ottoman financial rewards for those who would 

collaborate with Ottoman forces to enter Egypt. 
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Annex 5
Another section of Annex 4. 
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Annex 6
Telegram from Sir Edward Grey to Mr. Cheetham on August 27, 1914, on reports 

that Ottoman officers and soldiers continued to surreptitiously enter Egypt. 
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Annex 7
Telegram from Mr. Cheetham in Cairo on August 29, 1914, on verified infor-

mation concerning Turkish subversives in Egypt. 
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Annex 8
Strictly confidential letter from the Ministry of Interior to Mr. Cheetham on August 
25, 1914, on reports that Turks with the labour movements were frequenting a café 
next to the Sheikh Salama Theater on a special mission and were in contact with 

comrades in Port Said.



72

Annex 9
Ministry of Interior Note of August 1914, on information about conspiracies by the Axis 
powers and a plan by 250 German soldiers in Syria to attack Egypt through Arish in 

collaboration with the Turks. 
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Annex 10(a)
P. 191 of a letter from Mr. Cheetham to Sir Edward Grey on September 10, 1914, on the 
poor market for Egyptian cotton as a result of the war and the spread of rebellion and 

anger to rural areas. 
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Annex 10(b)
Another section of Annex 10(a).
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Annex 11(a)
Pp. 188–189 of a confidential print from Mr. Cheetham to Sir Edward Grey on July 28, 

1914, on the attempt to assassinate Khedive Abbas Hilmi II in Constantinople.

Annex 11(b)
Another section of Annex 11(a).
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Annex 12
Telegram no. 191 from Mr. Cheetham to Sir Edward Grey on September 29, 
1914, expressing his fear that members of the Legislative Assembly would 
fail to understand the need for exceptional legislation in wartime and his 

proposal to freeze the assembly. 
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Annex 13
Telegram from Mr. Cheetham to Sir R. Rodd at the Foreign Office, on Khedive 

Abbas Hilmi’s fear that war with Turkey would end his rule in Egypt.
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Annex 14
P. 2 of a telegram from Mr. Cheetham to Sir Edward Grey on September 10, 1914, on pro-
posals to contain the shocks of Turkey’s declaration of war on Britain, including by declaring 

a British Protectorate in Egypt.
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Annex 15 (a)
Minutes of the 17th session of the Egyptian Chamber of Deputies of April 13, 1924, con-

taining a discussion of Law 10/1914 on assembly by the competent committee. 
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Annex 15 (b)

Another section of Annex 15(a).
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Annex 16
Minutes of the 9th session of the Egyptian Chamber of Deputies on December 20, 
1927, containing the explanatory memorandum of the bill to repeal the Assembly Law, 

presented by Mohammed Yusuf, a deputy for Kafr al-Dawwar. 
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Annex 17
Minutes of the 9th session of the Egyptian Chamber of Deputies of December 20, 1927, 
containing the report of the Interior Committee on the proposal to repeal Law 10/1914. 
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Annex 18 (a)
Minutes of the 14th session of the Senate of January 30, 1928, containing the 

Senate’s unanimous approval of the bill repealing the Assembly Law.  



84

Annex 18 (b)
Another section of Annex 18 (a)
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Annex 19
Names of the parliamentarians who voted to repeal the Assembly Law.  
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Annex 20(a)
Lord Lloyd to Austen Chamberlain on Lloyd’s conversation with the king’s chef du cabinet on 
May 6, 1928, reporting that the King Fuad I dispatched his chef du cabinet in a panic asking 

for intervention to prevent the passage of the bill repealing the Assembly Law. 
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Annex 20(b)
Telegram from Lord Lloyd to Austen Chamberlain on May 6, 1928, reporting that the King 
would not ratify the repeal law, in which case the law would be promulgated if it were not sent 

back to the Parliament within one month. 
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Annex 20(c)
Telegram from Sir Austen Chamberlain to Lord Lloyd on May 8, 1928, in which the for-
mer agrees with the latter’s proposal to withhold assistance to the King in preventing the 

repeal of the Assembly Law. 
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Annex 21
Letter from Keown-Boyd to Mustafa al-Nahas Pasha, objecting to amendments to Law 
14/1923, assuming that Law 10/1914 had already been repealed and thus there was no 

need to amend any other law regulating demonstrations.
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Annex 21 (b)
Another section of Annex 21 (a)
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Annex 18 (c)
Another section of Annex 18 (a)
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Annex 22
Telegram from Sir Austen Chamberlain to Lord Lloyd on April 25, 1928, 
agreeing not to include Law 10/1924 in the ultimatum that the British gov-
ernment intended to give Egypt if it amended Law 14/1923 on demon-

strations. 
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Annex 23(a)
Telegram from Lord Lloyd to Sir Austen Chamberlain asking him to remove Law 
10/1914 from the ultimatum to be sent to Egypt, describing the law as autocratic.
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Annex 23(b)
Letter from Lord Lloyd asking for the removal of the Assembly Law, writing, “…the 1923 
Law was adequate to our purposes…Incidentally, it would be difficult to justify to the 
democratic English public the necessity for an ultimatum to retain a law so contrary to 
the democratic spirit as this law of 1914 framed under an autocratic regime and in an 

autocratic spirit.”



95

صر
م

ن 
نحو الإفراج ع

[CIHRS supports call to open the Egyptian National Archives to the public, 

and to allow researchers full access to its contents. It also supports calls for free-

dom of information, and guidelines for research that that abide with internation-

al standards.]
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