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PREFATORY NOTES 

1. Although the narrative of thi s thesis i s 
closely related t o historical events, i t remains 
a content analysis first and f oremost . In 
consequence, the hi st orical background ha s been 
indicated in just the barest outline , and 
references have been given to where fuller 
descriptions are to be f ound. As far as posstlU~ 
these have been limited to one historical work 
in connection with each crisis. 

2. Proper-nouns and place names appear as they 
were most frequently rendered in the sources, 
and not as they may have been rendered by an 
accepted system of transcription (e. g . Nasser, 
rat_1e r than Nasir). 

3. Where there was gene ral agreement on any 
point, the terms "the papers" or "the press" may 
have been used. These terms, of co urse, refer 
specifically and only to the five papers 
employed in the study. The study is carefully 
and heavily footnoted, but in such cases as a 
reference to "the press" or "the papers" 
especial attention should be given to the 
sources of opinion . 

4. "Conservative", "Labour", "Sociali st" and 
"Liberal" have all been used in the British 
(and not American) senses of the words. So too 
the meanings of all other words and their 
spelling s are British. 

***** 
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Art. 

c. 

E. 

Ed. 

L.Art. 

L.Ed. 

L.N.I. 

MG . 

N. 

N .I. 

NS . 

ST. 

T. 

Note : 

ABBREVIATIONS IN TEXT AND FOOTNOTES 

Article 

"Comments" (i.e. editorialised news­
items in the New St·atesman and Nation). 

The Economist . 

Editorial . 

Leading Article. 

Leading Editorial. 

Leading News-Item. 

The Manchester Guardian. 

"Notes" (i.e. editorialised news­
items im The Economist). 

News-Item. 

New Statesman and Nation . 

The Sunday Times. 

The Times. 

i ii. 

1. The British conventional system of 
date references has been used 
(therefore 1.10.47 = October 1, 1947) . 

2. Fo otnote references to sources in 
the papers are all of the 
following form:-

T, L.Ed., 1.10.47 (i.e. Leading 
Editorial in The Times 
appearing on October 1, 1947). 

3. All references are anonymous, unless 
otherwise indicated. 

4. Where there is a series of 
references to more than one 
newspaper , the following order of 
priority has been adhered to:-



iv. 

The Times, followed by 
The Manchester Guardian, " " 
The Sunday Times, " It 

The Economist, " " 
New Statesman and Nat ion. -

Within this sequence, date order ha s been 

followed (e . g . T, L. d. , 1 .10. 47; 
MG , Art ., 5.10. 47; 
E, Art . , 10. 10 . 47; 
3.10 . 47) . 

**** 

MG , Ed., 27 . 9. 47; 
E, N., 3.10. 47; 
and NS , L. Art ., 



INTRODUCTION 

"Content Analysis" is a convenient research 

technique: it can be applied to widely .divergent media of 

communication, and its uses are manifold. 1 The following 

study derives from a content analysis . The vehicle of 

communication is the newspaper .and our purpose is to 

describe the appraisals made by the leading British press 

of three po st-World War II crises in the Middle East. e 

have chosen the British press , since among the Great Powers 

it was Great Britain IWhich was primarily and directly 

involved in the crises examined . And we have preferred 

her qual ity press in favour of the popular press, as it is 

the f ormer which gives extensive coverage to foreign news, 

and which regards its function as being to inform the public 

of the news and to comment in a serious vein on this news . 

The popular press limits its horizon mainly to sensationalist 

news at home, and its purpose essentially is to entertain. 

We are interested in the manifest content of 

1. 

these newspapers; for it is the content, and not the writer ) 

or the reader, that can be judged most objectively. It will 

1. For full discussion of uses and ap~lications of Content 
nalysis, see B. Rerel sont Content AnaJysis in Communication 

Research, (New York , 1952). This book is thestandard 
work dealing with all aspects of the content analysis 
technique, and it gave most aid in formulating the method 
employed in what follo ws (as described in the Supplement 
to the thesis). 



not be considered part of our task to speculate about the 

motives of those writing the material analysed, .as has 
0011.e.. 

beenj.in other inquiries of this nature . It will simply be 

assumed that the newspapers publish articles and opinions 

which in the main accord with their knovm editorial policies 

(although the leanings of any particular contributor will 

be indicated, where they are known with certainty, and if 

they are relevant to the issue) . Similarly, from this 

inquiry alone , it is not felt that we are competent to 

deduce definitively the state of leading British opinion 

( and even less so , of popular opinion) at any time during 

the crises , since clearly the newspaper is but one of many 

moulders of public opinion . 

The amount of news-space devoted to each crisis 

and the incidence of opinions expressed by the newspapers 

will be classified , quantified and described. This will 

be done in the hope that some light may be thrown on the 

importance which the newspapers accorded to each crisis, 

and on the various points of view that were developed and 

held by the newspapers , which in turn represent diverse 

trends of political allegiance among the British public . 

The present writer does not wish to proceed beyond this 

limited objective. It is indicative in itself of the 

lines along which leading opinion in the Bri tish Isles was 

2. 



guided during these years; and, in so far as the 

newspaper reflects its readers, it i s also illu~trative of 

what was actually believed. 

****** 
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CHAPTER I 

THE PARTITION OF PALESTI NE AND THE 

ESTABLISHMENT OF THE STATE 0~ I SRAEL -

February 1947 - May 1948 

1 . Background unt i l February 18 , 1947 

In 1917 , Britain was the author of the Balfour 

Declaration , in which she spoke , albeit in ambiguous terms , 

of a "National Home f or the Jewi sh people" in Palestine . 

Three years lat er the mandates for Mesopotamia and Palestine 

were allotted t o her at the San Remo Conference , and these 

were confirmed in 1922 by the League of Nations . 

Thi s mandate f or Palestine gave Britain in subsequent 

years a deal of trouble and pol i t i cal embarrassment until it 

came to its end on May 15 , 1948 . The root of the difficulties 

lay in the conflict of interests between the various parties 

involved in Palestine . On the one hand , the Jews 

motivated by Zioni s t philosophers of the late 19th century 

and impelled by the political events of the early 20th 

century, were eager after 1917 to establish that "National 

Home for the Jewish people"; on the other hand , the Arab 

inhabitants of Palestine and their neighbours , also fired 

by a new nationalistic spirit and stimulated by World War I, 

were opposed to the mass influx of Jews into their land . 

Britain regarded the whole :Middle East region , with the Suez 

Canal , overlend routes to India and abundant supplies of oil , 

as the linch-pin to her international position . She was 

.4 . 



therefore loath to alienate the Arabs, and yet, by the 

terms of the Balfour Declaration and the Mandate for 

Palestine, she was bound to encourage the entry of Jews into 

the area, in the face of Arab disapproval. 

Following World War I, revolution and unrest, both 

political and social, in Eastern Europe, was later eclipsed 

by Hitl er's accession to power in 1933, and thus the number 

of Jews who desired to enter Palestine was greatly increased. 

This in turn aggravated A!Pab resentment, which only made 

things more difficult for the British. Rigid immigration 

policies were enforced which the Jews challenged and after 

1930 resisted as far as they could. But the immigration 

regulations were not sufficient ·to prevent Arab riots and 

attacks on Jews in 1928 and 1929, and an Arab general strike 

in protest against the British in 1936. As well as these 

more emphatic expressions of Arab feeling, there were not 

infrequent Arab acts of violence against the Jews, which 

the latter for the most part met with a policy ·of havlagah 

(self-restraint). The British,in an attempt to keep order 

and reconcile differences , sent to Palestine in the years· 

before World War II inquiry after inquiry, butthenr efforts 

were not successful. 

World War II brought an interlude of relative quiet 

to Palestine, for the Jews were more concerned to support 

the British in their efforts against the Nazis than oppose 

their policies in Palestine. However, with the end of the 

5. 



6. 

war, the Palestine problem became very much alive again. 

It had been in no way simplified by the Nazi operations 

against the Jews in Europe and the result~nt hosts of Jewish 

displaced persons, nor by the accentuated aspirations throughout 

the Arab world for independence from British and French 

protection. The Jewish policy of havlagah had been b~oken, 

and Jewish terrorism against the British was on the increase, 

as were Arab violence, Jewish illegal immigration and the 

mutually exclusive demands from both Arabs and Jews for a 

state in Palestine. Britain, now even more dependent on Arab 

oil and aware of the strategic importance of the Middle East, 

was still anxious to preserve her standing in the area, but 

could ill-afford the burden, imposed by a turbulent Palestine, 

on her army, economy and prestige. 

In 1945, the Labour Party, which had previously in 

official statements, resolutions and elsewhere, expressed 

sympathy for Zionism, took up office as His Majesty's 

Government, and set about a solution for Palestine.1 In the 

same year the American President, on the advice of Mr . Earl 

Harrison, who had investigated the condition of Jewish 

refugees in Europe, suggested to the new British Prime 

Minister, Mr . Attlee, that 100,000 Jews from Europe be 

admitted to Palestine. Consequently, early in 1946 a joint 

Anglo-American Commission was sent to investigate the problem 

1. For the Labour Party's Zionist record, see J.J. Zasloff, 
Great Britain an~ Palestine, (Munich,1952) p.26. 



and it later submitted a unanimous report, which suggested 

inter alia a unitary Arab-Jewish state in Pal~stine, and 
' ' the immediate entry of 100,000 Jewish D.?.s into Palestine. 

President Truman again gave warm support to this last 

recommendation, but he was cautious about the rest of the 

report; the financial and military help which Britain had 

hoped for was not forthcoming. 

With Jewish terrorist action becoming more severe, 

7. 

and an Arab League economic boycott on Palestine Jewry, the 

British Government convened in London a conference on Palestine 

in September 1946, at which it submitted the "Morrison Plan", 

offering provincial autonomy to Arab and Jewish areas in 

Palestine. But the Arabs refused to sit with the Jews, and 

both sides rejected the Government's proposals as inadequate; 

and the conference was adjourned. In January, 1947, the 

conference was reconvened and on February 7, a new plan 

(the "Bevin Plan") was submitted by the Government suggesting 

a British trusteeship in Palestine with a promise of 

independence at the end of five years. Once again, both 

the Arabs and the Jews rejected these proposals as unsuitable. 

On February 18, 1947, the Government decided to place the 

whole question before the United Nations, and to seek that 

assembly's "advice". 

*** 
In the days immediately before the British decision 

to turn to the United Nations, there was little expectat ion in 



8. 

the press that the Arabs and Jews would accept the Government's 

latest proposals . The Times thought that these proposals 

should be attractive to the Arabs, a s they postponed for 
' 

five years the question of partitioning Palestine, which was 

being voiced by the Zionists as a possible solution; 2 and 

The Sunday Times saw a glimmer of hope in the "Jewish 

moderates" . 3 But more obviously there were signs in the 

press of growing short-temperedness and impatience. The 

Arabs were charged with an uncompromising attitude; 4 the 

Jews had forgotten what Britain had done for them since the 

Balfour Declaration5 and lacked moral responsibility 

regarding terrorist activities; 6 the Americans had failed 

Britain by not· offering to help in more than words. 7 It was 

t he British Government which was critized most : for its 

immigration policies , 8 for the military operations conducted 

in Palestine against Jewish terrorism and illegal immigration, 9 

and for its tardiness in dealing with the problem effectively.10 

2. 

3 . 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 
10. 

T,L. Ed . ,12 . 2 . 47 . (It should be remembered that partitiGn 
had been first mooted officially as a solution to the 
Palestine problem in the report of the Peel Commission in 19: 
ST, Art., 16 . 2 . 47, Lord Altrincham. 
ST, N. I ., 9 . 2 . 47 . 
T, Ed., 15. 2 . 4 7. 
E, N, 8 . 2.47. 
T, L. Ed . , 12.2.47 . 
ST, Art . , 16.2 . 47, Lord Altrincham. 
NS, Art., 8 . 2.47. 
T, L.Ed., 12 . 2 . 47; T, Ed., 15.2.47; & N.S., C., 15.2.47. 



It was time to go to the United Nations.11 A single 

dissenting voice in this was The Economist, which felt that 

the only way to break the d.eadlock was for Bri t ,ain to enforce 
' 12 a solution of her own in spite of Arab protests. However, 

a week later this paper fell into line as well and urged an 

.appeal to the United Nations.13 The papers believed that 

_in going to the United Nations, Britain should not go empty­

handed, but she had a responsibility as the Mandatory power 

to lay before the General Assembly some proposed solution.14 

At this point the general agreement ended,for there 

were differenc es of opinion regarding the best possible 

solution in the prevailing circumstances. Three of the 

papers advocated the partition of Palestine into Arab and 

Jewish areas, as first suggested by the Peel Co.mmission in 

1937; 15 they were The Manchester Guardian, The Economist, 

and the New Statesman. The Times offered a vague plan of 

its own, suggesting, 

"Incorporation [of Palestine] in an Arab federation 
might allay the fears of the Palestine Arabs 
about the dangers of subjection to Jewish rule; 
and internationally guaranteed boundaries would 16 
secure the future of the [Jewish] National Home." 

9. 

ll. T., Ed., 15.2.47; 
Lord Altrincham; 

MG, L. Ed., 13.2.47; 
le NS, C., 8 . 2. 4 7. 

ST, Art., 16.2.47, 

12 · E, N., 8.2.47. 
lJ. E, Art., 15.2.47. 
14. 

15. 

16. 

T, L.Ed., 12.2.47; T, Ed., 15.2.47; MG, L.Ed., 13.2.47; 
ST, Art., 16.2.47, Lord Altrincham; NS, C., 8.2.47; & NS, 
c., 15.2.47. The general agreement on this point is 
significant, as it was to remain a recurring theme during 
the succeeding months ( see below, p. 14 etc.). 
MG, Ed., 10 . 2.47; MG, L.Ed., 13.2.47; E, N., 8.2 .47; 
E, Art., 15.2.47; & NS, C., 15.2.47. 
T, Ed., 15.2.47. 



The Sunday Times supported Mr. Bevin's latest proposal , of 

a trusteeship, except that it should be administered "under 

the aegis of the United Nations". 17 

The Manchester Guardian also suggested that while the 

United Nations was considering the problem, Britain, as an 

"interim policy" should admit numbers of Jewish refugees 

from Cyprus, in order to relieve the tension by answering 

10. 

part of the Jewish immigration demands.18 More significant 

was a statement by The Sunda_y Times: Britain was contemplating 

going to the United Nations merely to solicit advice, for 

''only in the last resort would there be a question of 

British withdrawa1 11 • 19 

From the above, two points stand out. It was being 

unanimously urged first that Britain should put the Palestine 

question before the United Nations, and second, that she 

ahould offer this body some advice on how to solve the problem. 

17 • ST, Art., 16.2.47, Lord Altrincham. 
18• MG, Ed., 15.2.47. (See below, p. 20 ). 
19. 

ST, N.I., 16.2.47. This is significant as it is argued 
by David Horowitz in State in the Making (New York, 1953) 
that Britain never intended--:rio7:eave Palestine (see 
pp. 142, 306 et passim). Cf., John Marlow, The Seat of 
Pilate (London, 1959) p.233; Elizabeth Monroe , 11 Mr. 
Bevin's 'Arab Policy"', St. , Arit.comy's Pa~ers, Number 11 
(London, ~1961) pp .33, 34, and J.J. Zaslo~f, op.cit., 
p p . 48, 67. The latter two authors argue tnat Britain's 
determination to give up the mandate was consolidated 
after the murder of two British sergeants in July, 1947 
(cf. also E, L.Art., 27.3.48); Horowitz claims that 
there were factors beyond British control (such as the 
combined American and Russian support for the UNSC0P 
majority plan) which forced Britain's hand. 



All the papers urged these points with equal earnestness. 

The positions adopted by the vari ous papers are noteworthy 

in themselves, for they set the tone of what was to follow. 

The Times was still propounding new schemes (as the 

Government had done for years); The Sunday Times, with 

Br itish interests at heart , could not believe that it was 

really meant to withdraw from Palestine. On the other side, 

it later became apparent that The Manchester Guardian's and 

the New Statesman's support of partition in Palestine was 

out of sympathy with the Zionists, whilst The Economist's 

support for the same solution was not. 20 • 

20. 

***** 

For context units and their intensit~ ratings of this 
section, see p. 180 below. 

11. 



2. The Palestine Problem before the United Nations and 

the UNSCOP Inquiry. February 18, 1947 until September 
25, 1947. 

The decision to go to the United Nations did not 

come as a surprise; so much was it taken for graBted,that 

there was scarcely an opinion ventured about it. It was 

approved by The Times and The ~nday Times.1 The absence 

of adverse criticism in the other papers is taken by this 

writer as tacit approval, bearing in mind their previous 

desire to put the problem before the United Nations (above). 

The move did occasion some evaluations of the British record 

in Palestine: The Sunday Times was guietly proud of this 

record, 2 but the other papers were not so convinced. 3 The 

Manchester Guardian called the Government's handling of the 
-

Palestine problem an "ignominious failure 11 ; 4 and the New 

Statesman which was the government's severest critic, said: 5 

"•· · •• Palestine today is an object A 
lesson in the abuse of Mandatory power. 115 

1 • T, Ed . , 24.4 . 47; ST, Art., 27.4.47, Scrutator. 

12. 

2• ST, Art., 20.4.47, The Rt.Hon.L.S. Amery, C.H.; ST, Art., 
27.4.47, Scrutator; & ST, Ed., 3.8.47; then later, ST , Ed., 
28.3.48; & ST, Art., 2.5.48, Scrutator. 

3• T, Ed., 19.2.47; MG, L.Ed., 19.2.47; MG, L. Ed., 13.5.47; 
E, N., 3. 5.47; E, L. Art., 4.10.47; NS, Art., 3.5.47; NS, 
Art., 24.5.47;& NS, L.Ed., 30.8 . 47; then La ter, MG, L.Ed., 
12.3.48; MG, Ed., 5.5.48; NS, L.Ed., 1.11 . 47; & NS, Art., 
1.5 . 48. 

4• MG, L.Ed., 19.2.47. 
5 • NS, Art. , 3 • 5. 4 7. 

) 5A. 

l 
These two papers were bitterest in 
their criticism of the Government 
throughout the whole period 
analysed (observed below). 



Later in the summer, The Times modified its position 

and did find words of praise for the British Mandatory 

d · · t t· 6 a m1n1s ra i on . 

For procedural reasons , the First Special Session on 

Palestine of the Uni ted Nations General Assembly did not 

meet unt i l Apri l 28 , 1947 , and The Manchester Guardian, 

impatient for progress and mindful of the conti nuing Jewish 

terrori sm in Palesti ne , asked if an appeal to the Security 

13 . 

Council would not gain time . 7 Once the former body convened , 

The Times foll owed it closely through its editorial columns: 

i t hoped "preli mi nary di scussions" would be avo i ded , 8 and 

approved its "bus i nesslike" opening; 9 i t supported the 

Jewish claim that they should be allowed non- governmental 

representation at the Assembly (for there was no official 

governmental body to present the Jewi sh case) , 10 and i t was 

in favour of excludi ng the Great Powers from the proposed 

United Nations Commi ssion on Palestine; 11 further , it was 

anxious that this Commissi on (UNSCOP) should pro duce a 

clear- cut solution for Palestine . 12 

6. 

7 . 
8~ 

9. 
10 . 
11 . 
12 . 

T, Ed ., 10. 7. 47; T, Art ., 12 . 8. 47 , Jerusalem Corres¥ondent; 
& T, L. Ed., 2. 9 . 47; then later T, L. Ed. , 27 . 9 . 47; , L. rld ., 
18 .10 . 47; T, Ed ., 15 .11 . 47; T, Ed ., 1 .12 . 47; & T, Ed ., 
13 .12 . 47 . 
I:IG, Ed ., 4. 3. 47; 
T, .Ed . , 28 . 4. 47 . 
T, L .Ed. , 3. 5. 47 . 

cf . E, N • , 3 • 5 • 4 7 . 

T, ibid . ; & T, Ed . , 10. 5. 47; cf . I.IG , 
T, Ed ., 28 . 4. 47; cf . T, Ed . , 24 . 4. 47 . 
T, Ed ., 14 . 5. 47; cf . T, Ed., 24 . 4. 47; 
26 . 2. 47 . 

L. d . ' 13 . 5. 47. 

& IIG, L. Ed., 



To this end, it was again urged by all the papers 

long before the Special Session was convened that '.Britain 

should offer some suggestions towards solution,' in the light 

of her quarter-century's experience in Palestine.13 

The Manchester Guardian and the New Statesman 

continued to advocate strongly partition of Palestine as the 

only solution, 14 on the grounds that aside of anything else, 

Britain could no longer afford to maintain the mam.date. 15 

They argued that if the United Nations decided on some form 

of man<latory regime " •••• we cannot consent to bear the 

14. 

whole responsibility alone. 1116 In this The Times concurred, 17 

and therefore it was pleased when the British delegate to 

the Special Session expressed himself to that effect.18 

However, the New Statesman was distinctly displeased with the 

proviso which the British delegate added: 

13. 

14. 

"that Great Britain would not feel herself 
bound by any UNO deci sion which was not 
acceptable both to Jews and Arabs." 19 

See p.9 and footnote 14 above; 
Ed ., 1.,4.47; E, N., 5.4. 47; & 
year later, after relinquishing 
still advise, ST, Ed., 16.5.48. 

then T, Ed., 19.2.47; MG, 
E, N • , 3 • 5 • 4 7 ; so too , a 
mandate, Britain can 

MG, Ed., 25.2.47; MG, L.Ed., 26.2.47; 
& NS, Art., 3.5.47. 

MG, L.Ed., 13.5.47; 

15 • MG, L.Ed., 26.2.47; NS, C., 8.3.47; 
16 • MG, Ed., 25.2.47; MG, Ed., 1.4.47; 
17 • T, Ed., 28.4.47. 

& NS, Art., 3.5.47. 
& NS, Art., 3.5.47. 

18• T, Ed., 3.5.47. 
19. NS, Art., 24.5.47,. 
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The Economist was not impressed by either the Arab or the 

British showings at the Special Session, as the former tried 

to frustrate it by raising a series of pr,ocedu~al questions; 20 

and Britain had not indicated clearly when she intended to 

withdraw from Palestine. 21 

The Sunday Times now admitted that partition of 

Palestine seemed the likeliest solution, 22 and it was The 

Manchester Guardian's turn to observe disapprovingly: 

"There is still a suspicion that Mr . Bevin 
is determined to stay in Palestine and 
that he is merely asking the United 23 
Nations to approve his own proposals. 11 

Once UNSCOP was appointed and had commenced its task 

great hopes were put on it. 24 Consequently, when the Arabs 

decided to boycott it in its investigations, there was 

disappointment, 25 and when the Jewish Agency reaffirmed the 

Biltmore Program of 1942 as its policy, The Economist tried • 

to see in it the "oriental principl~"; 

"··· to raise the initial demand as high 
as possible ." 26 

20• E, N., 17.5.47. 
21 · E, ibid. 
22 • ST, Art., 27.4.47, Scrutator. 
23 • MG, Ed., 25.2.47; ct., later NS as well: NS, C., 3 .5. 47 

& NS , Art., 24.5.47. 
24. 
25. 
26. 

T, Ed., 27.5.47; MG, L.Ed., 28. 6 .47; & E, N., 23.8.47. 
T, Ed. , 27 • 5 . 4 7; & E, N. , 21. 6 • 4 7. 
E, N., 28.6.47. The Biltmore Program, adopted in New York, 
May , 1942 by the Zionist Conference urged: 

" t hat the gates of Palestine, .-be opened; that the 
aewish Agency be vested with control of immigration 
i nto Palestine and vn th the necessary authority for 
upbuilding the country, i ncluding the development 
of its unoccupied and uncw.tivated lands; and that 
Palestine be established as a Jewish Commonwealth ••• " 
Jewish Frontier, May , 1942, pp .3-4; quoted in 
ZaRlrlf't•. n n. r>-it:. _ n.?l _ 



During the summer months of 1947, whi le UNSCOP was 

conducting its enquiries, there were no changes in the status 

of Palestine; and less space was devoted in all the papers 

to Palestine with few.er opinions being expressed ( see below, 

p,1. 77, note (a), re column lengths). Those which were 

expressed usually backed up points of view that were already 

held and so little new was added. The three "protagonists 

of partition", The Manchester Guardian, The Economist and the 

New Statesman,reaffirmed their belief in it. 27 These 

papers also continued to stress the need for a prompt British 

withdrawal from Palestine in view of the damage that was 
28 being done to British prestige and to her economy. The 

Economist reasoned that since Britain was entirely dependent 

on Middle Eastern oil, it was not wise for her to remain in 

Palestine, thereby losing more and more favour in the Arab 

world, 29 and that in any case the strategic advantages of 

Palestine were not so great as to offset the disadvantages 

of remaining. 30 

21. MG, 
NS, 

28. MG, 
MG, 
NS, 

29. E, 
30. E, 

Ed., 

"And it must be emphasised again that the 
reason for British advocacy of partition 
now is not primarily because it is in the 
best interests of the Jews or the Arabs, 
or the international community in general; 

1.8.47; E, N •' 17.5.47; E, Art., 9.8.47; 
L.Ed., 30.8.47. 

& 

L.Ed., 28.6.47; MG, Ed., 19.7.47; MG, d. S 1.8.47; 
Ed., 12.8.47; E, Art.' 9.8.47; E, N •' 23 •• 47; & 

C •' 19.7.47. 
N.' 17.5.47. 
Art.' 9.8.47. 
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it is simply because ;it is in the best 
interests of the long-suffering British, 
and is, indeed, their last offer before 
they remove themselves lock, s,tock ·and 
barrel from an area which is a drain on 
their resources, a death trap for their 
soldiers, and a source of deg~0dation, 
both to the men who are sent there, and 
the growing number of potential anti­
semites at home." 31 

The Manchester Guardian and the New Statesman, which 

espoused the Zionist cause, 32 would have agreed with the 

conclusion reached by The Economist in the above quotation, 

but not with all its reasoning. 

*** 
During these months in 1947 (mid-February to mid­

September) the Jewish terrorist organisations, Irgun and 

the Stern Gang, pursued a vigorous campaign against the 

British administration in Palestine. Each outrage evoked 

horror and protest; so it was in March when the British 

Officers' Club in Jerusalem was blown up, resulting in twelve 

deaths; 33 when the appeals by UNSCOP for an end to the 

v,iolence were seen to have been ineffective; 34 and when two 

British sergeants were hanged on July 31, as reprisals for 

31. 

32 . 

33. 

34. 

E, ibid. This outburst of violent language followed one 
weeFal'"ter the "sergeants' affair" (below), and is 
indicative of how strongly The Economist - which seldom 
gave way to passion - felt about the need to withdraw 
from Palestine at this stage. 
The Manchester Guardian portrayed the Zionist case as 
ii"Tlie Best of Causes11 (MG, Cartoon, 8 . 8 .47 ) and supported 
it strongly throughout the whole period surveyed, as did 
the New Statesman, which published many articles by 
Richard Grossmann, who was a member of their staff, 
and a publicly avowed Zionist. 

T, L.Ed., 3.3.47; & MG, Ed., 4.3.47. 
T, Ed., 27. 5 .47; & ST, Art., 3.8 . 47, Scrutator. 

17. 



the execution of three Irgun members by the British. 35 There 

was no disguising that the situation was grave, 36 but as The 

Times pointed out: 

"•·• it was precisely the t~rrorists' 
intention to shock the world." 37 

Consequently, as The Economist had observed three months 

earlier, it was idle to hope that the terrorism would stop. 38 

And it was not just Jewish terrorists in Palestine who were 

at fault, but also their supporters in the United States,who 

were waging a propaganda war against Britain, 39 and 

financing the activities in Palestine. 40 The British 

administration and military command were equally to blame 

for not succeeding in putting an end to the violence. These 

authorities were accused among other things of being 

incompetent, lacking in ingenuity, blundering and absurdly 

lenient. 41 

The tactics s uggested by the various papers to remedy 

the situation were interesting. The right-wing Sunday Times 

35. 
36. 
37. 
38. 
39. 
40. 

41. 

MG, Ed., 1.8.47; 
T, Ed., 21. 5 . 4 7; 

& ST, Ed., 3.8.47. 
& ST, N.I., 17.8.47. 

T, Art., 12.8.47, Our Jerusalem Correspondent. 
E, N., 3.5.47. 
T, Ed., 10.5.47; also later ST, Art., 2.5.48, Scrutator. 
ST, N.I., 3. 8. 47; later T, Ed., 28.11.47; & ST, Art., 
19.10.47, Scrutator. 
MG, Ed . , 1. 4 . 4 7; MG, L. Ed. , 28. 6. 4 7 l ST, Art. , 3. 8. 4 7, 
Scrutator; E, N., 3.5.47; NS, C., tj.3.47; & NS, C., 
22.3.47. Again The Manchester Guardian and the New 
Statesman come tot'he fore in criticising the Government. 

18. 



and The Economist, which had adopted a position similar to 

that of the former on the whole question, both advocated a 

"strong 1 ine 11 ; 

"No surrender to it [terrorism) is thinkable. 1142 

Martial law was claimed to be an effective d~errent as it 

struck at "the pocket of the Jewish community. 1143 The Times, 

however, sympathising with the Administration's problems, 

limited itself to appeals to the Jews to put an end to the 

terrorism themselves. 44 Even after the "ser geants' affair" , 

which sh ocked the British public deeply, 45 the liberal 

Manchester Guardian pleaded that there should be no 

reprisals by the British against the Jews, as this would 

only worsen the situation. 46 hen a few days later there 

were anti-Jewish demonstrations in Manchester, Liverpool 

and elsewhere, The Manchester Guardian devoted an editorial 

to an outcry against anti-semitism of any form for any 

reason. 47 Its attitude towards the Jewish National Rome 

and the terrorist activities was perhaps best revealed in a 

cartoon which showed an innocent girl (labelled "The Best 

of Causes") being dragged along by a thug with a pistol 

(labelled "The 1or st of Advocates"). 48 The left-wing New 

42. 
43 . 
44 . 

ST, Ed., 3.8.47; cf. ST, Art., 3.8.47, Scrutator. 
E, N., 22.3.47. 
T, L. Ed. , 3. 3. 4 7; T, Ed. , 14. 5. 4 7; T, d. , 27. 5 . 4 7; 
T, Ed., 19.7.47; cf. E, N., 5 . 4 . 47; later The Times 
suggested the United Nations should exert it_s_ 
influence, T, L.Ed., 3.11.47. 
See Elizabeth Monroe , op.cit., p .34; & J.J. Zasloff, 
op.cit., p .67. 
MG, Ed., 1.8.47. 

19. 

45. 

46. 

47. nG, Ed ., 5 . 8 . 47; cf. later MG, Ed., 10.12.47 (expresses 
real concern for the plight of Oriental Jews at rab hands). 



Statesman published an article a fortnight after the 

sergeants' affair by Arthur Koestler, the Zionist writer 

then in Palestine, sympathising with the terrorists and 

justifying them, while castigating the British and their 

policies . 49 

During these summer months, Jewish illegal 

immigration was continuing apace , and things reached a climax 

with the (now celebrated) "Exodus Incident". 50 As mentioned 

above, the Manchester Guardian had suggested in February, 

1947, that the British Government allow more Jews to enter 

Palestine. 51 It had reiterated its suggestion three times 

in the next few weeks . 52 The Times could not agree : 

"Until the United Nations decides upon 
the future policy of the Holy Land, 
Britain has no right, even if she had 
the inclination, to advan~e the 
interests of one community at the 
expense of the other." 53 

By the time the Exodus 1947 arrived at Haifa, loaded with 

4,500 illegal immigrants, The Manchester Guardian had changed 

its mind , and it approved the Government 's decision to 

return the ship to its port of departure: 54 It agreed that 

49 • NS, Art., 16.8.47, Arthur Koestler . 
50 • For a full description of this illegal i mmigration, 

including the "Exodus Incident", see Jon and David Kimche, 
The Secret Roads, (New York, 1955). 

51 • See above, pp .14/15, footnote 19. 
52 • MG, Ed ., 19.2.47; MG, Ed., 25.2.47; & MG, Ed., 4 . 3 . 47. 
53 · T, L.Ed., 3.3.47. 
54 · MG, Ed., 23 . 7 . 47. 
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Jewish D.P.s had the right to leave Europe, but did that 

mean they all had to go to Palestine? To make matters worse : 

"There is, moreover, more than a touch 
of racketeering in this business." 55 

When,however , the Government determined at the end of 

August to send the ship and its "cargo" to Germany, this 

paper and others were outraged at the inhumanity and folly of 

the decision . 56 

*** 
On September 1, 1947, UNSCOP delivered its report, 

in which there were two suggested plans for Palestine. The 

"majority plan" recommend ed the partition of Palestine into 

separate Arab and Jewish states bound by an economic union; 

the "minority plan" proposed an independent Arab-Jewish 

fede ral state . Logically, The Manchester Guardian, T~e 

Economist and the New Statesman expressed their approval of 

the "majority plan"; 57 The Times also cautiously cast a 

favourable glance at this plan. 58 However, since the 

scheme envisaged Great Britain's continued administration of 

Palestine for the next two years while the parti tion wo uld 

take place, these papers were quick to proclaim that Britain 

@ould not do the job alone. 59 The Economist, although 

5 5• :rv G. , ibid. 
56 • MG, Ed., 22.8.47; MG , d., 23.8.47; MG, Ed., 25 .8.47; & 

, N., 30.8.47; cf. NS, C., 26.7.47 (when the ship was 
returning to France). 

57 • MG, L.Ed., 2.9.47; E, Art., 6.9.47; NS , C., 6 .9. 47; & 
NS, C., 13.9.47. 

5 8 • T, L • Ed • , 2 • 9 • 4 7 • 
59 • T, L.Ed., 2.9.47; E, Art., 6.9 .47; cf. earlier NS,C ., 

9 . 6.47. 
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supporting partition, was opposed to any British participation 

in its i mplementation: she was simply to withdraw. 60 

In all, March to September were not uneventful months, 

although there were no major upheavals in Palestine. The 

press follo wed the problem with int erest, as it was laid 

before the United Nations and a s that assembly created 

mscoP. hile UNSCOP was conducting its investigation - a 

time when it might have been expected that the press would 

have had less to say about Palestine - there was a 

r e surgence of Jewish terrorist activities and illegal 

immigration; these aspects of the problem were accorded 

the press's attentions, so that there was no decreas e in the 

amount of space in the papers devoted to Palestine. In 

September, with the presentation of the UNSCOP report and 1 

the imminent re-opening of the Palestine case in the United 

Nations, there was an increase in the coverage given by 

the papers to the subject, and with subsequent developments 

this increase was to expand further . 61 

****** 

60 • Cf . earlier E, Art., 9 . 8.47. 
61 · For context units and their intensity ratings of this 

section, see p .1 82 below. ATii5 see column lengths, p.177 
below. 
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3. The United Nations' Deci sion to Partition Palestine. 
Septemb er 25 until ~November 29, 1947. 

The United Nations General Assembly reconvened after 

its summer recess on Sep tember 17, 1947 ; eight days later 

t he first meeting of the United Na t i ons ad hoc Committee on 

the Palestine Question took place. Fr om t hat time unt il the 

vote was eventually taken in the United Nations General 

Assembly in favour of partitioning Palestine, t here was 

conducted, by all the parties v itally concerned with 

Palestine, two months of l abyrinthine manoeuvring , 

negotia ting and chicanery over pl ans and revised plans, 

pr~p,psals and counter proposals •1 

The British position was put by Mr. Arthur Creech 

Jones on September 26, 1947 , and it remained substantially 

unchanged thro ughout the following months. Essentially it 

was that Great Britain would only impl ement a scheme which 

23. 

was acceptable to both the A~abs and the J""ews; if it was not 

thus acceptable, an authority other than Great Britain would 

have to i mplement it. He di d not commit Britain in favour of 

either one of the UNSCOP plans. This posit ion was supplemented 

by Sir Alexander Cadogan on November 13, 19 47, when he stated 

tha t Grea t Brita in would withdraw her troop s f rom Palest i ne 

by August 1, 1948, an d until t h en she alone, without 

incursi ons f rom any body (even t he United Nations), would be 

1 • For a det a iled descript ion of t h e development s during 
these months, see David Horowitz, op.cit., Part III. 



responsible for the maintenance of law and order. In 

response to questioning , it became clear that: 

11 Great Britain was obviously determined to 
take no part in the implementation of 
partition . " 2 

There wa s little or no praise in any of the papers 

for Britain's policy and her conduct of it at the United 

Nations~ In so f ar as Britain had indicated her intention to 

withdraw from Palestine , every paper could now approve,) 

although , be it noted , The Sunday ~imes one month before had 

still questioned the wisdom of the proposed British withdrawal 

on the grounds that Palestine wa s a valuable strategic asset, 4 

but it too in these weeks conceded to public opinion which 

favoured the evacuation. And this was all ; for the rest 

there wa s just adverse comment , especially from The Manchester 

Guardian and the New Statesman . 

The Manchester Guardian had long ap pealed f or a 

clear sta tement of British policy ; 5 when it came, it was 

disappointed . 6 

"It is one of compl ete , thorough and 
whole- hearted non- co-operation . · 7 
••. a grudging and niggardly statement." 

2 • J . J . Zasloff , op . cit ., p.73 . 
3 • T, Ed ., 15.10 . 47; T, L. Ed ., 18 . 10 . 47; T, Ed . , 22 . 11 . 47; 

MG, L. Ed ., 13 .10 . 47; ST, Art . , 19 .10 . 47 , Scrutator; E, N., 
20 . 9 . 47; E, L. Art ., 4 . 10 . 47; NS, C., 4 . 10 . 47; & NS , C., 
18 .10 . 47; also later MG, L.Ed. , 13 . 1 2 . 47 . The only other 
instance of such unanimity of opinion was ear lier when it 
was decided in February to go to the United Nations . 

4 • ST , L. N. I . , 21 . 9 . 47 . 
5 • Earlier MGJ , Ed . , 19 . 7 - 47; MG, Ed . , 12 . 8 . 47; & l a ter MG , 

L. Ed . , 6 . 11 . 4 7. 
6 • MG , L. Ed . , 27 . 9 . 47; MG , L. Ed . , 13 . 10 . 47; & MG , L. Ed . , 

6 .11 . 47 . 
7 • MG , Ed . , 22 . 11 . 47 . 
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The New Statesman, equally hurt, felt the same way . 8 

"The British delegation ha s not made a 
single positive proposal of its own 
at Lake Success . " 9 

The main grievance was that Britain had .declined to help the 

United Nat i ons to enforce any decision which was not 

acceptable to both the Jews and the Arabs. 10 • These two 

papers felt more emphatically t han the others that Britain 

should co-operate with t he United Nations , both at Lake 

Success and in Palestine . 11 Eventually , as Britain proceeded 

unyieldingly along her set course , The Manchester Guardian 

exclaimed : 

"In other words, since we will not help , 
will we please not hinder . " 12 

The Ti mes , The Sunday Times and The Economist were 

able t o justify the Government ' s policy , 13 on the grounds that : 

"While the Mandate lasts Britain is bound 
to r efrain from prejudicing the position 
of Atabs or Jews by countenancing 
preparations either for par titioning 
Palestine or for establishing a unitary 
state , and for this reason cannot devolve 14 
her responsibility upon any other authority . " 

S. NS, C. , 4 . 10 . 47; NS , Art ., 22 . 11 . 47 ; & NS , C. , 29 .11 . 47 . 
9 • NS , C., 8. 11 . 47 . 
10 · cf . above p . 9- 11, footnote 14 , and pp . 23- 24 . 
ll . IvIG, L. Ed . , 25 . 9 . 47 ; MG, L. Ed ., 27 . 9 . 47; MG, L.Ed., 

13 .10 . 47; MG , L. Ed ., 15.10.47; MG, L. Ed ., 6 . 11 . 47; NS , 

25. 

Art ., 22 . 11 . 47 ; & NS, Ed . , 29 .11 . 47; also E, L. Art ., 4.10.47 . 
12 0MG , Ed ., 19 .11 . 47 . 
13 •T, L. Ed ., 27 . 9 . 47; T, Ed ., 15 .10 . 47; T, Ed ., 28 .11 . 47; 

ST, Art ., 19 .10 . 47 , Scrutator; & E, N., 8 . 11 . 47. 
14 •T, Ed . , 22 . 11 . 47 . 



But this justification scarcely amounted to whole-hearted 

support. Meanwhile, it was felt that the other member 

nations of the United Nations, especially the Urtited States 

should now lend a hand in Palestine.15 

While the debates continued in the United Nations over 

the two plans put forward in the UNSC0P report , it was note­

worthy that all the papers inclined in favour of the majority 

plan, (i . e . partition) .16 However, The Ianchester Guardian 

and The Economist were doubtful about the precise form of 

partition set out in the UNSC0P plan. They both felt that 

the boundaries were too unbalanced in favour of the Jews; 

and , said The Manchester Guardian , the plan was extraordinarily 

complicated as well as impracticable in economic terms, 

(economic unity between the would- be Arab and Jewish states 

was envisaged)~? 

It was recognised that since the Arabs had refused to 

countenance both UNSC0P plans and as the Jews had rejected 

the UNSC0P minority plan, 18 whichever plan the United Nations 

voted for would be unacceptable to both Arabs and Jews. 

Britain, therefore , if she was to hold to her declared policy, 

15 . 

16 . 

17 . 

T, L. d. , 13 . 10 . 47; T, Ed . , 18.10 . 47; T, L. d . , 3 . 11.47; 
T, d . , 15 . 11 . 4 7 ; ST , N. I . ; 2 5 . 9 .. 4 7; & ST , Art. , 
19 .10 . 47 , Scrutator . 
T, L. d . , 27 . 9 . 4 7; MG , 2 5 . 9 . 4 7; ST, Art . , 19 .10. 4 7, 
Scrutator; E, N., 4 .10 . 47; & NS , Art . , 20 . 9 . 47, 
R.H.$. Grossmann . 
fl G, L. Ed . , 25 . 9 . 47; & E, N., 22 . 11 . 47; cf. MG, L.Ed . , 
2 . 9 . 47 (immediately after UNSC0P report was published) . 

18 • See J . J . Z~sloff, op . cit ., p . 65 . 
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could not implement either scheme , and it was soon being 

recommended by all the papers that the United Nations 

should establ i sh an international force to implement its 

decision. 19 The papers to ok their lead from the American 

delegate , Mr . Hershel V. Johnson, who cautio usly suggested 

such a f orce on October 11 , 1947 , although the New Statesman 

had anticipated the same suggestion six weeks earlier . 20 

Whilst there was some praise in the press for this 

American s uggestion , 21 the same wa s not t o be found in their 

reacti on to the r est of American policy a s outlined by Mr . 

J ohnson . For some months before this declaration of policy 

there had been i ndi cations of dissatisfaction (especially in 

The Economi st) over American reti cence to give a lead by 

offering financ i al and military help in Pal estine . 22 Mr . 

J o:µ:.n s on , in his declar ation on October 11, although favouring 

part i tion and menti oning a possible United Nations f orce, was 

careful not to commit the Uni ted Sta tes to contributing to 

this forc e. This was interpreted a s further American shirking 

of responsibil i ty , and The Times , The Sunday Times and The 

Economi st did not hesitate to say so . 23 As time went on , 

27. 

19 • T, L. Ed ., 13 .10 . 47 ; T, L. Ed ., 18 .10 . 47 ; T, L. Ed . , 3.11 . 47; 
T, Ed ., 13 .11 . 47; MG, L. Ed ., 15 .10 . 47; ST , L. N. I . , 
12.10 . 47; E, N., . 8.11 . 47; E, N. , 22 . 11 . 47; NS, C., 
18 .10 . 47; & NS , C., 1 5.11 . 47. 

20 • NS, L. Ed., 30 . 8 . 47 . 
21 • MG, L. Ed ., 15 .10 . 47 ; & ST, L.N. I ., 12 .10 . 47. 
22 . 

23 . 

E. g . earlier E, N., 5. 4. 47; E, N., 20 . 9 . 47; 
4.10 . 47; & NS, Art ., 3. 5. 47; cf . ST, N. I ., 
(refers back to Mr . Truman ' s reaction t o the 
American Commissi on) . -

E, L. Art., 
19 .10 . 47 
joint Anglo-

T, L. Ed . , 13 .10 . 47; ST , L. N. I. , 12.10 . 47; ST, Art ., 
19 .10 . 47, Scrutator; & E, N. , 18 .10. 47. 



it became clear in subsequent statements mad e by Mr . 

Johnson that America hoped Britain would remain in Palestine 

to enforce the partition plan , and that Ame ric·a WQ'ul d not 

need to share in a United Nations force since she was afraid 

this would mean Rus sian troops too would be given the 

opportunity to enter the Wtiddle East ; and this wa s something 

she did not view with favour . 24 But in the meantime, the 

three last named papers continued to denigrate the United 

States for failing to play a constructi~e role. 25 The 

two "pro- Zionist 11 papers The Manchester Guardian and the 

New Statesman , were conspicuous in their lack of criticism 

of the United States; apparently they were content to see 

America supporting partition, if nothing else . 26 However, 

it was not long before these also felt unable to withhold 

a dverse comment regarding the American stance at the 

United Nations . 27 

****** 

24 • See J . J . Za sloff , op . cit . , p . 70 . 
25 • T, L. Ed ., 3 .11 . 47; ST, N. I . , 2 . 11 . 47;& E, N., 8 .11 . 47; 

also cf. NS , C., 29 .11 . 47 . 
26 . Cf . MG , L. Ed . , 13 .10 . 47 (welcomes Amer ican policy) . 
27 • For context units and their intensity rating s of this 

section, see below, p.184. 
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4- Developments at Lake Success and in Palestine. 
November 29, 1947 until February 24, 19 48 . 

On November 29 , 1947,the United Nati ons General 

Assembly voted in favour of partitioning Palestine into 

separate Arab and Jewish states bound by an economic union. 

This decision wa s received quietly by the papers , all of 

which were unsure of the likely consequences of the decision . 

The Manchester Guardian had misgivings about the actual form 

of partit i on chosen, 1 and The conomist , which also had 

supported partition all along, now greeted the vote vvith 

displeasure , a s it saw in it a guarantee of open ~onflict 

between Arab and Jew in Palestine. 2 The Times said Britain 

"will do everything in her power" to co - operate during the 
3 

transitional period . The Economist was correct in its 

forecast; and The Times proved to be wrong . 

Strife between the Arabs and the Jews now rose to 

an unprecedented level , and the Jewish terrorists stepped up 

their activities against the Briti sh . Britain , meanwhile, 

clun g to her policy of neutrality . She would not allow the 

United Nations Palestine Commi ssion to enter Palestine early 

in 1948 that they might prepare the way for the partition; 

1 • MG , L. Ed ., 1 .12 . 47; & MG , Ed., 2 . 1 . 48 . Cf . , above, p . 26 
these papers' reservations regarding the 11 maj ority plan" 
when it was first presented . 

2 • E, N. , 6 .12. 47 . 
3• T, Ed. , 1 .12 . 47 . 
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she refused to open a seaport to facilitate Jewish 

immigration as r equested by the above Commission; and she 

would not allow the Haganah (the Jewish Militia) to train or 

arm itself , 4 although the Arab states outside Palestine were 

preparing for war . 5 

The Times , as it had done consistently, tried to 

support the Government ' s policies , defending them during 

these months by praising the Government's consistency and 
6 . 

its impar tial i ty between Arab and Jew . The Manchester 

Guardian and the New Statesman were decisively of a different 

mind . They both observed that Britain ' s "neutrality" had 

brought the Uni ted Nations to its present difficult pass , 

of having chos en partition without being provided with the 

means of enforcing it , 7 and that Britain ' s "impartiality" 

in reality favoured the Arabs . 8 

America was s t i ll unwil ling to involve her troops 

in any United Nations force , and she wa s further censured 

on t hat account . 9 What is notable i s that by this time 

(i.e . mi d- December onwards) The Manchester Gua r dian and 

4 • This wa s recommended by the United Nations Palestine 
Commissi on and was wel comed by ']he ]anchester Guardian 
(LlG, Ed ., 31 .1 . 48) . 

5 • For full description of British policy at this time see 
J . J . Zasloff, op . cit . , Ch .V. , pp . 80- 97 -

6 · T, Ed ., 13 . 12 . 47; T, Ed ., 2 . 2 . 48; T, L. Ed ., 18 . 2 . 48; & 
T, Ed ., 20 . 2 . 48; cf . E, Art ., 6 . 12 . 47; then later, T,Ed •. , 
10 . 3 . 48 . 

7 • IG , L. d., 1 .12 . 47; & NS , B. , 6 .12 . 47 ; then l e. ter, MG, 
L. Ed ., 12 . 3 . 48; cf . still later ST, L. Ed ., 30 . 5.48 . 

8 • I.:G, Ed ., 21 .1 . 48; MG, Ed ., 31 .1 . 48; MG, L. Ed ., 16 . 2 . 48; 
l',iG , L. Ed., 21 . 2 . 48; NS , C., 3 . 1 . 48; & NS , C., 31 .1 . 48; 
also see below, p . 42 . 
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9 • ,m, Ed . , 26 .1 . 48; , rt . , 6 . 12 . 47; . N. , 17.1 . 48; NS, C., 
13 .12 . 47; NS, C., 20 .12 . 47; NS , C., 3 . 1 . 48; & NS , Art ., 
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especially the New Statesman had joined in reproaching 

America; the latter spoke of 11 American spinelessness", and 

the 11 duplicity of American policy . nlO 

In these circumstances , with Britain and America 

r efusing to co-operate , confidence in the United Nations ' 
11 -

chances of succe s s i n Palesti ne evaporated . Even The Times, 

wh i ch to thi s date had been least will i ng to suggest that 

the Gov ernment ' s policy wa s i l l - advised , called upon the 

Government to co-operate with the United Nations Palestine 

Commi ssion and permit it to enter Palestine to make the 

nece s sary arrangements for partit ion . 1 2 The Manche ster 

Guar dian and The Economi st agreed emphatically . 13 

As indi cated above , condi t i ons i n Pal estine after 

the United Nation s decision of November 29 , 1947, deteriorated 

rap i dly . The Arab League set itself t o oppo se the decision 

by force , and then early in 1948 armed bands of Arabs from 

nei ghbouring countries had entered Pal estine . 14 Their 

presence and acts of violence were not received happily. 15 

Nor were the Jewish acts of terrorism, which had proceeded 

lO . NS , C., 20 . 12 . 47; & NS , C., 3 .1 . 48 . 
11 . 
12 . 
13 . 

14 . 
15 . 

MG , L. Ed ., 16 . 2 . 48; ST , Ed ., 4 . 1 . 48; & E, N., 7 . 2 . 48 . 
T, L. Ed ., 31 . 12 . 47; T, Ed ., 2. 2 . 48; & T, L. ~a. , 18 . 2 . 48 . 
MG , L. Ed ., 1 .12 . 47; MG, Ed ., 31 .1 . 48 ; MG , L. Ed . , 
16 . 2 . 48; & E , N., 7 . 2 . 48 . 
See J . J . Za sloff , op . cit ., pp . 88- 91 . 
T, Ed ., 24 . 2 . 48; MG, L. Ed ., 2 .1 . 48 ; MG, L. Ed ., 
16 . 2 . 48;& ST , Ed ., 4 .1 . 48; cf . also T, Ed ., 1 .12 . 47 
(defiant mood of Arabs) . 
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relentlessly aga i nst the British, viewed any more 

favourably •16 The I•l[anchester Guardi an pl eaded for 

restraint from the Arabs and in particular from. the Jews, 

whose pro posed state had United Nation~• backing , and who 

could therefore only do damage to their cause by pursuing 

it with violence . 17 

But such appeals were insuff icient and in January 

1948, The Economist suggested that: 

0 If Washington could restrain the 
Zioni sts , there would still be l8 
hope of London ' s restraining the Arabs . " 

On the same dat e the New Statesman also suggested tha t 

Britain should att empt t o r estrain the Arab League .19 

I t occurred t o some of the papers that since the 

United Nations was not equipped to enforce its scheme , and 

a s conditi ons were so bad in Pal estine , further pressure 

mi ght be put on the British administration to remain in 

charge. Such pressure had to be resi sted at all costs ; 

Bri ta i n must withdraw . 20 As time went on , therefore, the 

demands for a United Nations force to take charge of the 

16 . T, L. Ed ., 12 . 12 . 47; MG, Ed . , 17 . 12 . 47; MG , Ed ., 2. 1 . 48 ; 
ST , N. I ., 28 .12 . 47; ST , Ed ., 4. 1 . 48; & E, N. , 20 .12 . 47; 
also later , after the massacre at Deir Yasin , MG, Ed ., 
13 . 4 . 48; & NS, Ed ., 17 . 4 . 48; then ST, Ar t ., 2.5 . 48, 
Scrutator . 
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17 • MG, Ed ., 10 .12 . 47 ; MG, L. Ed ., 13 . 12 . 47; & MG, Ed .,17 . 12 . 47 . 
18 • E, N., 17 .1 . 48 . 
l9 . NS , Art ., 17 .1 . 48; cf . l ater T, L. Ed ., 5. 4 . 48 . 
20 • T, L. Ed ., 12 .12 . 47; T, Ed ., 31 . 12 . 47 ; ST , N. I . , 

7 . 12 . 47; ST , Ed ., 4 . 1 . 48 ; & NS , Ar t . , 17 .1 . 48 . 



situation became more and more insistent.ll Likewise, 

The Manchester Guardian resumed its refrain that partition 

was the only possible solution, 22 for it was fearful that 

this dec i sion might be anulled . 

These months (December , 1947 ,through February 1948) 

were in their way a critical pause and testing-time. The 

United Nations had voted for partition, but had not provided 

the means of enf orcing it. The Arabs and Jews now showed 

their mettle: the former were as determined to frustrate 

the decision as the latter were to see it effected. Great 

Britain did not waver from her policy of neutrality. While 

on the one hand America and other nations at Lake Success 

may have wished that Britain would continue in Palestine, 

the British determination to withdraw was staunchly and 

vociferously support ed by her press . In the meantime, 

there was near-war in Palestine . 23 

****** 

21 • T, L. Ed ., 18 . 2 . 48; T, d ., 24 . 2 . 48; MG, Ed., 2.1 . 48; 
MG, L. Ed., 16 . 2 . 48; ST, Ed., 4 .1. 48; E, N., 7.2 . 48; & 
later NS , L. Ed., 28 . 2 . 48 . 

22 • MG, L.Ed., 13 .12 . 47; & MG, L. Ed ., 16 . 2 . 48; then later, 
when the United States had begun to back down from 
partition, MG, L.Ed., 12.3.48 (see below p . 34 ) . 

23 • For context units and their intensity ratings of this 
section, see below, p . 1 85 . 
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5. The Establishment of the State of Israel. 
February 24, 1948 until May 15 , 1948. 

In mid-February 1948, the United Nations' Palestine 

Commission reported to the Security Council that the scheme 

to partition Palestine could not be effected: 

'' unless military forces in adequate strength 
are made available to the Commission when 
the responsibility for the administration 
of Palestine is transferred to it . " 1 

On February 24, the Security Council met to consider this 

request. 

The United States recognised the truth of the 

Commission ' s statement , and being still loath to implicate 

her troops in Palestine , began to withdraw her support for 

partition . At the Securi ty Council ' s first meeting, Senator 

Warren Austin argued t hat it was beyond the United Nations' 

Charter to enforce solutions : the Sec urity Council was 

only entitled to use force to meet threats to peace . There-

fore it would be ultra vires f or the Security Council to 

enforce partition in Palestine. 2 This shift in the American 

position did not come entirely as a surprise , as The 

Manchester Guardian and The Economist reported rumours before­

hand that it was imminent . 3 But these rumours did little 

to "soften the blow . ". The Times questioned the logic of 

1 • Quoted in J . J . Zasloff, op . cit . , p . 96. 
2 • For full description of the debate and subsequent events, 

see J . J . Zasloff , op . cit . , Chaps . VI & VII, pp .98-128 . 
3 • :MG, L. Ed . , 21 . 2 . 48; & E, N., 21 . 2 . 48. 
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~. Austin's argument; 4 The Manchester Guardian 

reprimanded America for "almost incredible irresponsibility"; 5 

The Sunday Times saw in it a manoeuvre to keep Britain in 

Palestine; 6 and the New Statesman decried "American 

double deal ing . " 7 

On March 3, the Security Council paused, and 

narr owed those discussing the problem down to its permanent 

members . But the strife in Palestine did not abate, and 

the papers revealed i mpatience, reminding the United Nations 

that time was short, (it must be remembered that Britain 
8 had stated she would lay down the I andate on ray 15, 1948). 

Just at this time , on March 19 , the United Stat es before 

the Security Council reversed its position and completely 

withdrew i ts support for partition . Understandably, The 

[anchester Guardian and the New Statesman were deeply 

affronted by this Amer ican vacillation , 9 but the other 

papers welcomed the volte-face as a concession to reality . 10 

There ~ms an innuendo of "we- told-you- so" in these latt er 

papers' reactions , and both The Sunday Times and The 

4. 
5 . 
6 . 
7 . 
8 . 

9 . 

T, Ed ., 10 . 3 . 48 . 
WG, L. Ed ., 12 . 3 . 48 . 
ST , N. I ., 29 . 2 . 48 . 
NS, L. Ed ., 28 . 2.48 . 
T, Ed. , 22 . 3 . 48; MG , Ed . , 19 . 3.48 ; & ST , Art . , 21 . 3 . 48, 
Scrutator. 
I.IG, L. Ed . , 22 . 3 . 48; 1 G, L. d., 27 . 3 . 48; & NS, C. , 
27 . 3 . 48 . 

lO . T, Ed ., 22 . 3 . 48; ST, N. I . , 21 . 3 . 48; ST, rt ,, 21 . 3.48 , 
s~r utator; & E, L. Art., 27 . 3 . 48. 



Econo~ist put America ' s erstwhile support of partition 

down to Zionist press~re in the United States.11 

As an alternative to partition , the United States 

suggested a temporary United Nations Trusteeship in 

Palestine. Reactions to this were mixed . The Times thought 

that "the American proposal for a temporary trusteeship is 

on the right lines 11 , 12 and requested that the plan be 

described in more concrete terms . 13 The Manchester Guardian 

insisted that it did not see in the new scheme sufficient 

reason to halt the partition decision which was not annulled 

simpl y by Ameri ca ' s change of pol icy .14 The Sunday Times 

contradicted it self : f or i n a news- item it claimed that 

a trus teeshi p al so would require enfor cement , and so the 

pr oposal did not solv e the real difficul ty ;15 while in an 

amti cle on the centre page it welcomed th e suggestion 

because i t woul d establ i sh the Uni ted Nations Trusteeship 

Council as the authority for Britain to hand over to when 

she withdrew .16 The Economi st , which ha d by now also with­

drawn its support from partition , 17 turned a cart wheel for 

Bri tain as well , s aying if now Ame r i can mi l i tary and 

11 • ST , l oo . cit ., & E., l ee . cit . 
12 • T, Ed ., 22 . 3 . 48 ; & T, Ed., 27 . 3 . 48. 
13 • Ibid . 
14 • MG, L . d ., 22. 3 . 48 ;& MG, Ed ., 3 . 4 . 48; also l ater, MG , 

L . Ed ., 24 . 4 . 48; & MG , L . Ed ., 15 . 5 . 48 . 
1 5 • ST , N. I . , 21 . 3 . 48 . 
16 • ST , Art ., 21 . 3 . 48, Scrutator . 
17 • See above , p , 34, foo t note 2 . 
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financial support was assured , then it was conceivable that 

Bri tain too would about- face and not withdraw. But it 

admi tted that thi s was most unlikely .18 Howeve r , when it 

37. 

became apparent that the Americans were still hoping Britain 

might remain in Palestine , without the need arising to send 

American troops , opinion hardened against this latest proposai . 19 

While the United Nat ions were deliberating in New 

York , the fi ghti ng betwe en the Arabs and Jews in Palestine 

wa s growing progres sively more fierce . It was predicted 

that after May 15 , with out doubt , there would be war, 

anar chy and car nage i n Palestine . 20 The Times blamed the 

attitudes of the Ar ab s and Jews for the imbroglio, 21 while 

The Manch ester Guardian and the New Statesman thought that 

Mr . Bevin was direc t l y t o blame ( s ee Section 7) . Also , 

mo st thought the inaffectual i ty of the United Nations had a 

l ot to do with it • 22 
' 

and so The Ti mes demanded : 

"··. an unequivocal declaration that 
the United Nations i s determined to 
assume complete authority when Britain 
lays down the mandate." 23 

18 • E, L. Ed ., 27 . 3 . 48 . 
19 . 

20 . 

21 . 

22 . 

23 . 

MG , L. Ed ., 1 6 . 4 . 48 ; MG , Ed ., 22 . 4 . 48; E, N., 10 . 4 . 48 ; 
& E, N., 24 . 4. 48 . 
T, L. Ed ., 20 . 3 . 48 ; MG , Ed ., 25 . 3. 48; MG , L. Ed ., 15 . 5. 48 ; 
ST , Ed ., 28 . 3 . 48 ; & E, L. Art ., 27 . 3 . 48 . 
T, L. Ed ., 20 . 3 . 48; T, Ed ., 10 . 4 . 48 ; T, L. Ed ., 28 . 4 . 48; & 
al so ST , Art . , 2 . 5 . 48 , Scrutator; later T, L. Ed .,· 27 . 5 . 48 . 
T, Ed ., 11 . 3 . 48; I1G, L. Ed ., 16 . 4 . 48; & ST , N. I. , 7 . 3 . 48 ; 
cf . earlier , ST , Ed ., 4.1 . 48 . 
T, Ed ., 20 . 3 . 48 ; and earlier , T, Ed. , 10 . 3 . 48. 



Once again there were appeals for re straint and co­

operation by all parties to facilitate partition; 24 and 

a~peals in The Times for a United Nations authority to whom 

Britain might hand over t he r1anda te were more fre quent and 

more earnest. 25 

In the f i nal weeks before Britain's relinquishing 

of the Mandate , much anxiety was evidenced about the 

situation in Palestine . The Times reported gravely that the 
26 country was on the verge of bankruptcy , and The conomist 
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lamented the shutting down of the oil refineries at Haifa, 

which deprived Britain of sterling revenues and , potentially , 

of 200 , 000 tons of oil a year . 27 The Manchester Guardian 

and the New Statesman were more concerned wi th the hostility 

of the Ar abs and J ews towards Britain, and with their 

determination to "fight it out" when Britain left . 28 The 

initial J ewish suc cesse s over the Arabs were explai ned in 

two ways ; fi r st , the Jews were a well-organised minority 

and wer e fighti ng for their very existence ; 29 and secondly , 

the Ar abs we r e divided among themselves and had mismanaged 

their campaign . 30 

24 • T, .Ed ., 10 . 5 . 48; MG, L. Ed . ,._ 12 . 3 . 48 ; ST , Art ., 21 . 3. 48 , 
Scrutator ; & ST , Art ., 2 . 5. 4b , Scrutator . 

25 • T, Ed ., 10 . 3 . 48 ; T, Ed ., 22 . 3 . 48 ; & T, Ed ., 3 . 4 . 48 . 
26 • T, Ed ., 10 . 4 . 48 . 
27 · E, N., 1 . 5 . 48 . 
28 • MG , L. Ed ., 28 . 4 . 48; & NS , Art ., 1 . 5 . 48 . 
29 • ST , Art ., 2 . 5 . 48 , Scrutator ; NS, Art ., 1 . 5. 48; & NS , C., 

15 . 5 . 48 . 
3o. T, Ed .,._ 10 . 5 . 48 ; & NS , C. , 17 . 4 . 48 ; l ater , ST , Art . , 

23 . 5. 4b , Scrutator; & NS , 1 . Ed ., 22 . 5 . 48 . 



The Gover nment's foremost critics, The Manchester 

Guardian and the New Statesman , persisted in asking what 

precisely was its policy in Palestine , since it, was seen by 

them to have been utterly negat i ve . 31 Both suggested that 

the evacuation of Br i tish tro ops should be accelerated . 32 

After Senator Austin ' s speech to the Securi ty Council 

on February 24 , t he r e s eemed l i ttle hope of a United Nations' 

for ce to impl ement any United Nati ons ' plan . However, 

39. 

there remained the possib ility of setting up some international 

a uthor i ty in J erusal em, since in the original partition 

decision of November , 1947 , there wa s provisi on for such a 

regime . All the pape r s were concerned w:t th the future of 

the Holy Places , and with the except ion of The Economi st , 

r eque sted that steps be taken t o create a spec i al authority 

f or Jerusal em. 33 The Manch e ste r Guardi an also inquired 

whether British forces could be used to prote ct a reg ime 

of this nature , should it be set up . 34 The Economist , on 

the other hand , was opposed t o such talk : 

"What external f or ce can do, the British 
fee l they have done ; i t has fail e d . An 
external force under a Uni ted Nati ons ' 
Governor- General could do no more ." -35 

31 • MG , L. d ., 4 . 5 . 48 ; & NS , Art ., 1 . 5 . 48 ; so too , after 
relinqui shing the mandate , MG, L. Ed ., 20 . 5 . 48 · & MG , 
L. Ed ., 27 . 5. 48 . 

32 . 

33 . 

MG, L. Ed ., 28 . 4 . 48; & NS , loo . cit . ; so too , after 
r elinquishi ng the mandate , ~Il-=t"., 23 . 5 . 48, Scrutator; & 
NS, L. Ed ., 22 . 5 . 48 . 
T, L. J5d ., 28. 4 . 48; MG, L. Ed ., 25 . 3 . 48; ] G, •d . , 3 . 4. 48; 
MG, L. Ed ., 16 . 4 . 48; m, L. Ed ., 24 . 4 . 48; ST , Ed ., 28 . 3 . 48 ; 
& NS , C • , 3 • 4 . 4 8. 

34 · MG, L. Ed ., 3 . 4. 48; MG, 16 . 4 . 48; & MG, L. Ed ., 24 . 4 . 48 . 
35 • , N., 10 . 4 . 48; & E, N. , 24 . 4 . 48 . 



After Britain had laid down the Mandate , a similar stand­

point was adopted by this paper when it dismissed as :futile 

any further British pleas to the combatants for restraint 

in Palestine. 36 

Yli th the reversal of American policy on Palestine 

and their favouring of a trusteeship in place of partition, 

the confusion which already surrounded the Palestine 

problem was exacerbated. The column lengths of news-items 

for March, 1948, (the month in which American policy was 

reversed) show a marked increa se. This increase was 

maintained through April and nay (i . e . until the end of 

the period) , when Great Britain laid down her mandate, 

and war between the Jews and Arabs was off icially 

declared. 37 

****** 

36 • Later E, Art., 22.5.48 . 
37 • For context uhits and their intensity ratings of this 

section, see below, p .1 86 . 
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6. Immediately After t he Establishment of Israel. 
May 1 5, 1948 unt il May 31, 1948 . 

Great Britain formally relinquished the Manda te on 

May 15, 1948. The Times and The Sunday Times reflected on 

what they regard ed as a quarter of a cent ury of servic e 

"dischar ged with hono ur. 111 The Manchester Guardian commented 

sadly that the mandate had come " to an ignoble end after 

t wenty- five years", 2 and the New Statesman wa s of the same 

opinion . 3 Although The Economist admitted that Britain had 

" contributed to this impasse" , it sought to share the bl ame on : 

"first , Hitler , for creating such a 
pressure of Jewish i mmigration •..•• ; 
and s econdly , the policy of the 
United States , for so encouraging 
the wilder ambitions of the Zionists . 114 

These judgments co i ncide closely with attitudes already 

observed . 5 

The United States accorded the newl y procla imed 

Sta te of I srael de fac~ recognition within a few hours of 

i ts creation. Neither The Sunday Times nor The Economist was 

impressed by this move; they both regarded it as unwise , 

as it was expected by them to stiffen t he Jews ' determination 

to hold out against the Arabs and make compromise unlikely . 6 

- - --- - - ----- - - ------- ---------- -
l . T, L.Ed ., 1 5. 5 . 48; ST , Ed ., 16 . 5 . 48; & ST, L . d., 30 . 5 . 48 . 
2 • MG, L. Ed ., 1 5. 5 . 48 . 
3 • NS, L.Ed ., 29 . 5 . 48 . 
4 • E, Art ., 22 . 5 . 48 . 
5 . See p . 1 2, footnotes 
6 • ST, Ed ., 16 . 5 . 48 ; 

Art ., 22 . 5 . 48 . 

2-6 . 
ST , Art . , 23 . 5 . 48 , Scrutator; and E, 
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The Economist consi dered that Britain was right in not 

granting Israel immediate recognition, 7 while the New 

Statesman quickly urged Britain to do so. 8 

Britain ha d been supplying arms and other military 

equipment to various Arab states (in particular to Egypt, 

Iraq and Jordan) in accordance with treaty agreements before 

and after her relinquishment of the Palestine Mandate. 

Britain had staffed King Abdullah ' s Arab Legion with 

t wenty-one officers as well . 

When Britain formally laid down the Mandate, these 

Arab states marched upon Israel, using their British arms 

and equipment; there was also some haziness about wha t 

part t he British officers in the Arab Legion were playing 

in these attacks. Consequently Britain found herself in 

the embarrassing position of aiding the Arab assault on 

Israel, after having so purposefully clung to a policy of 

"impartialityu . The Manchester Guardian and the New 

Statesman were not long in spotting this discrepancy, and 

censuring the Government for it. 8 They coupled their 

censure with strong demands that Britain should embargo arms 

to the Arabs a s long as they were active against Israel , 

and should withdraw all Britons and subsidies from the Arab 

-------- ------- - ------- -- - -----
7 • E, ibid. 
8• NS, L. Ed., 22 . 5.48 . 
9 • IvIG, L • Ed • , 2 2 • 5 • 4 8 ; r1 G, L • Ed • , 2 4 • 5 • 4 8 ; NS, L • Ed • , 

22 . 5 . 48; & NS, L.Ed., 29 . 5 . 48; cf . earlier The 
Manchester Guardian hoped that the Arab Legionwould not 
be used to oppose any United Nations solution in 
Palestine, MG , Art . , 24.12.47, Special Correspondent. 
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Legion forthwith . lo 

When , finally,Britain succeeded in having a truce 

resolution adopted in the Security Council which was 

accepted by the Arabs and the Jews on May 29, 1948, there 

was praise for Britain (remarkably from The :Manchester 

Guardian) in the hope that this would be a change towards 

more constructive partici pation in the United Nations .11 

10 . 

****** 

MG, L. Ed . , 22 . 5.48; MG , L. 
27 . 5 . 48; MG, Ed., 28 . 5 . 48; 
L. Ed ., 22 . 5 . 48 ; &NS , L.Ed ., 
27 . 5 . 48 . 

d • , 2 4 • 5 • 4 8 ; MG J.. L • d • , 
MG , Ed., 29 . 5 . 4tj; NS, 

29 • 5 • 4 8 ; al so T, L. d. , 

ll . T, L. Ed ., 31 . 5 . 48; MG, Ed . , 29 . 5 . 48; & ST, L. d . , 
30 . 5 . 48 . 
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7. The Attitudes of the Press Towards the Araps, the 
Jews, and Mr. Bevin. 

The papers in their attitude to the Arabs and Jews 

followed logical lines as a result of their attitudes to 

Zionism . The starting point was always Zionism, for the 

Jewish case was familiar and a stand could always be made 

for or against it. The Arab case seems to have been less 

understood, and so it was almost a corollary that a paper's 

attitude to the Arabs was in inverse proportion with its 

attitude to Zionism, except where the paper viewed both 

sides in an equally unfavourable light. 

On this basis, broad indications have already been 

given of how each paper stood vvith regard to the two 

opposing factions in Palestine. The position was most 

clearly seem in the "pro-Zionist" papers, The Manchester 

Guardian and the New Statesman, where criticism of the 

Arabs was not infrequent. It would be unfair however to 

conclude that these papers were biased, pure and simple, 

against the Arabs; for they were not prejudiced in a 

blind, unthinking way . They favour ed partition strongly 

because it would establish a Jewish state; they therefore 

took equally strong exception to Arab efforts to frustrate 

the United Nations ' attempts at partition.1 Their pro­

Zionist leanings did not prevent them f rom criticising the 

Jews when they felt that they too were in the wrong , but 

1. E. g . MG , L.Ed., 22.5.48 ; & NS , C., 18.10.47. 
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as with their attitude to Jewish terrorism, such criticism 

was relatively mild (see , pp . 19-20 ) . 

The Times was careful not to show its sentiments in 

any way that might be construed as pro- or anti-Arab or 

Jew, but it was this writer 's feeling that in supporting the 

Government's policy , The Times had more sympathy for the 

Arabs than the Jews. The Sunday Times, in so far as it did 

not really wish to give up Palestine, saw both the Arabs and 

the Jews to be inimical towards Britain and desirous of her 

withdrawal, and consequently this paper could not be kindly 

disposed to either party. 2 After the State of Isxael had 

been proclaimed, The Sunday Times began to offer advice to 
the Arabs on how to destroy it. 3 

It was The Economist which most openly revealed its 

sympathies. This paper had not advocated partition because 

it supported Zionism (see pp .16-17) , and it quickly withdrew 

its support for partition when the United Nations vgted in 

favour of it (see p.29 ). Throughout the fifteen months 

surveyed, this paper repeatedly expressed itself in terms 

which smacked peculiarly of strong anti-Jewish feelings, 

(see, p .19 , The Economist's answer to Jewish terrorism, 

echoing General Barker after the terrorist bombing of the 

2. 
3. 

ST, Art., 19.10.47, Scrutator. 
ST, Art., 23.5.48, Scrutator. 
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King David Hotel in 1946). 4 The Economist inquired about 

"A Communist Jewish State? 115 seeming to share Mr. Bevin's 

"idee fixe that the British position in the Middle East was 

threatened by a Jewish-Communist conspiracy. 116 · The 

majority of UNSCOP members were "pro-Zionists", and therefore 

had "extravagantly" favoured the Jews; 7 the United Nations 

:ra,rti tion Sub-Commit tee were al so "pro-Zionists" who 

commanded too much attention. 8 The Americans had conducted 

their policy "as though Palestine were a Zionist ward 

attached to New York State. 119 This list of heavily weighted 

remarks could r.eadily be lengthened without difficulty. 10 

Zionists never had much affection f or Mr . Ernest 

Bevin, the British Foreign Secretary, whom they regarded as 

being their arch-enemy.11 It was natural therefore that 

The Manchester Guardian and the New Statesman should have 

have no love for Mr . Bevin. All the other papers at one 

In J uly, 1946,General Barker, the British commanding 
officer in Palestine, had forbidden all intercourse 
between British soldiers and the Jews; this,he said, 
would punish the Jews "in a way the race dislikes more 

46. 

than any, by striking at their pockets and showing our 
contempt for them" ( quoted in J .J. Zasloff, o~. cit., p. 3 8) . 
This order provoked an outcry in Britain, lea ing the 
Cabinet to disassociate itself from it, and to reprimand 
General Barker for it. 

5. 
6. 
7. 
8 . 
9 . 

, N. , 6. 3 • 48 . 
Richard Cross~an, A Nation Reborn (London, 1955), p . 70. 
E, N. , 22.11 . 47 . 
E, Art. , 6 .12. 4 7. 
E, L. Art., 27. 3. 48. 

lO . E, N., 8 .2. 47; E, N., 3.5.47; E, N., 13.9.47; & E,N ., 6 .12 . 47. 
11 • See Elizabeth Monroe, op.cit., p .27; Richard Crossman, 

ot.cit., Ch.II, pp . 47-80; Ch. Weizmann , Trial and Error 
( ondon, 1949) , p . 541, et passim; J. and D. Kimche, 
op.cit., passim. 



time or another criticized the Government, but they 

directed their comments at the Cabinet as a whole, and not 

at Mr . Bevin in particular . Not so with the "pro-Zionists"; 

time and again throughout the period pe! sonal at t a cks were 

made on Mr . Bevin, whom they held solely responsible for 

British policies on Palestine : 

"Foreigners must not be judged too harshly 
if they suspect that the real r eason for 
our refusal to help is Mr . Bevin ' s 
determination that, come what may, the 
Jews shall not have their State in 
Palestine . " 12 

"Mr . Bevin maintains an attitude of 
benevolent neutrality towards the 
intervention of the Arab League in 
Palestine. 11 13 

The catalogue of such remarks in both pap·ers , growing 

more and more fre quent and derogatory a s time went on , and 

the conspicuous absence of similar opinions in the other 

papers , speaks f or i tself .1 4 

12 . 
13 . 
14. 

MG, L.Ed ., 6 . 11 . 47 . 
NS , C., 31 .1 . 48 . 

****** 

MG, L. Ed . , 26 . 2 . 47; MG , L. Ed ., 6 . 11 . 47; MG, L. Ed . , 
21 . 2 . 48; MG, L. Ed . , 12 . 3 . 48; MG, Ed . , 5 . 5 . 48; MG , 
L. Ed . , 21 . 5 . 48; MG, L.Ed ., 22 . 5 . 48; MG, L. d . , 24 . 5 . 48 ; 
MG , L. Ed ., 27 . 5 . 48; MG , Ed . , 28 . 5 . 48; MG , Ed . , 29 . 5 . 48; 
NS, C., 8 . 3 . 47; NS, C., 3 . 5 . 47; NS , Art ., 24 . 5 . 47 ; 
NS , C. , 13 . 9 . 47; NS , Art . , 20 . 9 . 47, R. H. S . Crossman; 
NS, C., 8 . 11 . 47; NS , C., 1 5. 11 . 47; NS, Art . , 17 .1 . 48 ; 
NS, C. , 31.1 . 48; & NS, C. , 3 . 4 . 48 . 
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8. Summary and Conclusions. 

All the papers appear to have recognised by the 

beginning of 1947 that Britain could no l ,onger hope to 

reconcile the conflicting interests in .Palestine by herself , 

and so they urged that Britain should turn to the United 

Nations . It also appears to have been assumed that a 

unitary Arab-Jewish state of any form in Palestine was most 

unlikely, and therefore the real question was whether 

Palestine should be partitioned or not. Three papers 

answered in the aff irmative; two because they supported the 

Zionist claims, and the third because it regarded partition 

as the "least evil" after a British withdrawal . The Sunday 

Times did not come to favour a British withdrawal until 

autumn 1947, and,in consequence,before that time it could 

hardly support partitian which implied a total British 

evacuation; The Times awaited a lead from the Government, 

though it cautiously suggested partition as well . 

Once UNSCOP had delivered a majority report in 

favour of partiti on, the is sue became " Who is go ing to 

enforce it?" Conviction that Britain must quickly withdraw 

from Palestine had hardened over the summer of 1947 as a 

result of the terrorist activities; and it became a leading 

theme in the pres s that Britain must not commit herself to 

a prolonged stay in Palestine during the transition period 

of any United Nations' scheme. The Manchester Guardian and 

the New Statesman however did think that Britain had a duty 
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to co-operate with the United Nations in company with other 

member nations to implement its decisions. 

If Britain was not to enforce a solution or at 

least, not by herself, who was to help? Technically the 

answer was the United Nations, but this body is no more 

than what its member nations make of it; if no nation 

ventured its forces to work under the aegis of the United 

Nations, there would be no United Nations force to implement 

the decision . America could be expected to give a lead in 

the United Nations towards the enforcement of some solution, 

because she had emerged as the leading world power after 

World War II , with most influence in the United Nations 

Assembly; in addition to this, America had long been 

sympathetic to Zionism, she had large financial investments 

in the Middle East, and presumably di d not wish to see an 

open war i n the area which might offer the Russians an 

excuse to intrude . But all these arguments were not 

sufficient t o make America offer her troops, and as long as 

she supported partition but avoided the enforcement issue 

she was under heavy fire from the British press . When the 

United States withdrew its support from partiti0n, the two 

"pro-Zionist" papers were outraged, while the others were 

glad to see that America was at last showing some 

"common-sense" . 

The Briti sh Government's policy was an embarrassment, 

if only for the severe criticism it was evoking from the 
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rest of the world. Within Britain too there was criticism, 

in particular,though naturally enough, from The Manchester 

Guardian and the New Statesman. The Times an~ The Sunday 

Times both revealed their discomfiture at the general 

cenaure to which Britain was subjected all over the world, 

by insisting that Britain's record in Palestine wa s an 

honourable one of achievement. The :Manchester Guardian and 

the New Statesman sought to pin most of the blame on one man, 

:Mr . Bevin, while all the papers (the latter two included) 

endeavoured to show that those who accused Britain most 

(i . e . the Americans) were also in the wrong . 

Violence and terror had increa sed steadily during 

the last year of the Mandate . These activitie s on the part 

of both Arab and Jew could not be condoned , even though they 

mi ght be understood . The Arabs were uncompromising and the 

Jews were irresponsible . The Arabs had mismanaged both 

their case before the United Nations and the war in 

Palestine , while the Jews , said The Economi st , had influence 

everywhere , particularly in America . When the State of 

Israel was declared , the papers were so concerned with the 

fighting in the area that none paused to wish the new State 

well in its uncertain future . However in the next weeks 

The Manchester Guardian increased the number of its editorials 

about the slll?'vival of Israel , revealing great concern for it , 

and the New Statesman quickly recommended that Britain 

should give de f acto recognition to Israel . 
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We have suggested above that the papers' various 

attitudes to the Arabs and Jews was a corollaitf of their 

regard for Zionism. This proposition, it seem~ to the 

writer, can be extended with wider application, for it is 

pertinent to inquire whether the papers first supported a 

specific solution for Palestine, and then adjusted their 

attitude for or against the proponents and antagonists of 

that solution. This is to ask , did a paper decide, for 

example, to back partition as the best solution for Palestine, 

and so of necessity support the Jews who also desired it; 

and conversely did a paper, having put itself against 

partition , then support the Arabs in their fight against it? 

Or alternatively wa s the whole process reversed - did the 

papers, having long supported the Arabs or the Jews as the 

case may be , logically support or oppo se partitimn and any 

other proposed solution, on the basis of their attachment to 

either party? 

The present writer believes that the second 

alternative is the more reasonable one . Over the period of 

twenty- five years of British mandatory rule in Palestine, 

the papers surely had time to clarify their positions 
' vis-a-vis the Arab , Jewish , and for that matter British, 

claims to Palestine. This would mean in terms of our first 

pr9position that ea ch paper knew where it stood a s regards 

Zionism plus the Jews and Arabs . This was certainly true by 

1947 when our investigation began . The various solutions 
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for Palestine propounded by all parties throughout the years 

were innumerable and seldom entertained for long, whereas 

the fact that the A:rabs, Jews and British all ~ad claims on 

Palestine waE constant . This writer,therefore,submits that 

the papers evaluated each of the proposed solutions 

individually in order to see how far it would realise the 

objectives of whichever party the paper sympathised with most. 

From our own experience this conclusion would appe~r to have 

been validated . The anchester Guardian and the New Statesman 

sympathised with the Zionists and also with partition; The 

Sunday Times upheld the British stake in Palestine and as a 

result was reticent in supporting partition and a British 

withdrawal . The Economist was in favour of a British with­

drawal and therefore it was irrelevant what happened in 

Palestine, though the fact that Britain had financial and 

other interests in the rest of the Arab world was a real 

consideration, and coD.OOluently the Arabs were to be supported. 

The Times, finding itself in the dilemma of awaiting guidance 

which was slow in coming from the Government, allowed that 

within the narrow confines of Palestine,partition was 

probably the best solution, but it would have agreed with 

The conomist that in the broader perspective it was more 

essential to placate the Arabs than the Jews . This would 

explain why at the end of ay 1948 The Times felt it necessary 

to commiserate with the Arabs for the way that Israel had 

come about . 1 
************ 

l • T, L Ed . , 27 . 5 . 48. 
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1. 

CHAPTER II 

EGYPT 1952 - 1954 : NEGUIB TO 

NASSER 

Background until July 23 , 1952 

Many year s before Great Britain became supreme in 

gypt, she had, together with other European powers, 

exercised special rights there under the "Capi tulations" 

granted by the Subl i me Porte . 1 Towards the end of the 

nineteenth century , after the Khedive Ismail ' s debts had 

grown to frightening proportions , a "Dual Control" supervised 

by Britain and France was set up to manage the country ' s 

finances . A ye ar later , in 1879 , Ismail dismissed this body 

and subsequently was deposed by the Ottoman Sultan as a 

result of pres sure from Britain and France . The Khedive 

Tawfiq was appointed in his stead , and the "Dual Control" 

was revived; thereby "a virtual protectorate was set up, 

acting through a French and British controller . " 2 The Dual 

Control authorities began to tackle the burdensome financial 

legacy inherited from Ismail, and imposed restrictions 

which, among other thing s, struck at the size of the Egyptian 

army . These restrictions sparked off a revolt in 1881 

by Egyptian army officers, led by .hmed Arabi, who were 

also motivated by a nascent Egyptian nationali sm that 

1 • For full description of background and Brit ish history in 
Egypt, see Tom Little, Egypt, (London, 1958), pp .1-175 . 

2 • The Middle East 19 59 , Europa Publications Ltd . , ( London, 
19?9) , p. 34g:-
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objected to the predominance of Turkish and Circassian 

officers in the Egyptian army. In the following year, the 

British , wi tho.u_t French approval, bombarded Ale,xandria , 

quashed the revolt, and restored the pl_iable Tawfiq, who had 

been deposed by Arabi. A number of pretexts gave Britain 

reason to prolong her occupation of Egypt, and by careful 

advances h.er __ influence wa s gradually increased until the real 

power in Egypt lay in the hands of the British Agent and 

Consul-General. 

In 1914, with the outbreak mf World War I, the 

Bri tish control of Egypt was sufficient to allow her 

unchallenged to enforce martial law and declare Egypt a 

British protectorate. The military regulati ons and the 

submissive part whi ch the Egyptians were forced by Britain 

to play in the war wer e resented; at the close of the war 

a new, articulate nationalist movement, headed by Saad 

Zaghlul Pasha, was afoot. His party (known as the Bafd) made 

approaches to the British in 1919, but they were not received 

sympathetically. Never theless the British did grow to 

recognise in the ensuing years the strength of nationalist 

fe eling in Egypt, to the extent that in 1922 Bri t ain 

unilaterally decl ared the Protectorate ended . However, 

complete Egyptian independence was conditional on four points 

over which an agreed settlement wa s to be negotiated. Two 

of these points were to become bones of contention for the 

next thirty years ; namely, the defence of Egypt , which 

Britain reserved as her prerogative , and the future status of 
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the Sudan, which Britain and Egypt then administered as 

"co-domini". Both these issues are treated in this chapter . 

In the years after 1922 a pattern in -~~yptian 

political life emerged. The Palace, representing the King 

and vested i nterests in Egypt vas counter-balanced by the 

Egypti an Parliament, where, more often than not, the Wafd 

Party,representing the common people of Egypt, was in po wer 

(not without the aid of "rigged" elections). The balance 

was held by the British on whom the Palace relied for its 

protecti on. Although the British usually supported the 

King , there were occasions when they felt it necessary to 

go ag.ainst the King ' s will, in what they conceived t o be 

their own best interests. In 1936, after Italy had invaded 

Ethiopia and Tripolitania , an Anglo- ~gyptian Agreement was 

hastily signed since both countries feared the threat of an 

Italian attack . By this treaty the British occupation of 

Egypt was f ormally terminated, but prouision was made to 

allow the British to garri son the Suez Canal Zone for the 

def ence of the Suez Canal, and the status of the Sudan 

remained unchan ged . 

forld War II brought a pa use in Egyptian attempts 

to rid t hemselves of the British . By the end of the War , 

Egyptian nationalist feeling , sorely aggravated by the 

remaining British soldiers in the Suez Canal Zone, forced 

the Prime Minister , Sidki Pasha , to reopen di s cussions with 

the British about the latter's evacuation of t he Suez Canal 

base , and also about t he soverei gnty of the Sudan. The 
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results of these talks were unsatisfactory (see Section 6), 

and in 1947 Egypt placed her grievances before the United 

Nations to no avail . 

Meantime other forces were at work in Egypt, which 

culminated with a coup d'etat on July 23 , 1952. Among the 

officers of the Egyptian army there was a revolutionary 

group of nationalists who strongly resented the presence of 

British soldiers stationed in the Suez Canal Zone , in a 

position to re-occupy the whole of Egypt at will . This 

group dated back to 1942 when the British had demonstrated 

their controlling grip on Egyptian internal affairs by 

forcing the Palace to accept a Wafd government . These 

revolutionaries, known as the 11Free Officers", were led by 

Anwar Sadat and Gamal Abdul Nasser; In 1948, during the 

war against Israel, the Egyptian army had acquitted itself 

poorly, and its officers put the blame on politicians at 

home who had issued directives from afar and sent obsolete 

military equipment to the front . There was also disillusion­

ment over the state of politics in Egypt, where corruption 

was rife, where elections were controlled and politicians 

looked after their own interests to the exclusion of the 

body politic at large, and where the King was forever 

intruding by dismissing and appointing ministers according 

to his whims . Finally , there was considerable discontent in 

Egypt, stemming from gross social inequalities, land 

problems, and a fast-expanding population which was growing 

steadily more hungry as the development of the national 

56. 



economy lagged far b ehind the increas i ng popula tion f i gures. 

"Thus the army group that f inally seized 
power was not the basic cause of , 
revolution but only its occasion. 113 , 

*** 
In analysing the press 's a t titude to the coup 

d'etat and the events that followed it, our approach 

necessarily must differ from that employed in the preceding 

chapter. The coup and the new regime were properly internal 

Egyptian affairs; however, they were of interest to Great 

Britain since they radically altered the context in which 

the unsettled questions of the Sudan and the defence of 

Egypt had previously been discussed. Britain was an 

observer of the developmentsinside Egypt, and not a 

participant in them. This allowed the papers to be 

considerably more detached about these events than, shall 

we say, abo ut the happenings in Palestine until May, 1948. 

On the other hand, Britain was an active party to the Sudan 

and Suez Base problems; as a result , the papers' sense of 

involvement in t hese specif ic questions was far greater. 

We will describe first the coup and the pro gress of the 

new order until Colonel Nas ser had established himself as 

President and Premier of Egypt in November, 1954. Having 

set the stage, we will proceed to discuss the negoti a tions 

over the Sudan and the Suez Base, which involved Britain 

intimately . 
***** 

3 • John S. Badeau, "A Role in Search of a Hero", The :Middle 
East Journal, I X (19 55) , p . 374. 
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2. The Coup d'Etat, July 23, 1952 - September 30, 1952 

The coup d'etat of July 23, engineered by a select 

group of Free Officers within the Egyptian army, came to the 

world as a suxprise . Indeed, although there were some in 

the Security Forces who suspected an impending revolt, 

scarcely anyone else in Egypt had any such premonitions.1 

Proof of its "out-of-the-blue" nature is to be found in the 

fact that none of the papers had a single mention of Egypt 

in the week immediately prior to July 23. But the moment 

the coup took place, there ,.vas plenty to say about it. 

The papers could see that the reasons for it were 

many : King Farouk and his clique had made themselves 

unpopular and compromised themselves by dubious dealings in 

politics and business; 2 corruption had been rife in all 

avenues of life , and it had been positively encouraged by 

the afd who used it to suit their own ends and pockets; 3 

and the army was still aggrieved at the loss of prestige it 

had been made to suffer in 1948. 4 The Sunday Times 

reaeJmd that the coup was Communist ins_p ired by virtue of 

t he "jubilant Communist reaction 11 in gypt . 5 If this is 

understood as confirmation of the disenchantment among the 

general population with the old regime and their pleasure at 

1 • Tom Little, op . cit . , p .195-6. 
2• T, L. Ed ., 25 . 7 . 52; E, N. , 26.7.52; & NS, C. , 26 . 7 . 52. 
3 • T, Ed ., 23 . 7 . 52; WIG , Ed . , 25 . 7 . 52; MG , .Ed ., 28 . 7 . 52; 

MG , L. Ed ., 4 . 8 . 52; ST, Art . , 27 . 7 . 52, Scrutator; & ST, 
N. I . , 3 . 8 . 52 . 

4 • T, Ed . , 23.7 . 52; T, L. Ed . , 25 . 7.52; & E, Art., 26 . 7 . 52. 
5 . ST, N. I ., 3 . 8 . 52 . 
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seeing it go (i.e . the coup was not purely a "Communist­

inspired plot", as The, Sunday Ti mes would have us, believe), 

all these explanations suggested by the press were perfectly 

valid, as has been indicated above (p . _56 ) . Perhaps, The 

Times was not unjust in commenting : 

"Under the old reg ime •gypt was in a 6 
state that could only get worse . " 

These justifications, stressing the negative 

character of the former " establishment", amounted to 

approval of the coup ; and later,when the papers had a 

chance t o refle ct on the way it came about , they endorsed it ,, 

as the only fe asible means of breaki ng wi th the past . 7 

~Ae leaders of the Free Officers ' group had 

requeste d that no foreign power shoul·d interfere with the 

coup (with obvious referenc e to Bri tain and her soldiers 
' 8 

stationed i n Suez) . The Manchester Guardian seconded this, 

as did The Economist , which remarked : 

"but no foreigner ever thinks of 
intervening in a matter so domestic . 119 

(In view of Britain ' s former record in Egypt and the 

i mplicat ions the coup had for Britain, the pre s ent writer 

finds this opi nion hard to accept) . The Times a week later 

saw virtue in Britain ' s non- intervention policy .10 

6 . 

7 . 

8. 

T, Ed . , 12 . 8 . 5 2 . 
T, L. Ed ., 1 . 8 . 52 ; MG, L. Ed ., 21 . 8 . 52 ; ST, Art., 14 . 9 . 52 , 
crutator; E, Art ., 30 . 8 . 52 ; & NS , L. d., 16 . 8.52; then 

later , referring back to the coup , E, Art . , 13.9 . 52. 

MG, Ed • , 2 5 • 7 • 5 2 • 
9 • E, N., 26 . 7 . 52; & E, Art ., 2 . 8 . 52 . 
lO . :T, Ed ., 2. 8 . 52 . 
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The papers all believed General Neguib to be the 

leader of t h e revolt and to be in possession of f ull 

authority after it took place . 11 This was what the planners 

of the coup wanted the Egyptians and t he world to believe, 

and altho ugh Neguib cla imed in his autobiography t hat in 

f a ct he was in charge, 12 observers are of the opinion t hat 

General Neg uib was not called in until the last minute and 

that Colonel Nasser was the reial. planner of t he plot .13 

The Times was aware t hat Neg uib had been a late- comer to the 

group, 14 and by the beginning of September reported t ha t 

" the most influential of this group is Colonel Abdul-Naaser" 

(sic) . 15 

In these early days there was dubiety about what 

would be the ult i mate outcome of the turmoi l, particularly 

on the part of Th e Manchester Gua rd i an which had rese rvations 

about the af fair .16 Even though Aly Maher , a respected 

politician and f ormer mi ni ster , was appointed Prime Mini ster 

on t h e day of the co up , all the pape r s expected a milita ry 

dictatorship wi th General Neguib at its he a d to t ake over . 

ll . T, L. Ed ., 1. 8 . 52; T, Ed ., 12 . 8 . 52 ; MG , L. Ed ., 21. 8 . 52; 
ST , Art ., 27 . 7 . 52 , Scrutator; E, N, Art., 26 . 7. 52; & 
NS, C. , 2 . 8 . 52 . 

60. 

12 . 
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Mohammad Neguib , gypt ' s Destiny, (London , 19 55) , p . llQ. s qq . 
Tom Little , op . cit ., p :226 ; Robert St . John , The Boss, 
(London , 1961) , p. 98 ; & Keith Wheelock, Nasser1"s7rew 
Egypt (London, 1960 ), p. 9 . 

1 4 . 

1 5 . 

T, Ed . , 10 . 8 . 52; cf . The Sunday Times had at f irst 
rightly tho ught Neguib was a 11 tooI of' the high military 
committ ee", but when he became Prime Minister on September 
7, it c hanged its mind , ST, Art . , 14 . 9 . 52, Scruta tor. 

T, Art • , 10 • 9 • 5 2 • 
16 • T, Ed ., 1 2 . 8 . 52; MG, Ed ., 25.7 . 52; MG , Ed ., 28 . 7 . 52; & 

MG, L . Ed • , 4 • 8 • 5 2 • 



"A general who creates a va cuv.m in the 
Constitution [by forcing the king to 
abdicate] is apt to find himself 
obliged to fill it . " 17 

This conviction wa s confirmed when the papers were informed 

of the aims of the coup , and a s they opserv,ed the activities 

of the Free Officer group during August . 18 (Neguib 

refused to meet Wafd leaders; the group proclaimed a 

programme for sweeping social reform; and it executed two 

ringleaders of riots at Kafr- el- Dawar on August 13) . 

Be this as it may , there wag high commendation for 

Aly Maher ' s appointment , as a wise step and a sound choice . 19 

The papers had a great deal of faith in .IUy Maher's ability , 

and they urged that determined efforts be made to eradicate 

corruption from Egypt i an life . 20 

The Sunday Times had pertinently predicted that 

Aly Maher would remain Prime Minister as long as he 

continued "to show r e sults . 1121 lUy Maher, however , honest 

as he was , still belonged to the old conservative class of 

politician , and by the end of August was in conflict with 

the Officers ' group over "targets , timing and methods . 1122 

Matters came to a he ad over the Free Off icer s ' proposed 

17 • ST , Art ., 27 . 7 . 52 , Scrutator . 
18 • T, L. Ed . , 1 • 8 . 5 2; MG, Ed . , 1 2 . 8 . 5 2; 

E, Art ., 2 . 8 . 52; E, N., 16 . 8 . 52; NS , 
L. Ed ., 16 . 8 . 52; & NS , C., 6 . 9 . 52 . 

l9 . T, L. Ed ., 25 . 7 . 52; MG , Ed ., 28 . 7 . 52; 
E, Art . , 26 . 7 . 52; & E , N., 2 . 8 . 52 . 

20 . 

21 . 

T, L. d ., 25 . 7 . 52 ; MG , Ed . , 6 . 8 . 52; 
Scrutator; & E, N. , 26 . 7 . 52 . 
ST , N. I ., 10 . 8. 52 . 

22 • E, N., 30 . 8 . 52 . 

1G , Ed.1.,. 21 . 8.52; 
C. , 9 . e5 . 5 2; NS, 

ST, N. I ., 10 . 8 . 5 2; 

ST , Art . , 27 • 7 . 5 2, 

61. 



scheme for land reform, which Aly :Maher co nsidered to be 

too radical; and he resigned on September 7. General 

Neguib t ook his place and formed a cabinet con,sisting mainly 

of the group of officers who had planned and executed t he 

coup d'etat. Th e papers objected to this development 

on the grounds that the officers were showing "unwise 

impatience" , 23 and that the new cabinet ministers, whose 

average age was in the mi ddle-thirties, were totally 

inexperienced. 24 Later reports attested to these officers' 

sincerity, selflessness and zeal, which , in a way, made up 

for some of their lack of experience . 25 There was comfort 

in that by al l accounts General Neguib was a first-rate 

man , 26 but regret in tha t he had taken the initial step 

towards "unrelieved military dictatorship . 11 27 

The papers had all greeted favourably t he 

achievements of these last six weeks . King Farouk had been 

deposed and his ejection wa s not lamented ; 28 the campaign 

ggainst corrupt politicians augured we11 , 29 as did the 

23 • T, Ed ., 8 . 9 . 52; T, Ed ., 10.9.52; :MG, L.Ed., 9 . 9 . 52; 
E, Art., 13.9.52; & NS , L.Ed., 13.9.52. 

24. 

25. 

26 . 

T, d., 8 . 9 . 52 ; MG, L.Ed., 9 . 9 . 52; NIG , Art., 19 . 9 . 52, 
Cairo Co r restondent?& E, Art., 13.9.52; & later NS, C., 
18.10.52; c • earlier, T, L.Ed., 28 . 8 . 52 . 
T, Ed ., 2.10 .52; MG, Art ., 18 . 9 . 52, Cairo Correspondent; 
& ST, N.I., 28 . 9 . 52 . 
T, Ed . , 8 . 9 . 5 2; T, Art. , 10 . 9 • 5 2; ST , Art. , 14 . 9 . 5 2, 
Scrutator; ST , N.I., 28 . 9 . 52 ; & E, Art ., 13.9.52. 
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T, Ed ., 8 . 9 . 52; & ST , Art ., 14 . 9 . 52 , Scrutator; cf . l ater , 
after expulsion of Colonel Rashad Mehanna , NS, c ., 1 8 .10.52. 

29 . 

, Art., 2.8.52; & NS , c., 2 . 8 . 52; cf . beforehand , 
T, L.Ed., 25.7.52. 
T, L.Ed., 1.8.52; T, Art ., 10 . 9 . 52; MG, Ed ., 6 . 8 .52; & 
ST , N.I., 14.9.52; then later , T, Ed ., 2.10.52; & ST , 
N.I., 28 . 9 . 52 . 



Officers' wider intentions of reform30 and the manner in 

which they were going about them . 31 Most important of 

all was a marked change for the better in Egypt's attitude 

towards foreigners and Britain. 32 

On August 8, Neguib had issued an order that all 

political parties should purge themselves of corrupt 

leaders, but the Wafd had openly defied this order. The 

papers persisted in describing the evils of the Wafd; 33 

and when, at the beginning of October, Neguib embarked on 

an open trial of strength with the afd by touring the 

Delta, where the Wafd ' s support wa s strongest , the press 

wished him all succes~ . 34 Neguib was met by enthusiastic 

crowds ; and the Free Officers, having concluded that they 

had the backing of popular support , then arrested the 

leaders whom the Wafd had itself refused to eject . Among 

those arr.ested was Ii1ustapha Nahas , the veteran Wafd leader, 

which gave at leas t one paper some pleasure . 35 

The papers now were also in a position to make 

3o. T, Ed ., 10 . 9 . 52; MG, L. Ed ., 2 . 9 . 52; & E, Art ., 30 . 8 . 52 . 
31. E, Art ., 16 . 8 . 52 ; & E, Art ., 30 . 8 . 52; cf . later, after 

expulsion of Colonel Rashad Mehanna, E, N., 25 .10 . 52 . 
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32 . 
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T, Ed ., 12 . 8 . 52; ST, L. N. I . , 28 . 9 . 52; & NS , L. Ed . ,16 . 8 . 52. 
T, L. Ed ., 28 . 8 . 52; T, Ed-~, 10.9 . 52; MG, Art ., 19 . 9 . 52 ; 
ST , Art . , 14 . 9 . 52, Scrutator; & E, Art., 16 . 8 . 52. 

34 . 
35 . 

T, Ed ., 2 .10 . 52; E, N. , 4 .10 . 52; & NS , O., 4 .10 . 52 . 
E, Art. , 11 . 10 . 52 . 



further suggestions about what ought to be done. The 

Ilanchester Guardian and The Economist put stability as the 

. b . t. 36 . ' t t t prime o Jee ive, warning tna corrup i on was so prevalen 

that its elimination would be a long job which could not be 

hurried . 37 The Sunday Times asked for emancipation of the 

peasants; 38 The Economist questioned the wisdom of 
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maint;,;d ning a "shaky" economy on "one cash crop alone" (i.e. 

cotton); 39 and the New Statesman requested strong leadership. 40 

The remarkable feature in the press was the 

unanimous and equally favourable reception which up to this 

point they, as observers, gave the coup d 'etat, its 

engineers and their subsequent actions. There was not one 

unfavourable verdict, and the only real doubts to be 

raised were occasioned when Neguib became Prime Minister on 

September 7, but even these qualms were soon forgotten . 41 

***** 

36 • LG, Ed ., 21.8.52; cf. earlier, rt., 2 . 8 . 52 . 
37 · r-.m , Art., 23.9.52, Cairo Correspondent; cf. , Art., 

30 . 8 . 52 (re action against corruption); then later, 
LIG, complains against army-imposed "short-cuts", Ii G, 

d . , 29 • 9 • 5 2. 
38 . ST, rt., 14.9.52, Scrutator. 
39. , Art ., 16.8.52; & E, Art., 6.9 . 52. 
4o. NS , L.Ed., 13.9.52. 
41 • For context units and their intensity ratings of t h is 

section, see p . 195 . 



3. Developments until the Proclamation of the Republic 
of Egypt, October 1 , 1952 - June 18, 1953 . 

On November 13 , 1952 , the Cabinet had ,passed a 

decree giving legal form to the army . coup d ' etat and 

granting General Neguih sovereign powers for the next six 

months: for The Manchester Guardian this edict was a 

"necessity" to take account of an existing state of affairs 

and to counter the Wafd ' s challenge that the junta ' s 

orders were not legally -binding .1 In December a committee 

was set up to prepare a const i tution , which was another 

welcome move . 2 Although while it was being drafted there 

was speculation about its possible nature, 3 there were no 

protests when it was presented on February 10 , 1953 , 

giving Gener al Neguib supreme power f or the next three 

years . Exactly what Neguib ' s r elationships were with 

~he junta was an open question : mo r e papers grew aware 
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of Nasser ' s strong position within the group ( The Economist , 

by the end of October , 1952 , and the New Statesman , by 

the middle of January , 1953) . 4 Whatever the precise 

relationship might be , it was not important , as Neguib 

was the man seen in the forefront , and apparently he was 

1 • MG , L. Ed ., 15 . 11 . 52; also , T, Ed ., 15 . 11 . 52 . 
2 • T, L~Ed ., 11 . 12 . 52 . 
3• E, N., 13 .12 . 52,(suggested a monarchy under Prince Abdel 

Moneim) ; cf . earl i er , ST , N.I., 19 .10 . 52 (a Repup;lic?) . 
4• E, Art ., 25 . 10 . 52 ; & NS , Art ., 17 .1 . 53 , R. H. S. 

Cr ossman ; cf . again , NS , C., 30 . 5. 53 , and later , all 
depends o)j whether Britain makes Nasser a friend or 
enemy , NS , Art ., 8 . 8 . 53 , Kingsley Martin . 



staunchly supported by a band of yowig men, whose 

dedication and vigour could not be denied . 5 True, they 

were very inexperienced, 6 but they were strong, 7 pro-West , 8 

and had engaged the support of some able men . 9 

Egypt's biggest immediate difficulty was reckoned 

to be economic , as the Wafd had left the Egyptian 
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treasury in a chaotic state and on the verge of bankruptcy . lo 

!hanks to the efforts of the Wafd leaders the Alexandrian 

cotton market was also in a dangerous condition . 

Consequently there could be no objection in the British 

press to the restrictions on imports from sterling 

countries , impo sed in December , 1952 ; 11 rather the 

British Government should do eve rything it could to help 

Egypt .12 I n other sphere s the junta was characterised 

as being consciously Kemalist in its approach , 13 (a label 

whi ch General Neguib resented and tried to refute in his 

autobiography) .14 Their financial measures , social and 

land reforms , and dislike of "ceremonial militarism" 

were all laudable .15 In fact , criticism was only ventured 

5. 

6 . 

1 . 
8. 
9 . 

MG , L. Ed ., 31 . 7 . 53; E, L. Art ., 1 . 8 . 53 ; NS , Art ., 
17 .~ - 53 , R. H. S . Crossman ; & NS , Art ., 8 . 8.53 , 
Kingsley Martin . 
T, Ed ., 15 .11 . 52 ; 
R. H. S . Crossman; 
c., 26 . 9 . 53 . 
NS, loo . cit . 

MG, L. Ed ., 31 . 7 . 5.3.; NS, Art ., 17 .1 . 53 , 
& NS , C., 7 . 2 . 53; then later , NS, 

NS, Art ., 1 . 8 . 53 , Kingsley Martin . 
T, L. Ed . , 11 . 12 . 52 . 

lO . E, Art . , 6 . 12 . 52 ; 

ll . MG, Ed ., 5 . 12 . 52. 
, N . , 10 . 1 . 53; & NS , C., 7 . 2 . 53 . 

12 • i,iG , loc . ci.t., E, N., 10 .1 . 53; & NS , C., 7 . 2 . 53 . 
13 · ST , N. I ., 19 .10 . 52 ; & NS, C. , 18 .10 . 52 . 
1 4 • Ll . Neguib , op . cit ., p . 1 88- 89. 
15 . MG, L. Ed ., 24 . 1 . 53; E, N. , 16 . 7.53; & NS , C., 14 . 2 . 53 . 



in connection with two matters; namely, the restoration 

to grace of some old-time leade·rs in December, 1952, 16 and 

the i nexp ert handling of attempts at land reform. 17 

On June 20, 1953 , The Manchester Guardian wrote: 

"The Egyptian Republic has been 
proclaimed , and we may discreetly 
welcome its birth, without 
encouraging hopes of what will 
follow from the change . " 18 

This paper was the most guarded of all in its 

appraisals of the n~w reg ime , and we may fairly say that 

the others heralded the new republic with greater 

expectations . They had marked the junta ' s course with 

interest , and noted that it had more to its credit than 

otherwise . Further, they all sympathi sed ( including The 

lan chester Guardian) with its cause , and wished it well in 

the future .19 

***** 

lffi; . E , Art ., 6 . 12 . 52; & B , N ., 13 .12 . 52 . 
17 • NS , C. , 7 . 2. 53 . 
l S • MG, Ed . , 20 . 6 • 5 3 . 
19 • For context units and their intensity ratings of this 

section , see p .196 . 
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4. " Summer Cloud", Spring 1954. 

Although the Free Officers' junta had .a few days 
' after the coup d'etat in 1952 issued an order requiring all 

political parties t o purge themselves 'of corrupt leaders, 

and had in January 1953 dissolved all political parties, 

these moves did not apply to the Moslem Brotherhood. This 

organisation was treated with special deference for a 

number of reasons . First, the Brotherhood claimed that it 

was not a political party as such , and secondly , it had 

long set itself against the British. Finall y , several of 

the junta were also members of it . The Brotherhood ' s 

ideology was a brand of militant pan- Arab Islamism; it 

appealed not only to the extreme right- wing , but on account 

of its anti- British endeavours which did not stop short of 

violence , it brought into its orbit large numbers of 
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Egyptian "patriots" as well . By extending preferential 

treatment to the Brotherhood, the Free Officers were able to 

channel the support of its members to wards their own movement . 

The Moslem Brethren presently began to make extreme 

demands upon the junta, which challenged its authority and 

which were clearly not acceptable . They proclaimed that 

"the Koran is our only constitution" and proposed that the 

new regime continue for the next ten years under the 

supervision of the Brotherhood . When this was refused , they 

later requested the privilege to inspect all draft laws mad e 

by the junta , and this too was not granted. Angered, the 



Brotherhood now withdrew its support for the reg ime and 

embarked on an underground propaganda campaign against it. 

Their activitres came into the open in January 1954 at a 

student gathering when they conflicted with student members 

of the "Liberation Rally", which was the new all-embracing 

political party that had been formed by the junta when the 

other parties Vlere dissolved . After t hese student 

disturbances of January, 1954, the Revolutionary Command 

Council (or R. C. C., as the junta now called itself), arrested 

many of the Moslem Brotherhood ' s leaders, including its 

Supreme Guide , Hassan el- Hudeiby . All the papers approved 

of the measures taken against the Brethren, 1 whom they 

regarded as "fanatics" and "obscurantists" , and whose 

subversive activities were , they felt , incongruous in a 

new ".enlightened 11 framework . 2 It was understandable that 

the British press should greet the weakening of the Moslem 

Brotherhood with pleasure, as this movement had been one of 

t he greatest obstacles to Anglo-Egyptian friendship for 

many years, but none of the papers realised the full 

implications of its suppression , which were soon to reveal 

themselves . 

The Economist continued to praise the measures 

being taken by Abdel Gelil el- Emary, the new Minister of 

Finance , 3 but it is true to say that by the winter of 1953, 

1 . 
2 . 

3 . 

T, 
T, 
E, 

Ed . , 14 .11 . 54; 
lee . ci t .; 
lac . cit . 

MG, 
E , L. Art ., 23 . 1 . 54; & NS , C., 23 .1 . 54 . 
Ed . , 1 5 .1 . 54; ST , N. I ., 17 . 1 . 54; & 

, Art ., 7 . 11 . 53; E, L. Art ., 21 . 11 . 53; 
then later E, Art . , 17 . 7 . 54 . 

& E, Art ., 6 . 3 . 54; 
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with the current negotiations on the Suez Canal Zone then 

proceeding unsuccessfully, a change came over the press and 

they began to find fault with the regime they had initially 

received so well~ The Manchester Guar~ian, which had always 

been most restrained in its praise, now became the regime's 

leading critic. The R.C.C. "gives no real signs of 

political creativeness", 4 even though, as The Economist 

reported, its power had been consolidated. 5 

In particular , the junta's external affairs gave 

reason for concern. In 1951 Egypt had begun to interfere 

with ships passing through the Suez Canal destined for 

Israel. Again in 1954 steps were taken to blockade Israeli 

shipping,to the chagrin of the papers. 6 More especially, 

umbrage wa s taken at Maj or Salah Salem's propagandising in 

the Sudan to influence the voters in the first Sudanese 

elections (held November, 1953), attempting to woo their 

sympathies against Great Britain and towards the unity of 

the Sudan with gypt. 6 

"Egypt has been perpetrating acts which it 
would not for a moment tolerate within its 
own frontiers, even from fellow-Arabs 
claiming 'brotherhood'; its behaviour 
might well be described in some quarters 
as imperialist." 7 

A. MG , L.Ed., 2.2.54; also earlier, MG , Ed ., 15.1.54; & 
cf. ST, L.Art., 23.8.53, J.B. Slade-Baker; & NS , C., 
26.9.53. 

5 • """ , L. Art., 21.11. 5 3. 
6 • E.g. T, Ed., 20.11.53; MG, L.Ed., 2.2.54; & E, N., 

30.1.54. 
7• T, Ed ., 12.3.54; & E, Art., 28.11.53. 
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Subsequently, Egypt was given full responsibility fo~ the 

riots and bloodshed which occurred on March 1, 1954, in 

Khartoum, at what was to have been the formal opening of the 

first Sudanese parliament . 8 

Internally, the papers observed growing opposition to 

the reg ime, and the related tensions which were mak ing 

themselves felt from disgruntled Wafdists , Communists and 

Moslem Brethren, 9 all of whom had suffered at the hand of a 

·regime that was determined to brook no opposition. Doubts 

began to be expressed about the r egime's stabiiity and its 

capacity to withstand the undercurrents of discontent among 

the gyptian public. 10 There were signs too that all was 

not well within the junta itself. This group had originally 

been bound by the common desire to overthrow the old regin:e 

in Egypt , and time had shown that their mutual aspirations 

did not amount to much more than this • . The group was in 

reality a heterogeneous one, containing elements of all 

political persuasions . It was , as it later became apparent, 

dominated by Colonel Nasser , but for the sake of unity all 

its members had cho,sen to forgo their personal aspirations 

and act behind a cloak of anonymity by setting up General 

Neguib, an older man and a respected leader, as a figurehead . 

8 . 
9. 
10. 

E, loo.cit. 
T, Ed., 6.3.54; T, Ed., 16.3.54; & MG! , Ed., 2.3.54. 
MG, d., 15.1.54; MG , L.Ed., 2.2.54; ST, L.Art., 
23.8.53, J.B. Slade-Baker; ST, Art . , 31.1.54, J.B. 
Slade-Baker; & E, N., 19.12.53; cf. earlier, ST, Art., 
17.5.53, Scrutator~ 
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The more extreme members, Abdul Moneim Abdul Raouf (a 

Moslem Brother) and Illialed lVIohieddine (a Communist), could 

be and were cast off by the junta, but General , Neguib could 

not be handled in such a facile manner. His position was 

not easy; as the so-called "Leader of the Revolution" he 

had to bear the brunt of the growing unrest in E·gypt at the 

new order, and he had to take responsibility as Prime 

Minister for decisions which he did not approve of, but 

which were passed since he had only an ordinary single vote 

at Cabinet meetings and no powers of veto . The papers 

marked the anomalousness of his position which became more 

visible as the months went by .11 

· The General was painfully conscious of his tenuous 

position, and at the beginning of 1954 he demanded that it 

be regularised .12 He sought above all the right to veto 

decisions which he , being more conservative than his younger 

companions , could not accept. When all else was put aside, 

the issue amounted to a~ attempt by the General to replace 

his nominal leadership with full leadership of the group, 

and to challenge Colonel Nasser ' s position within it. 

Matters came to a head when the R.C . C. accepted General 

Neguib's "resignation" on February 24, 1954. The pgpers, 

all of which still entertained a great affection for General 

Neguib, were at first taken aback, but on reflection his 

deposition was not inexplicable, evem though they thought it 

ll . T, Ed . , 17 .12 . 53; ST, L . rt . , 23.8 . 53, J .B. Slade-Baker; 
E, N., 26 . 9 . 53; & NS, Art . , 1 . 8.53, Kingsley Martin . 

12 • See Tom Little, op . cit., pp.227-233. 
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. 13 unwise. In gypt this step led to mutiny in the army 

plus other ominous rumbling s, including protests in the 

Sudan where Neguib was held in hi gh esteem. 

For the first time the junta now realised how much 
,,, . 

their regime rested on General Neguib ' s personal popularity , 

and two days later he was restored as President of the 

Republic of Egypt and Chairman of the R. C. C. , with Colonel 

Nasser ( after some swift "foot- work 11 ) as his rime Minister . 

The papers viewed this development with more surprise than 

they had affected when General Neguib r esigned, but they 

generally came to the conclusion that although General Neguib 

had not secured the powers he desi red , his position had been 

strengthened by public acclaim which the junta could not 

pretend to ignore , and by the fact that all the elements 

which had grievance against the regime had moved in his 

support . 14 The papers were not at all certain ' that the re­

alignments (which General Neguib dismissed as a " summer-

cloud") had enhanced the regime or its popularity; 

rather thought the opposite . 15 

they 

fuatever else there was to deduce from these events , 

the papers were agreed on three points ; first , in spite of 

protests to the contrary , the R. C. C. suffered from internal 

disunity ; 16 secondly , Colonel Nasser had already emerged 

13 . T, L . Ed ., 26 . 2. 54; ST, N. I. , 28 . 2. 54; E, N. ' 27 . 2 . 54; 
& E, Art ., 6 . 3. 54 . 

14 . T, L. Ed ., 1 . 3. 54; MG, L. Ed ., 1 . 3. 54; ST, N. I ., 7 . 3. 54; 
E, Art ., 6 . 3. 54; & E, N.' 13 . 3. 54 . 

15 . 
N •' 13 . 3. 54 . 

' 16 . E, Art ., 6 . 3 . 54; & E, N.' 13 . 3. 54 . 
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as the " strong man" of the group; 17 and then , none of 

the s e e~ahanges would lend to the stability of the regime .18 

On February 28 , General Neguib spoke to a huge crowd in 
' 

ord er to minimise the events of the last few days and to 

assure them that thing s would continue· unchanged . At that 

time heals~ promised to restore a r epresentative Assembly , 

which The Manchester Guardian , havi ng sp oken out against 

the arbitrary nature of the regime' s government , welcomed , 19 

and which caused the New Statesman to speculate that now 

the R. C. C. would devote its energies t o its Li beration 

Rally movement in order that it mi ght wi n control of the 
. 20 

proposed assembly . More soberly, The Economist thought 

that economic and social reform would be retarded . 21 

****** 

17 • T, L. Ed ., 26 . 2 . 54 ; E, N. , 27 . 2 . 54 ; NS , Art ., 6 . 3 . 54 ; 
& NS , C., 13 . 3 . 54 . 

1 8 . 

19 . 
20 . 

T, L. Ed . , 1 . 3 . 5 4; 

MG, L. Ed ., 1 . 3 . 54 . 

NS , C. , 13 . 3 . 54 . 
21 • E, Art ., 6 . 3 . 54 . 

MG , L.Ed ., 1 . 3 . 54; & E, Art • , 6 • 3 • 5 4 . 
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5 . Colonel Nasser in Full Oontrol, March 1 - November 17,1g54 , 

The "summer cloud" episode of February, 1954 had 

brought into the open the tensions within the junta and 

Colonel Nasser's aspirations to become head of it. From 

this point onwards, Colonel Nasser devoted h imself to 

attaining that position , first by having General Neguib 

shorn of all his power, and then by eliminating him 

altogether from the public scene. This process took some 

nine months , for Colonel Nasser had learnt that Neguib's 

popularity was such that he could not, without threat to the 

whole regime, throw the General out of office before he 

himself had consolidated his own position . 

On March 9, 1954, Colonel Nasser resigned from the 

post of Prime Minister and General Neguib took up this 

office. On March 25, Colonel Nasser (still a member of the 

R.C.C. ) tabled a resolution, which was accepted, pro posing 

to end the revolution and restore a democratic ,order, in 

preparation for the free el ections and elected assembly which 

General Neguib had promised at the end of February. This 

was a shrewd and calculated move on Colonel Nasser's part: 

Gener.al Neguib who had long opposed his fellO,whmembers of 

the junta for their propensities to wards unco'nsti tutional 

action, had no alternative b~t to vote in favour of the 

resolution. In doing so, wi th the resolution's origin 

linked to his own name, his enemies were able to portray 

him as "the man who broke the revol ution. 111 · 

1 • Tom Little, ~p.ci t ., p . 235. 



A few days later there were strikes encouraged by 

members of the Liberation Rally which by the terms of the 

resolution was also to be disbanded, and with growing public 

disparagement, General Neguib r e signed . as Prime ~linister 

on April 17 . Colonel Masser took up office again, and on 

t he follo wing day he assumed the title of Mili t ary Governor 

of Egypt, retaining General Neguib as President . The 

resolut i on to end the revolution was rescinded , and General 

Negui b was "neutralized", in that he no longer had any say 

in g0:v;ernment . 
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Tp:e papers followed this jockeying for position 

attentiv ely . The Manchester Guardian in particular deprecated 

the regime's instability, 2 and urged a return to 

parliamentary government as it did not see an essential 

difference between the alternatives of Neguib or Nasser . 3 

The Times would have preferred this a s well, but "only the 

notorious corruption of the ol der parties could justif y 

such a regime" (as was set up by Colonel Nasser on April 17) . 4 

The other papers sympathised with General Neguib, who clearly 

wa s in an uncomfortable predicament; 5 and soon had to 

admit, however reluctantly, that Colonel Nasser had won the 

conteat. 6 Only The Times had praise for Colonel Nasser, 

2 . MG, Ed., 12 . 3. 54; 
3. :MG, Ed ., 30 . 3 . 54 . 
4. T, L. Ed ., 20 . 4.54 . 
5. ST , N. I ., 20 . 6 . 54; 
6 . ST , N. I . , 20 . 6 . 54; 

IvIG, Ed ., 

E, N •' 
E, N.' 

26 . 3. 54; 

3 . 4. 54; 
3 . 4. 54; 

& MG, Ed ., 30 . 3. 54. 

& NS, C., 3 . 4. 54. 
& NS, 24 . 4. 54. 



claiming that he had done much to restore unity vdthin 

the junta; 7 . 8 
the others thought the outlook was a, sad one, 

even if the regime was as firmly entrenched as any "Egypt 
' 

ha s seen for many years . 119 And significantly, almost two 

years after the coup d'etat of July , 1952, there were 

papers that still exhorted the new government to direct 

its energies towards social and economic refoillm, which i n 

spite of good intentions had not yet progressed far. 10 

However C9lonel Nasser appeared more concerned to 

suppress any remaining subversive elements in Egypt. First , 

he moved against the Communists who were steadily rounded 

up and detained in prison. These measures did not evoke 

comment in the papers , which may indicate that they did 

not object; indirect evidence of this was found in a 

leading editorial in The Times which described the 

activities of the Communists in Egypt , and implicitly 

approved the R. C. C. 's steps taken against them . The campaign 

against the Moslem Brotherhood was conducted with greater 

vigour than before . In September 1954, an order was passed 

requiring all preachers in mosques to use texts of sermons 

prepared by the Ministry of Religious Affairs , since the 

Moslem Brothers had been using the pulpit as a sounding-base 

for invective against the junta and its regime . Both The 

Times and The Manchester Guardian saw wisdom in this edict . 11 

7 . 
8 . 
9 . 

T, lee . cit . 
E, N., 24 . 4. 54 . 
ST , 27 . 6. 54; & ST , Art . , 1 . 8. 54, J . B. Slade-Baker . 

lO . T, loc . ~it.; NS , lee . cit . 

ll . T, Ed ., 14.9 . 54; & MG, L . Ed . , 25.9.54. 
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On October 26, an at tempt was made by a Moslem Brother to 

assassinate Colonel Nasser and this provided an ideal 

excuse to i mprison thousands of the Brotherhoo,d ' s members . 

Trials took place in December, and the papers gave their 

approval to the severe verdicts which ensued. 12 

During these months there had been other near­

totalitarian moves, and by June The Sunday Times reported 

that the R.C.C. was "universally disliked " for its military 

dictatorship.13 Howev er , this apparently did not deter 

it from its path, or from measures to rid itself of 

potential dang ers. In May , Al-M:i sri, the leading opposition 

newspaper in Cairo, had been suppressed ; in September 

Major Salah Salem was ejected from the junta for fa ux- pas 

in discussions with Nuri el-Said of Iraq, and at the 

beginning of October forty professors were dismissed for 

having connections with the Communists or the Moslem 

Brotherhood . The papers , and here again The Manchester 

Guardian especially, were highly critical of these outright 

attempts at suppression; 14 they we re in fact in full 

agreement with Mr . Keith Yheelock who later indicted the 

j unta for "their steady elimination of political opposit i on 

and their abandonment of principles which they had held 

12 • T, Ed ., 10.12.54 ; MG, Ed., 7 .1 2 . 54; & NS, C., 20 . 11 . 54 . 
13 • ST, N. I ., 20 . 6 . 54 ; cf . earlier , NS, Art., 6 .3. 54. 
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al©ft in the battle against the 'old order'. 1115 

Vhen therefore General Neguib was removed from the 

Presidency and put under house-arrest on November 14, 1954, 

on the flimsy pretext of having been in .league with the 

1oslem Brotherhood to remove Colonel Nasser, the papers 

could register no amazement, as they had fully expected his 

total eclipse sooner or later.16 What surprised them more 

was the fact that Colonel Nasser had the conf idence to take 

such a step in view of the unpopularity he had brought 

upon his head in acting ruthlessly against so many in the 

previous months ;17 but his repressive tactics had been 

successful and there was no one at large who could rally 

effective oppo sition to him. As a final indication of 

The Manchester Guardian 1 s strong aversion to the junta 1 s 

record, this paper queried whether "Colonel Nasser will 

combine the principal offices [of state) in his person 

(as Hitler did after the death of President Hindenburg) 11 ? 

(italics mine)~18 He did so, being proclaimed on 

November 17, 1954 Premier and President of the Revolutionary 

Command Council. iith this, the long chain of events 

commencing in July 1952, and encompassing agreements with 

Great Britain on the udan and the Suez Canal Base, came to 

an end. Th~ Free Officers, led by Colonel Nasser, had made 

15. 
16. 

17. 

18. 

Keith Wheelock , op.cit., p.21. 
T, Ed., 15.11.54; UG , Ed., 15.11.54; 
21.11.54; & E, N., 21.11.54. 
ST, L.N.I., 21.11.54; E, N., 20.11.54; 
20.11.54. 
r:G, loo.cit; cf. ST, loc .cit. 

ST, L.N.I., 

& NS , C., 
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/ 
their coup d'etat, putting General Neguib forward as their 

nominal leader; then, still dominated by Colonel Nasser, 

they had allowed the latter to remove the General, and 

install himself as dictator of Egypt. 

It has been possible throughout the whole description 

of the coup d ' etat and Colonel Nasser's coming to power 

(i . e . sections 2- 5 of this chapter) to talk of the papers 

_as a body , since they , standing aloof from the developments 

inside Egypt , all reported and commented in much the same 

tone . If anything , The Times was the new regime's most 

constant supporter , apparently in the belief that any 

government is better than no government . The Manchester 

Guardian wa s cl early the junta ' s chief detractor , arguing 

that a di ctatorshi p with good intentions sti ll remains a 

di ctatorship . The other papers appl auded or cal umniated 

with the occasion , although it should be mentioned that 

The Economi st was fairly consistent in its prai se of the 

attemptEil. i mprovement of Egypt ' s economy . The trend of 

opinions throughout the two and a half years was to greet 

t he coup enthusiastically at its incepti on , and gradually 

to withdraw support for it as time passed ; the "watershed" 

between diminished esteem and gen eral disfavour came in 

the winter of 1953 , when there was a long gap in the Anglo­

Egyptian negotiations on the Suez Canal Base (see sections 

7 and 8 of this chapter) . The undertone of indifference 

about what happened to the Egyptians i n the last resort, is 

borne out by the figures of column lengths of news- items 
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for the period (see p. 192 ). These fi gures fa.11 off 

severely during the fre quent lulls in the Anglo-Egyptian 

negotiations , first on the Sudan, and then on Suez, even 

altho ugh developments of prime i mporta~ce (to t h e Egyptians) 
. 19 were going on. 

****** 

19 • For context units and their intensity rating s of this 
section, see p .198. 

~-
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6. Anglo-Egyptian Agreement on the Sudan, February 12, 1953. 

As indicated above (see Section 1 of this chapter), 
' 

t he status of the Sudan had remained an outstanding problem 

in nglo-Egyptian relations until the coup of July, 1952. 1 

The Sudan had become an Anglo-Egyptian Condominium in 1899, 

after a joint f orce had put down Mahdist control of the 

country. Egypt was always treated as less than an equal 

partner in the relationship, and in reality the 

administration of the Sudan was dominate d by British officials. 

Their superior position wa s enhanced when in 1924 , Allenby, 

the British High Commissioner in gypt , forced the Egyptians 

to withdraw their troops fr om the Sudan as a reprisal for 

the assassination in Cairo of the British Governor-General 

of the Sudan. The British carefully trained a young 

generation of Sudanese to take their part in the country's 

affairs, 2 and by 1942 the Graduates' General Congress of the 

Sudan (a cultural and educational organisation rather than a 

political body) requeste d the right of Sudanese selI­

determination. With World 1ar II at a critical stage Britain 

was scarcely able to countenance this request, even if she 

t hought that the whole of the udan was ready for it, which 

she manifestly did not. Her main argument was that the 

1 · For full de script ion of the background see Peter :r1I. Holt , 
A Modern History of the Sudan, (London, 1961). 

2 • Attested to by all the newspapers:-
T, d ., 13.1.53; MG , L.Ed., 23.10.52; ST, L. Ed. , 
15.2.53; E, L.Art., 21.2.5 2 ; & NS , rt., 8 .11. 52 . 



southern Sudanese (numbering about three million or one­

third of the population) were much less mature politically 

than the northern Sudanese , and that they required 

continued British tutelage . Britain did answer the 

Graduates' Congress' demands in part , ·by establishing an 

Advisory Council for the Northern Sudan in 1944 . Then in 

1948 , by relaxing her poli cy with regard to the Southern 

Sudan , Britain founded a Legislative Assembly representing 

the whole of the Sudan . The Nationalists in the Sudan 

were not all of one mind : the IDmma party called for 

complete independence , whilst the Ashi qqa party had as its 

slogan "Unity of · the Nile Valley with Egypt . " This is in 

fact an over- simplification of the position for by 1950 

there were more than these two parties , and although they 

all talked of " self- determination" , each had a different 

concept of what this implied . 

Muhammad Al i of Egypt had conquered the Sudan early 

in the nineteenth century, but his successors were driven 

out by the Madhi' s revolt in the 1880 1 s . It was not until 

1899 that gypt "bad with the British regained the foothold 

in the Sudan . Muhammad Ali ' s dynasty in Egypt continued 

to covet the sovereignty of the Sudan . In addition to 

the monarch's personal interest , there were other more 
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solid arguments - ethnic , economic , strategic and cultural -

f or uniting the Sudan with gypt , and so the is s ue pe rsisted . 3 

3 • See Mohammad Awad, "gypt , Gr eat Britain and the Sudan : 
An Egyptian View" , Middle East Journal , July , 1947 . 



In negotiations with Britain up to 1952 the 

Egyptians had insisted on discussing the evacuation of the 

Suez Canal Zone and the status of the Sudan together, while 

the British argued that they were separate questions and 

ought to be treated as such. The Egyptians were dogmatic 

and had refused to discuss the various British proposals 

made after World War II. On October S·,. 1951, F,gypt 

unilaterally abrogated the Condominium Agreements of 1899 

and 1936, and pro claimed King Farouk as 11 King of Egypt and 

the Sudan ." At this point Anglo-Egyptian disagreement was 

still "wide and fundamenta1 . 114 

*** 
Things changed radically after the Free Officers' 
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coup d'etat in July, 1952 , since they had removed King Farouk 

(and his hankering after the crown of the Sudan) from 

gyptian affairs . This gave reason to hope for a better 

turn of events, 5 and by the middle of October this 

premonition was reinforced when General Neguib was accredited 

with willingness to discuss the Sudan question on its own. 6 

On October 22 , 1952, Mr . Anthony Eden announced 

Britain ' s proposals for a Sudanese constitution, and whilst 

these w;re well received by the press , 7 there was more 

acclaim for General Neguib ' s declaration on November 2 that 

4 • J . S. R. Duncan, The Sudan, (London, 1952), p .·239. 
5 • ST , N. I ., 10 . 8 . 52; & NS , C., 9 . 8.52 . 
6 • MG , L. Ed ., 23.10.52; ST, N.I., 19 .10 . 52; & E, N., 

1 . 11 . 52 . 
7 • MG , L. Ed ., 23.10 . 52; & ST , N. I ., 26 .10 . 52 . 



Egypt had abandoned her claim to the sole sovereignty of 

the Sudan and no w recognised the principle of its self­

determination. 8 This was seen by the papers ,to furnish 

evidence of the General's astuteness and gave grounds for 

optimism. 9 

Th t . t· th d . bl lO b t b e nego i a ions us commence amica y, u y 

January, 1953 they were foundering once again over the 

~uest ion of the Southern Sudanese. Britain desired that 

these people should be given protection under the proposed 

constitution while Egypt was prepared to allow no such 

privileges . The papers thought that Britain's case was 
11 reasonable, and so there wa s vexation when Egypt refused 

to concede the point, 12 and aggrieved perplexity when 

members of the Officers' junta encouraged gue:rxilla attacks 

on British soldiers in the Canal Zone .13 The Times and 

The Manchester Guardian hoped that good sense would prevail 

and that Britain would not be forced to an agreement on 

Egypt's terms, 14 while The Economist and the New Statesman 

recognised that Egypt was in a stronger bargaining position 

than Britain, since the former had the backing of the 

8 . ST, Art., 2.11 . 52, Scrutator; E, Art., &.11 . 52; & 
NS, Art., 8.11.52; then later referring back, T, L.~d., 
13.2.53; & earlier MG, L.Ed., 31 .10. 52 . 

9 • T, L. Ed., 11 .12.52; ST, Art., 2.11.52, Scrutator; NS, 
Art., 8.11.52; cf. earlier, ~G , L. Ed., 31.10.52. 

lO. ST, N.I., 14.12.52. 
ll. T, Ed., 9.1.53; T, Ed ., 13.1.53; & E, Art., 10.1.53; 

and earlier, ST, Art., 2.11 . 52 , Scrutator. 
12 • MG , Ed ., 30.1.53; ST, L. N.I., 4.1.53; & E, Art., 10 .1. 53. 
13 • T, Ed ., 5.1.53; ST, L. N.I., 4.1. 53; & E, Art., 10.1.53. 
14• T, Ed., 5.1. 53; & MG , 1.Ed., 3.1.53. 



Sudanese nationalists, and these papers suggested that 

Britain should settle on the available terms, rather than 

risk a collapse of negotiations and an impair~ng of British 

prestige . 15 

The Egyptians at this stage sent a fact-finding 

mission to the Sudan , during which Salah Salem earned the 

title of "the dancing Ma jor" commemorating his antics in a 

11 skimpy pair of drawers" in an effort to endear himself to 

the Southern Sudanese , 16 The papers were startled, as 

they found his methods somewhat irregular, 17 but when he 

returned with a report acknowledging the special conditions 

in the Southern Sudan, they complimented him .1 8 

The agreement was finally signed on February 12, 

1953 , prescribing a three-year transitional stage, in which 

the Condominium administration was to be abolished an d at 

the end of which self-determination was to take place; 

there was no mention of particular treatment for the 

Southern Sudanese. Reactions to this agreement were varied . 

The Sunday Times was most enthusiastic; describing it as 

. a "skilful compromise" ;19 The Times , with ~e Manchester 

1 5. E, Art., 10 .1 . 53; NS , L . d ., 17 .1.53; NS, Art., 
24 . 1 . 53, R. H. S. Crossmann; & NS, C., 7.2 . 53 . 

16 • For an insulted British administrator ' s account of the 
incident, see H. C. Jackson, Behind the Modern Sudan, 
(London, 19 55) , p . 219 . -
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17 · 'LG , L. Ed., 13.1 . 53; ST, N.I., 11 . 1.53; & , N., 19 .1 . 53 . 
l B • T , d • , 13 • 1 • 5 3 ; MG , Ed • , 19 • 1 • 5 3 ; & E, :0C • , 1 7 • 1 • 5 3 • 
l9. ST, L. Ed ., 15 . 2. 53 . 



Guardian were quietly appreciative , calling it "rea sonable" . 20 

The Economist , however,felt that Britain was withdrawing 

too early from the Sudan and that the agreement was "a 

further ebbing of the tide of British influence in the 

Middle East 11 , 21 whi le the New Statesman scorned Mr . den 

for waiting too l ong and gaining nothing by the protracted 

negoti a tions . 22 The New Statesman was alone i n this 

denunciation , as all the other papers bel i eved that the 

talks had been conducted skilfully . 23 

****** 

20 • T, L. Ed ., 13 . 2 . 53 ; MG , L. Ed ., 13 . 2 . 53 ; & MG , L. Ed ., 
16 . 2 . 53 . 

21 • E , L. Art ., 21 . 2 . 53 . 
22 . 

23 . 

NS, Art ., 21 . 2 . 53 ; cf . earli er questioning of Mr . 
•den ' s pol i cy, NS , C., 7 . 2. 53 . 
T, 1;Ea ., 1 3 . 2 . 53; MG , L. Ed ., 13 . 2 . 53; ST , L. Ed., 
15 . 2 . 53 ; & E, L.Art ., 21 . 2. 53 . 
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7. To wards an Agreement on the Suez Canal Zone, 1953. 

We have explained tha t one of the motivating 
., 

factors behind the coup d'etat of 1952 was the desire to 

free Egypt of Great Britain . Although Britain had ceased 

to take an active part in Egypt's internal affairs after 

World War II, the presence of British troops in the Suez 

Canal Zone wa s inhibiting and could only be interpreted by 

the nationalists as a limitation on gypt's independence.1 

As above, Egypt had gone to the United Nations in 1947, 

both in regard to the Sudan question, and also because she 

claimed Britain was remaining on her territ ory against the 

will of t he gyptian pe ople. These same pres sures had 

led to the abrogation of the 1936 Anglo-Egyptian Treaty at 

the end of 19 51, and to a series of disturbances directed 

aga inst the British troops, which culmina ted in rioting 

and arson in Cairo on January 26, 1952 ( 11 Bl ack Saturday") . 

Britain's conc ern to remain in Egypt after ¥orld War II 

was conditioned by t h e fact that she regarded Russia as a 

threat not only to Europe but to the Middle East as well . 2 

She was eager the refore to retain a strategic base in the 

Middle East, and to organise a Middle East defence 

organisation against any Russi an advance . The Suez Canal 

Base, huge, developed, and stocked with enormous quantities 

1 • See Albert Hourani , "The Anglo-Egyptian Agreement: Some 
Causes and Implications", The ],'Iiddle East Journal, IX 
(19 55) , pp .239-255 , and Toiii"Little, o'p.cTt ., p.239. 

2• See George Lenczowski, The Middle East in World Affairs, 
(New York, 1956), p . 415-. - -- -
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of arms and equipment, was regarded by Britain as 

indispensable, but the climate of opinion in Egypt after 

the Free Officers' coup was such that a reopening of 

negotiations in the near future was unavoidable. 

*** 

"In theory, relations should be easier 
once the Sudan question is settled, 
but in practice the ~gyptian Cabinet 
is likely to prove far less tractable 
on the subject of the Canal Zone." 3 

This prediction, made by The Sunday Times in 

December, 1952, proved not to be an empty one. 

After the Anglo-Egyptian Agreement on the Sudan was 

signed in February 1953, the way, was clear to begin talks 

about the Suez Canal Base, and all the papers were anxious 

fo r a quick settlement. 4 But the talks were broken off 

in the middle of March because Egypt insisted vociferously 

that Britain must first withdraw from the Suez Canal Zone 

and then discussions could be conducted about Egypt 's 

part in Middle East defence (Britain regarded these as 

two inseparable aspects of the ' same issue). Egypt's point 

of view was not taken graciously by The Times and The 

Economist, 5 both of which strongly advised Egypt to join a 

Middle East Defence Organisation such as Britain and America 

3 • ST, N.I., 14.12.52 . 
4 • T, L.Ed., 18.2. 53 ; MG , L.Ed., 16.2.53; ST, L.N.I., 

15.2.53; & E, L.Art., 21.2.53. 
5 • T, •d ., 24.3.53; , L.Art., 21.2.53; , N., 21.3.53; 

E, N., 28.3.53; & E, Art., 18.4.53, Cairo Correspondent. 
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were contemplating . 6 Vhilst The Economist argued that 

Britain had an 11 almost impregnable legal case" for 

remaining in Egypt , 7 The Sunday Ti~ was morE? acutely aware 

that Egypt was in a stronger bargaining position than 

Britain,as the moral and political reasons fot the latter's 

remaining in Suez were seen to be weak as compared with 

those for withdrawa1 . 8 

The papers recognised that ther e was considerable 

weight to Egypt's insistance that the British soldiers had 

little right t o be on her territory. (The 1936 Treaty 

allowed a British garrison of 10 , 000 men ; in 1952 there 

were over 80 , 000 British soldiers in Suez) . The papers all 

came to advocate a British vdthdrawal , on the proviso that 

a skeleton staff should remain on the base to maintain it, 

so that it could be brought back into service in the event 

of Russian aggression . 9 The main arguments in favour 

of a withdrawal were first that the Suez Canal ~ase only 

had strategic value if the Egyptian s were co-operative (and 

they patently were not so disposed) , and furthermore , the 

1936 Treaty would at any rate be open for revision in 1956 

6 , T, L. Ed ., 18 . 2 . 53 ; T, Ed . , 24 . 3 . 53; & E, N., 28 . 2. 53 . 
7 • E, N., 16 . 5 . 53 . 
S. ST , L. N. I ., 15 . 2 . 53 . 
9 • T, Ed ., 12 . 5 . 53; MG, L. Ed ., 1 2. 5. 53; MG, d . , 13 . 5. 53; 

ST , L. N. I. , 15 . 2 . 53; E, N., 28 . 2. 53; NS, Art . , 24 .1 . 53, 
R. H. S. Crossmann; NS, Art . , 21 . 2 . 53; NS , C., 14 . 3 . 53; 
NS , C • , 9 • 5 • 5 3 ; NS , L. d • , 16 • 5 • 5 3 ; & NS , Art • , 8 • 8 • 5 3 , 
King sley Martin; and later , E, N., 3 .10 . 53. 
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when Britain could not hope for a renewal of her occupation 

rights on the present basis . Evacuate yes; but a firm 

stand had to be taken in safeguarding the upkeep of the 

base, for vdthout a clear understanding . no vtlthdrawal would 

be acceptable. 10 Amidst all this agreement, we need only 

remark that the left-wing New Statesman was the strongest 

advocate of an early evacuation, and the right-wing Sunday 

Times wa s most adamant in it's case for a "firm stand" on 

, the terms of withdrawal . 
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A sense of urgency wa s in the air , for none of the 

papers believed that delay would work to Britain ' s advantage .11 

Colonel Nasser indicated in April 1953 his willingness to 

allow British t echnicians to remain on the base after an 

evacuation, coming thereby a fair distance to meet the 

British negotiators , and so there were reasonable grounds 

to expect a successful conclusion. 12 The talks were 

resumed at the end of April , but were broken off ten days 

later by Colonel Nasser when the British refused at the 

outset to agree in principle to a number of points, including 

the intention to withdraw completely. The press wer e 

genuinely disappointed at this set-back, 13 but on account of 

lO. T, Ed ., 5 .1. 53; T, L. Ed ., 16 . 4. 53; T, L.Ed., 8 . 5 . 53; 
T, Ed • , 18. 5 • 5 3 ; ST, L. N. I • , 15 • 2 . 5 3 ; ST, ~ • ,,· • ?9. 3 • 5 3 , 
Scrutator; ST, Art., 17. 5.53, Scrutator; E, L. Art., 
21 • 2 • 5 3 ; E , . N • , 2 8. 2 • 5 3 ; E, N • , 21 . 3 • 5 3 ; & NS , Art . , 
1.8.53, King sley Martin . 

ll . T, L. Ed ., 16.4.53; MG, L.Ed., 28 . 4 . 53; ST, Art., 29.3 . 53, 
Bcrutator; E, N., 21 . 3 . 53; E, N., 28 . 3 . 53; & NS , C., 
14.3.53. 

12. 

13. 
T, L. Ed ., 16 . 4.53; 
T , L • Ed • , 8 • 5 • 5 3 ; 
& E, N., 16 . 5 . 53 . 

then T, L. Ed ., 18.9.53; & E, N., 26 . 9 . 53. 
MG, L.Ed., 12 . 5. 53; ST, N.I ., 10.5 . 53; 



~olonel Nasser's militancy they saw little prospect of 

pursuing the talks at that juncture . 14 This inauspicious 

beginning set the tone for what was to be almost two years 

of protracted negotiat i ons, which were .forever being resumed , 

and broken off and revived again , sometimes officially and 

at other times informally . 

Obstacles persisted , and in 1953 the two parties 

came no nearer to agreement for various reasons (see below , 

section 7) . The papers were impat i ent for positive results , 15 

and before each resumption of the talks , they were hopeful 

and optimistic, and t h en bitter , when they col l apsed . 

Cor r espondingly , every time the talks were called off, a 

sense of frustration during the subsequent weeks was 

~Yident in the press . In accounting for the failures , 

they blamed the British Government for i ts uncompromising 

attitude , 16 just as mucih as they objected to the bellicose 

speeches frequently made by Egyptian leaders . 17 

It was claimed that most of the trouble l ay in the 

Egyptian suspicions of British go od- faith , and also in the 

fact that the junta were in a difficult pos i tion as they 

dared not appear in the eyes of the Egyptian public to 

14 . 
1 5 . 

16 . 

17 . 

MG, loo . cit . ; ST , lee . cit .; & E, loo . cit . 
MG, L. Ed ., 31 . 7 . 53; ST , N. I. , 19 . 7 . 53; & NS , C., 1 . 8. 53; 
then T, L. Ed ., 18 . 9 . 53; ST , N. I ., 27 . 9 . 53; E, N. , 
26 . 9 . 53; & , N., 3. 10 . 53 . 
T, Ed ., 18 . 5 . 53; r,IG , L. Ed ., 12 . 5 . 53 ; 
28 . 3 . 53; NS , L. Ed ., 16 . 5 . 53; NS, C. , 
Art. , 1 . 8 . 53 , King sley Martin . 
T, Ed ., 1 4. 7 . 53; MG , Ed ., 12 .10 . 53; 
Scrutator; ST, N. I . , 25.10 . 53; & NS, 

NS, L . d . , 
30 . 5. 53; & NS, 

ST, Art . , 29 . 3, 5 3, 
c ., 23 . 5 . 53 . 
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make concessions to Bri tain . 18 It was, therefore, up to 

Britain to conduct the negotiations with the utmost care 

in order that they should not fall through .19 In all this 

The Sunday Times was mo st harsh on the _Egyptians , while the 

New Statesman was most critical of the Conservative 

Government . In the middle of the summer a British airman 

disappeared , and General Festing , who was in charge of the 

Suez Base , sent a message to the Egyptian sub- governor of 

Ismailia threatening reprisals . Because of the already 

delicate situation and Egyptian sensitivity, thi s threat 

was greeted with dismay by the papers , who saw in it a 

psychological blunder . 20 It was significant that The 

Sunday Times al one remained silent , having urged two months 

previously : 
"Let us hope .... that i f General Negui b ' s 

Gov ernment insi st s on attacking us we - 21 
shall not shrink from defendi ng ourselves . 11 

At t hi s time , the United States entertained a 

s i milar int erest to that of Great Britain in a Middle East 

defence organisation . Although most of the papers 

regarded the talks over the Suez Canal Base as a purely 

Bri tish affair , The Economist and the New Statesman did feel 

that America should use her influence t o bring ab out an 

18 . E, Art ., 18 . 4. 53 , Cairo Correspondent; ST , Art ., 17 . 5 . 53, 
Scrutator; & ST , N. I., 9 . 8 . 53. 

19 . T, 1 . Ed ., 16 . 4 . 53 ; MG, L. Ed . , 31 . 7 . 53; & E, N.' 26 . 9 . 53 . 
20 . T, Ed ., 14 . 7 . 53; 

& NS , 18 . 7 . 53 . 
MG , d . ' 14 . 7 . 53 ; E, N • ' 18 . 7 . 53 ; 

21 · ST , Art ., 17 . 5. 53 , Scrutator . 
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22 agreement, perhaps with some persuasive dollars. However, 

because they had little faith in Mr. Dulles, and because 

Ame r ica seemed to be siding with Egypt in the dispute , 

neither belieVied tha t in fact she would contribute much to 

a solution . 23 The Economist even ascribed "an important 

part of the blame for failure" to the American representatives 

in Cairo for "exaggerating the unwillingness of the Eisenhower 

Administration to act in support of the British. 1124 

22 . 

23 . 
24 . 

****** 

E, N., 21 . 3 . 53; & NS, C., 23 . 5 . 53; cf . ST, Art ., 
17 . 5 . 53 , Scrutator (need for Anglo-American understanding) . 
E, L.Art., 21 . 2 . 53; NS , C. , 9 . 5.53; & NS , C., 30 . 5 . 53 . 
· , N ., 16 . 5 . 53 . 
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8. The Anglo-Egyptian Agreement on the Suez Canal Zone, 
October 19 , 1954. 

"Because differences between Britain and .Egypt 
over the future of the Canal Zone have been 
narrowed to a couple of cru9ial points, it 
would be unwise to assume that a settlement 
is to be expected in a matter of weeks. 11 1 

Nothing could have been nearer the truth than this 

statement in The Economist at the end of 1953. During 19 54, 

t he Anglo-Egyptian negot i a tions assumed the same 

characteristics as those of 1953, and identical opinions 

were expressed in each of the papers about them . 

By autumn 1953 there were only two issues still 

outstanding . The first concerned the conditions under which 

Britain would be entitled to reactivate the Suez Canal Base: 

the British desired permission to reactivate the base in 

the event of an attack on Turkey or on Iran, although they 

would settle for aggression against Turkey by i tself; the 

Egyptians were unwilling to allow either concession. The 

second concerned the British technicians who would remain to 

keep the base in good order: should they be permitted to 

wear British army uniforms , as Britain desired , or not? 

The Egyptians argued that to permit technicians to remain in 

British army uniforms was tantamount to maintaining the 

status quo (i.e. British soldiers on Egypti an soil), and 

therefore was unacceptable . The f irst difficulty was seen 

to be a real po int at is sue, but the second struck the 

1 · E, Art., 21.11.53; cf. ST , L.Art., 31.1.54, J . B.S£ade~ 
B.aker ; E, N., 27.2.54; E, Art ., 6 . 3. 54; & • , N., 

3. 4. 54 . 
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papers as being almost absurd , for they could scarcely 

understand how it could not be solved: after all , what did 

it matter if' British civilians, or British sol·diers in 
' 

mufti under a civilian authority , maintained the base? 2 

Once again the papers continued to advocate a 

British withdrawa1 , 3 and likewise on carefully specified 

terms. 4 Over the winter of 1953/54 the talks remained in 

abeyance whilst the R.C.C. was pre-occupied with affairs at 

home. As has been explained above (see Section 4) there 

had been growing discontent among vari ous sectors of the 

Egyptian public and also dis cord within the junta itself; 

Colonel Nasser could not return to the negotiations until 

the middle of March , 1954 (after the "summer cloud"). 

This long hiatus served only to aggravate the 

papers' impatience, and pleas I for a resumption were 

frequent. 5 During this period the junta encouraged guerrilla 

attacks on and killings of British soldiers, in order to 

divert the public's attention from internal difficulties , 

and also to emphasise for the sake of the Bri t ish that the 

Canal Zone Base ' s utility was contingent on Egyptian co-

t . 6 opera 1.on. These attacks made the British for their part 

2 • T, L. Ed ., 23.1.54; rm, Ed., 9 .2. 54; 
& E, L.Art., 21.ll. 5J ; also later T, 

3 • T, L.Ed., 23.1.54; L'l:G , Ed ., 26 . 3 . 54; 
E, N., 19.12.53; & NS , 5 .12. 53 . 

4 • T, L. d ., 23.1.54; · G, Ed ., 12 . 3.54; 
5 • T, d ., 17.12.53; T, L. d ., 23.1.54; 

IG , Ed ., 26 . 3 . 54; ST, L • .i:.d., 7.2.54; 
E, N., 19.12. 53; NS , L.Ed., 5 .1 2 . 53; 
NS , C., 13.3.54; & NS , C., 3.4.54. 

6 · See Tom Little , op . cit., p.244. 

ST, N.I., 25 .10 . 53; 
Ed., 7.7.54. 

MG , L. Ed., 7.6.54; 

& MG, Ed • , 2 6 • 3 • 5 4 . 
1'IG , d ., 26 .1. 54; 
ST, L. d., 14.3.54; 
NS , Art., 6 . 3 . 54; 
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unwilling to proceed with the talks, for they were 

rel uctant to negotiate under such condi t ions . Consequently , 

most of the papers condemned the gyptian s f or the outrages , 

putt ing the blame on t hem f or the halt in the proceedings . 7 

They advised the Egyptians that it would be to their 

advantage to come to a q_Jtlck settlement, and t herefore they 

should put an end to the attacks so that discussions might 
8 proceed . The New Statesman , however , bel i eved that the 

delays were the fault of the :Briti sh Government which in its 

eyes 1Na s unwil l ing to settle f or what it considere d to be the 

best available term s . 9 This paper also claimed that the 

Egyptians were actually willing to sign an agr eement there 

and then , 10 whi le the other papers did not detect any hopeful 

signs in the Egypt i an at titude until the summer of 1954. 

I n March , 1954, a n abortive attempt was made t o 

recommence the talks at the poi nt where they had been left 
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off . 1hen this attempt failed , the re actions of The Tuanchester 

Guardian conf licted with those of The Economist : the f ormer 

tho ught that Mr . Ed en was wrong to suspend the talks as the 

guerrilla act i vities wo uld not cease during a further 

waiting period , 12 whil st the l a tter agreed with Mr . Eden 

7. 

8 ... 

T, L. Ed ., 23 .1 . 54; T, Ed ., 25 . 3. 54; Iv G, Ed ., 26 .1 . 54; 
MG , Ed ., 26 . 3 . 54 ; & ST , L. Art ., 31 .1 . 54 , J . :S . Sl ade-:Saker ; 
then later, NG, L. Ed ., 7 . 6 . 54 . 
T, Ed ., 2,5. . 3. 54; ST , Art ., 31 .1 . 54 , J . :S . Slade- :Saker; & 
E , N • , 27 . 3 . 5 4. 

9 . NS, Art ., 30 .1 . ~4 , R. H. S. Crossmann; NS , Art ., 6 . 3. 54; 
& NS , L. Ed ., 17 . 7 . 54; cf . a lso , MG , L.Ed ., 7 . 6. 54 . 

lO . NS , Art ., 30 .1 . 54 , R. H. S. Crossmann; & NS, Art ., 6. 3 . 54 . 
ll . MG, L. Ed ., 7 . 6. 54 ; & ST , N.I., 4. 7 . 54. 
12 • MG, Ed ., 26 . 3 . 54 . 



that there was no point in continuing in the face of such 

threats . 13 ntreaties for a resuscitation of the talks 

became prominent once again by the beginning bf the summer . 14 

The talks were resumed in July and 11 Heads of 

Agreement" were initialled on July 27 , 1954 . The terms of 

this agreement (which were yet to be worked out in precise 

detail) specified that British troops would leave Egypt 

within twenty months of signing the final agreement , that 

British civilian contractors wo uld maintain the base for 

seven years , and that the base could be reactivated during 

this time in the event of an attack on any of the Arab 

League countries or on Turkey . All the paper s greeted 

the initialling of these principles with relief , but could 

not understand why they had not been r eached much earlier 

(as the New Sta t esman had persistent ly demanded ) . 15 The 

Times and The Sunday Time s were pleased wi th the terms which 

they did not consi de r a blo w to British prestige . 16 The 

Manchester Guardian and The Economist were hesitant about 

it , pointing out that Britain had had to give way to most 

of Egyp t ' s demands (partly because of ~gyptian terrorist 

activities) and had little assurance that the agreement 

would work as it still was dependent on gyptian go odwill . 17 

13 • E , N. , 27 . 3 . 54 . 
14 • T, L. Ed ., 7 . 7 . 54; 
15 • MG, Ed ., 28. 7 . 54; 
16 • T, L. Ed ., 28 . 7 . 54 ; 
17 • MG, L. Ed ., 29 . 7 . 54; 

MG, Ed ., 7.6 . 54; & ST, Ed ., 27 . 6 . 54 . 
& ST , Ed ., 1 . 8 . 54; cf . T, Ed. , 23.7 . 54 . 

& ST , Art ., 1 . 8. 54, J . B. Slade-Baker . 
& E, Art ., 31 . 7 . 54 . 
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The New Statesman greeted the terms in a matter of fact way 

since it had expected little else. 18 In all f airness,The 

Times too reco gnised that the proposed agreeme~t would s t and 

or fall on Egyptian co-operation, and therefore suggested 

that such steps as could be taken to improve Anglo- gyptian 

relations should be taken . 19 

The final agreement was eventually signed on 

October 19 , 1954 in Cairo, without substantial change to the 

"Heads of Agreement" initialled in July. However , by this 

point The Times and The anchester Guardi an had exchanged 

their attit udes towards it. The former now cla imed that 

notable concessions had been made to Egypt i an nationalist 

feel ing , 20 and the latter had swung in favour of the 

agreement "provided it can be made to work" ; 21 both these 

papers reiterated that the agreement required effort by 

Egypt . 22 The conomist and the New Statesman for their 

parts were far from enthusiastic about it . 23 

Thus after two years of bargaining the Anglo-

gypt ian Agreement was signed and the last British troops 

were to leave Egypt exactly t wenty years after the 1936 

Treaty . The deadlock had been broken in July by two factors : 

18 • NS , Art • , 31 • 7 • 5 4 • 
19. 

20. 
21. 
22 . 
23 . 

T, L. Ed ., 31 . 7 . 54; 
J3aker . 
T, Ed ., 20 .10 . 54 . 
MG, L.Ed., 21 .10 . 54 . 

also ST, Art ., 1.8. 54 , J.B. Slade-

T, loo.cit.; MG, lee.cit. 
E, N., 23 .10 . 54; & N , C., 23 .10 . 54 . 
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namely: an American offer of possible financial aid to 

Egypt on the conclusion of an agreement, whic~ persuaded 

the gyptians to speed up negotiations; and the fact that 

Russia now possessed the hydro gen bomb; a consideration 

which convinced Britain of the diminished significance of 

a Middle East military base . 24 

****** 

24 • For context units and their inten sity rating s of this 
and the preceeding sectiom see pp . 199 , 200 & 201 . 
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9. Summary and Conclusions. 

I The coup d'etat by the Free Officers in July 1952 
I • had overthrown a regime for which Great Brit ai~ had no love . 

This regime had been headed on the one side by a fickle 

monarch who commanded no one's respect either in gypt or 

abroad - certainly not in Britain, and by polit icians on 

the other side who were infamously corrupt. Both the King 

and the politicians had in the past consistently obstructed 

a settlement of outstanding points between Bri tain and 

Egypt. All the papers therefore approved of the coup and 

later of its stated obje~tives . They were deceived into 

believing that the junta's leader was General Neguib, who 

in any event showed considerable abil ity and political 

wisdom . When on September 7, 1952 he assumed the post of 

Prime Minister there were some murmurings about the possible 

consequences of this act , but these were not loud enough 

to drown the wider appl ause which the papers were giving 

the junta in its early months! 

1lith the elimination of the former order a new 

prospect of settling the questi ons of the Sudan and the 

Suez Canal Zone Base presented itself, and all the papers 

urged the Government to grasp it . They were encouraged 

when in November 1952 General Neguib , backed by his 
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Cabinet, acknowledged the Sudan's right to self-determination, 

enabling negotiations to open amicably. The talks lasted 

some three months , at the end of whicn an agreement was 



signed that hardly satisfied all British requirements, 

p~rticularly in regard to the Southern Sudanese. The papers 

were mixed in their reception of it . The Sunday Times was 

most enthusiastic , perhaps because it had feared that 

Britain might have suffered a greater loss of prestige, and 

The Times and The Manchester Guardian greeted it quietly 

with reticence moderate d-with relief . The Economist was 

most obviously disenchanted, giving further evidence of 

its rightist leanings in foreign af fairs, similar to those 

evinced during the Palestine problem a few years earlier. 

The New Statesman on the other hand , faithful to its left­

wing commitment was as eager in the Sudan question as it 

had been ill the Palestine problem (and as it was to be 

regrorofu.g the Suez Canal Zone) , for a reduction in British 

imperial interests and an early withdrawal . Therefore it 

only remained for this paper to reprimand the Government 

for not reaohing the agreement sooner . 

Two months later, in April 1953, talks began on 

the Suez Canal Base. These talks were to extend over the 

next eighteen months, and to be punctuated with fre quent 

deadlocks and sto ppages , even t hough there was no great 

distance from the very beginning between the respective 

demands of Great Britain and Egypt. The British negotiators 

were uncompromising on instruction from Whitehall, and the 

Egypt•ians could not give the talks their undivided attent ion 

for they were confronting difficulties at home , as various 

groups within the Egyptian public were becoming disgruntled 
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with the new reg ime . The Egyptians pricked the British 

soldiers in Suez with guerrilla activities to the annoyance 

of the British Government and al so of the press~ who, 

gradually lost their patience with the junta. After a year 

in power the junta had not progressed far vdth its social 

and economic reforms (in spite of its good intentions), 

and seemingly was willing to procrastinate over a Suez 

Zone agreement while it sniped at British soldiers on the 

base. The Manchester Guardi an took the lead in critici sing 

the junta , but very shortly the other papers were close 

behind it in their remarks. Their re-appraisal of the 

junta was vindicated by internal conflicts within the 
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group in the spring of 1954 , when Colonel Nasser emerged as 

its real leader and General Neguib became a pawn in his hands . 

The Suez Canal Zone Agreement was eventually brought 

into sight of conclusion by the ini tialling of "Heads of 

Agreement" in July 1954 . The 'gyptians had by their 

tactics gained most of their demands , and no matter what 

The Sunday Times said in support of the Government, the 

other papers (including The Times) were not convinced that 

Br i tain had emerged as well as gypt. The proposed terms 

suffered from one major inadequacy; namely, the fact that ­

for the agreement to work it required a large measure of 

co-o peration from a reg ime which the press no longer had 

reason to trust , becaus e it had not shown itself to be 

stable or above using violence against .the British to 

further its own aims . 



The R.C . C. continued under Colonel Nasser's 

direction to oppose .all elements which miJht hav e offere d 

resi s t a nce to it. Some of the s e el ement s, sue~ as the 

Comm unists and the iloslem Brethren, were equally unpalatable 

to the British press, and so they could support the measures 

taken against them, but in the broader aspect the motives 

behind tlh:ese suppres sions and behiruffi. the others which also 

took place , were at odds with the initial aims of the Free 

Officers and repugnant to British ideals of freedom and 

democracy, which were treasur ed most sincerely by The 

Manchester Guardian . We do not intend to imply that the 

other papers did not cherish these ideals too , for they 

did and they joined The Manchester Guardian in deprecating 

the junta's contravention of them. Howeve r , the other 

papers necessarily orientated their judgments in terms of 

what they thought of the British Government and how far 

the R. C. C. vms co-operating with it. It would appear that 

The Manchester Guardian could be rather more independent and 

fai t hful to its liberal ideals, just because the Liberal 

Party was not a great force in Parliament , and the paper 

was not bound to support Her Majesty 's Government or 

Opposition . 

The Suez Agreement was finally signed in Octob:e:r, 

1954, to the press 's reiterated observation that it depended 

entirely on the Egyptians . The crushing of more elements 

within Egyptian society by the junta had not increased the 

papers' confidence in it, and when General Neguib was at 
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long last removed from office, this was greeted as the 

logical conclusion of all the measures leading up to it. 

The Manchester Guardian was the first to draw a parallel 

between Colonel Nasser and Hitler , an a~alogy which two 

years later was popularly held to be accurate in Britain 

(see below, The Suez Crisis, Chapter III). 1 

To our mind, the British press missed the real 
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import of the Suez Base Agreement. This agreement, depriving 

Great Britain of the opportunity of stationing a large body 

of troops in the Middle East, marked the end of a long 

period of British dominati on ill the area . Certainly since 

the close of World War I Britain had been the undisputed 

master in the Middle East , and she had always been in a 

position to defend her mastery manfully . After the 

agreement with Egypt in 1954 this was no longer the case . 

The press reported and commented on the negotiations 

leading up to this agreement wi thout any vivid interest. 

Consequently, the significant feat ures of their presentation 

of the talks and the concomitant events in Egypt are , in a 

sense, negative ones. Column lengths of news are not very 

great , nor were the papers replete with opinions and 

judgments. 2 Such as were offered, were spread thinly 

throughout the two and a half years of the crisis, and 

1 • See Albert Hourani , "The Middle East and the Crisis of 
1956", St. , :An~ony ' s Paperst (IV), :niiddle Easterm. 
Affairs, N.I, (London, 1958J, p . 11 . 

2 • For column lengths and recording units'totals see pp . 192 
and 194 . 



amounted in. total to less than those for both the other 

crises which extended over shorter time periods. 

this somewhat flat record of the events, 'there wa$ little 

diversification of opinion, and scarcely any burst of 

strong feeling from the five papers examined. · All 

received the coup d'etat favourably at first , and lost 

faith in it at approximately the same time. With the 

exception of The Sunday Times, none were very happy about 

the two agreements signed with Egypt during the period. 

All came to criticise the regime for more or less the same 

reasons, and such differences as existed were in emphasis 

rather than of kind . 

********** 
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1. 

CHAPT R III 

THE SUEZ CRISIS, ].Q56 - 1957 

Background until October 29 , 1956. 

107. 

From the signing of the Anglo-Egyptian Agreement on the 

uez Canal Zone at the end of 1954 until the summer of 1956, 

attempts had been made by Great Britain to improve glo-

~gyptian relations in an effort to put them on a more solid 

basis of friendship than before, but these attempts had failed .1 

•gypt , unwi.lling to commit herself wholeheartedly to the 1/est 

(and to Britain in particular) , had preferred to conduct a 

policy of neutrality, which in effect amoun~ed to pl aying the 

f/estern powers off against the oviet bloc, both to gypt ' s 

own material advantage . By this policy she gained , in 

addition to aid coming from the \fest , extensive financial 

credit and many technical advisors from Russia, plus large 

supplies of arms from Czechoslovakia. 

gypt had begun to extend her influence within the 

Arab 1vorld , making vigorous efforts to assume complete 

leadership of it, by sending agents in all directions who 

preached against the 11 ·,1estern imperialists", and for the 

unity of the Arab cause. 2 At home ogypt was still beset 

with economic problems which had not yet been fundai;p.entally 

changed by any of the new r~gime's efforts since 1 952 . The 

1 • Little, op.cit., p .280 . "By the spring of 1956 the British 
and gypt ian Government thoroughly disliked each other ." 

2 • Sir Anthony ~den, Full Circle (London, 1960), p . 421 . 
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limited results of the junta's attempt at land reform had 

demonstrated that gypt's basic problem of a population 

out-stepping her economic growth could only be' arrested by 

so me v a st and i maginative programme wh i9h woul d radical ly 

alter and enlarge her economy. Such a scheme suggested 

itself in the proposal to buil d a high dam at Aswan on t he 

Upper Nile in order to enlarge greatly the area of irrigated 

l and in Egypt. The pro posed dam would be very costly, far 

beyond the capacity of gypt to finance it herself . She 

t herefore turned to the outside world for assistance and 

by February , 1956 secured from the United States , Gr eat 

Britain and the orld Bank in concert , promises of a loan 

to the value of 270 million dollars towards the building 

of the dam . This loan was conditional on guarantees that 

Egypt would give the pr o ject priority in her budgetary 

planning (for at the time the larger part of her income was 

devoted to military expenditure) , that contracts would be 

awarded on a competitive basi s , and that aid would not be 

accepted from the Soviet bl oc (for Russia had also offered 

to assist Egypt in building the dam) . 

No satisfactory assurances on the se points were 

forthcoming from Egypt, whilst the United States and 

Britain became increasingly more aware of Russian influence 

in gypt and all the more dubious about the abilit ies of 

the gyptians to carry out the project successfully . On 

July 19 , 1956 Mr . John Foster Dulles, the Americ an Secreta ry 



of State, withdrew the United States' offer of assistance 

for these reasons, and a day later Great Britain followed 

suit. President Nasser turned next to ~he Russians who 

informed him on July 22 that they too were unwilling to 

finance the dam . 

These reverses could not have come at a worse time 

for President Nasser . He was then conferring with President 

Tito and Mr. Nehru at Brioni, and was ill-disposed to have 

his prestige so affronted. Likewise in gypt itself all 

depended on the success of the Aswan dam project for 

without it the country and his own position would be in 

jeopardy. In retaliation President Nasser announced on 

July 26 that the Suez Canal would be nationalised by gypt , 

and that the income from the Canal tolls would be devoted 

to financing the Aswan dam. This declaration was greeted 

with jubilation in gypt , but vdth extreme apprehension in 

the West , especially by the British who wer,e the biggest 

users of the Canal and who regarded the Canal as one of 

the most important links in their economy, and by the 

French who had built the Suez Canal in the first instance 

and who had long wielded the controlling influence in its 

administration. It must be noted at this point that France 

as well entertained no love for gypt as the latter was 

encouraging the rebels in Al geria an d inciting them against 

France . 

There ,as a storm of protest aga i n st Egypt , not so 
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much over the legality of the act of nationalisation but 

because of the wider implications of that act . 3 The 

Constantinople Convention of 1888 had stipulated that the 

canal was an international waterway and that it was to 

remain open to ships of all flags "for· all time . " Britain 

and France considered it imperative that guarantees should 

be obtained ensuring that these conditions would be 

fulfilled by "gypt . They immediately sought to bring 

economic pressures to bear on gypt and also contemplated 

the use of force against her. 4 America was quick to join 

in the economic restrictions placed on gypt , but at the 

same time I.Ir . Dulles made it clear that the United States 

would be unwilling to use armed force against Egypt. The 

Americans were anxious to keep the Suez Canal issue free 

from any suggestion of a parallel in the Panama Cana1 . 5 

On August 16 a conference of the original 

signatories of the 1888 Constantinople Convention plus the 

principal users of the Suez Canal was convened in Lancaster 

House (London) by Great Britain, France and the United 

States. Twenty-two nations were represented including 

Russia, but excluding gypt , who declined the invita t ion to 

attend. t this conference a lan put forward by Mr. Dulles 
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3 • For an account of reactions to the nationalisation of the 
uez Canal and subsequent events until October 29, 1956, 

see S. J . v/einberger , "The uez Canal Issue 1956", Itiddle 
astern ffairs VIII (1957), p . 46-57 . Also note, both The 

Bconomist and the New Statesman conceded that gypt was - ­
entitled to territorial control of the Suez Canal; 
L. Art., 18 . 5. 57; & N , Art ., 27.10 . 56, G. D. H. Cole . 

4 • Sir Anthony Eden, op . cit . , p.427 . "From the start we had 
to prepare to back u our remonstrances with military action . 11 

5 • Sir Anthony ~den, op . cit ., p . 435 . 



was, after slight modifica tion , accepted by seventeen of 

the nations present, though notably opposed by Russia. Mr. 

Menzies of Australia was authorised by the conference to go 

to President Nasser and lay before him .the plan which 

anticipated an international board that "would be established 

by treaty and associated with the United Nations" to 

administer the canal . Mr . tenzies met President Nasser on 

September 3, and although talks proceeded for six days, it 

was obvious that gypt would not accept any such proposals 

which she regarded as infringements on her sovereignty. 

Ten days later Britain and France convened ~nether 

conference to create a "Suez Canal Users ' Association" (SCU ) 

in order to collect Canal tolls , for they had refused to 

pay canal dues to gypt as was now required. A week previous 

Sir Anthony den had insisted that , if Egypt refused 

admittance to the canal to ships of the SCUA nations, force 

to gain entry would be resorted to , but at the conference 

on September 19 Mr . Dulles again stressed that the United 

States would not consent to the use of force. For the time 

being the Users ' Association could not be effective, as it 

had no means of compelling ..-:\gypt to comply with its wishes . 

A second attempt to accord it some power to enforce its 

demands was again frustrated on October 2, when Mr. Dulles 

reiterated that America would not be party to an attack on 

Egypt . Recognising that a minatory SCUA without American 

support could have no coercive power, Britain and France 

then placed their complaints before the United Nations 
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Security Council on October 12, where little was achieved 

due to a Russian veto, other than securing the acceptance of 

six principles, namely, 

"free and open transit [in the Canal], 
respect for Egypt's sovereignty , 
' insulation of the Canal from the 
politics of any one country ', tolls and 
charges to be fixed by agreement between 
~gypt and the users , the allotment of a 
fair proportion of dues for development , 6 
and the settlement of disputes by arbitration . 11 

At this st age gypt was required to take the initiative by 

indicating how she intended to comply with these principles . 

Her attempts to meet SCUA were quashed by Britain and France 

on October 23 , when these two countries stated that gypt's 

new proposals were too vague to warrant discussion . 

Duri ng these months tensions h a d baen steadily 

building up in the State of Israel . 7 These tensions sprung 

f r om the fact that the rab nations v,ere continuing their 

campaign against I srael with increased vehemence . Their 

activities were not confined to words; they had increased 

their stocks of arms and weapons by a cqui sitions from the 

Soviet bloc , the gypt i ans had stepped up the "fedayeen" 

raids , and on October 24 , 1956 a Unified .iili tary Command 

had been establi shed between Egypt , yria and Jordan with 

the express purpose of destroying Israel . The Israelis saw 

themselves isolated in the world , lacking any allies , except 

for France who was supplying quantities of arms (which in no 

6 • Tom Little , op . cit ., p . 298 . 
7 • See Walter Eytan , The First Ten Years, (London , 1958), 

pp . 129- 164 . 
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way matched those provided by the oviets to the rabs) . 

The nationalisation of the Su:B z Canal scarcely affected 

her , as gypt had prevented the passage through the Canal 
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of ships bound for Israel since 1951 . After the establishment 

of the Unified Military Command , Israel · telt that time v✓as 

cleaxly in the rabs ' favour , for the longer the status quo 

was mai ntained , the stronger and more united the Arabs would 

become and the more she v,ould suffer at the hands of the 

"fedayeen" . She therefore decided to take matte:r s into her 

ovm hands . Israel attacked gypt on October 29, 1956 , 

having mobilised her forces in s ecret four days earlier . 

*** 
In the days before the Israeli attack on Egypt the 

press was more concerned withe.rents in Hungary , where the 

first disturbances were reported on Octobe:r 23 , rather than 

vii th events in the Hiddle ast . iii thin the 1' iddle ast 

itself attentions were turned away from the uez Canal to 

the elections in Jordan which were held on Oc vober 21 and 

which resulted in a strongly anti-.lestern house (regarded 

by The L:ianchester Guardian as a victory for President Nasser) . 8 

There was little to say about the uez Canal , as matters 

were then in abeyance whi le CUA awaited gypt's next 

proposals . The anchester Guardian and The Economist did 

approve the Government ' s decision to go to the United 

Nations and also in the event for having at least had the 

"six principles" adopted . 9 The conomist revealed something 

S. I.IG, d . , 25 .10 . 56 . 
9 • r,IG , d ., 24 .10 . 56;& L, Art . , 20 .10 . 56 . 



of the regard in which President Nasser was popularly held 

throughout the country by describing him as a "menace" ;10 

The Ii an chester Guardian could not understand why 20, 000 

11 soldiers on reserve had just been reca~led, and the New 

Statesman put forward the hypothesis that: 

"the real object of the French and 
British governments is to overthrow 
Nasser as a dangerous potential ally 
of the oviet Union against the 
7estern bloc ." 12 

Most interesting was the New tatesman's concern 

for Israel which was not matched in any of the other papers. 

The New Statesman published a leading editorial on October 

20 and then a long article the following week warning of the 

possibility of an imminent conflagration on Israel's borders, 

and stigmatising the Government for "the bankruptcy of our 

policy towards the rab-Israeli conflict'', especially as 

114. 

Israel was "the one lliddle Eastern tate to share our values . 1113 

It abused President Nasser for barring Israeli ships from 

the Suez Canal and called upon the Government to use strong 

action against this expedient •1 4 The Iv anchester Guardian 

agreed with this paper that the user nations of the Canal 

should endeavour to reach a settlement with ~gypt which 

assured all countries freedom of passage , although it stressed 

that time would not be in the user nations' favour. 15 

10 . 

11 . 
, loc .c;i t. 

IG , loc.cit. 

****** 

12 • NS , Ant., 27 .10 . 56 , G.D.H.Cole. 
13 • N , L.Ed., 20.10.56. 
1 4 • N 1 . t , OC • Cl • ; & NS, Art., 27.10 . 56, G.D. H.Cole. 
1 5 • :m, Ed ., 24 .10. 56; & NS , loc.cit. For context units and 

their intensity ratings of this section see~. 208. 



2. The Israeli tta:ok on gyEt z October 29 2 1956 until 
the Anglo-French Cease-Fire 2 November 7 2 1956. 

The Israeli attack on gypt , of 07tober 29, 1956, 

and the events of the next few days, which occurred so 

rapidly, had an electrifying effect upon the press . _ Until 

this date all attentions we re turned to Hungary where the 

situation was still grave and horrifying to the West; after 

this date it was almost as if nothing else was happening or 

mattered in the world. 

centre of the globe . 

The Middle ast had become the 

A glance at the figures of the column 

lengths of news-items devoted by the newspapers to the crisis 

will give some impression of the coverage that was devoted 

to the affair. 1 ,/hole pages, front pages included, carried 

nothing but news from Egypt, Sinai and Gaza, plus reports 

of the lengthy debates and statements being made at home and 

abroad about the crisis. The two daily newspapers published 

leading editorials with regard to the "Suez Affair 11 virtually 

every day during the first ·weeks, and sometimes even two 
2 editorials a day. The weekly papers gave similar coverage 

1. 

2. 

For column lengths of news-items of this and subsequent 
secti~ns, see p.206. 

The number of editorials published in The Times and The 
1anchester Guardian were:-

Oc{~6v. Dec. Jan. Feb. l ar . Apr. may Total 
1957 -

T. 18 6 5 6 7 8 5 55 
UG . 28 ll 8 6 9 8 2 72 

This represented a great increase of interest over the 
attention given to the last five months of the Palestine 
problem which was the most highly reported period of the 
other crises examined. The number of editorials in these 
papers then was : Jan. Feb. Mar . Apr. May. Total 

1948 
T. 
MG . 4 

4 
2 

5 
5 

3 
8 

5 
11 

17 
30 
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to the crisis; so likewise, in the first weeks after its 

outbreak, there wa s scarcely an article in them which did 

not refer to it in some way. The number of recording units 

for this crisis which covered (for our purpose) just seven 

months was greater than the number of ~ecording units for 

both the Palestine question (sixteen months) and the gyptian 

revolution (thirty months). 3 The positions of the various 

papers quickly emerged, and once established they were held 

to steadfastly throughout the period . 

All the papers agreed that Israel had been subject 

to strong provocation from the Arab nations. 4 There had 

been persistent threats to annihilate her; she had 

suffered from the "fedayeen" , and Egypt's olicy towards 

Israel in the uez Canal and the Gulf of Aqaba had been 

intolerable . But while the papers could sin0 le out Colonel 

Nasser as the "villain of the plot", for his policies 

towards Israel and his attitude towards the ~ve st, 5 and 

al though they could sympathise with Israel I s predicament, 

all of them, albeit reluctantly, as in the case of the New 
6 St a tesman, felt that Israel was wrong for attacking gypt 

3. The total number of ~cordint; units for the Suez Crisis 
cf . " " " 11 It Palestine 

problem was 
" " It " " " .r;gyptian 

Revolution 

was 

was 

691; 

456; 

473. 
4• T, L. d., 30 .10 . 56; T, L. d . , 31 . 10 . 56 ; MG , L. d., 30 . 10 .56 ; 

ST, L. d., 4 . 11 . 56; , rt . , 10 . 11.56; & N , rt . , 10 . 11 . 56. 
5 • T, L. ""d . , 31 .10 . 56; ST , L • .J!id . , 4 . 11.56; & ST, Art. , 4 . 11 . 56; 

Lt . Gen . Sir J . B. Glubb; (note Lt . Gen . Glubb had been dismissed 
by King Hussein of Jordan in May , 1956) . ~ , rt . , 3 .11 . 56, 
Cairo Correspondent (c abled 31 . 10 . 56); & , N., 10 . 11 . 56. 

6• N , L. •d ., 3 . 11 . 56; cf . later , NS, Art ., 24 . 11 . 56, Critic, 
( doubted" vthether Israel ' s resort to realpolitik was 
clever"). 



on October 29. 7 The Sunday Times alone tried to reason 

that although Israel may legally have been the aggressor, 

she could not in all fairness be held gutlty when her 

action was viewed against the wider context of Arab 
8 hostility for the past eight years. 

On October 30 Britain and France sent an ultimatum 

to Israel and gypt demanding an end to the hostilities 

under threat of joint Angl o-French intervention. Britain 
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and France on that day also vetoed two separate resolutions 

in the United Nations Secur ity Council demanding an immediate 

cease-fire between Israel and Egypt . On the next day, 

after gypt had rejected the Anglo-French ultimatum, the 

joint expedition against gypt was launched. Fighting 

ensued, and on November 3 Britain and France rejected 

another United ~ations' call for a cease- fire . They had 

given as the reason for their original intervention the 

desire to separate the combatants and to safeguard the 

Suez Canal ; now they argued that they could not relinquish 

their position until the United Nations set up a poli ce 

force which would be accepted by both Israel and gypt : 

until then they v1ould act on behalf of the United Nations . 

7 • T, L. Ed ., 30 . 10 . 56; (tho ugh this paper thought Israel 
would gain by the attack , since it . was "unthinkable [that] . 
the nations of the world will now allow her to be wiped 

8 . 

off the map"; T, L. 'T:'ld ., 12 . 11 . 56) . .G , L. d . , 30 . 10 . 56; 
!JG , d., 3 . 11 . 56;& NS, L. d ., 3 . 11 . 56; then much later 
Art ., 16.3.57 (commented on the damage done to Israel's 
economy as a result of the attack) , and a month later,. this 
paper described Israel as an "inevitable loser", as it could 
never get more than verbal sympathy as long as the Arabs 
possessed oil, pipelines, the Suez Canal and strategic bases; 
therefore Israel should not renew her war against Egypt; 

rt ., 6 . 4 . 57 . 

T, L. Ed ., 4 . 11 . 56 ; al so 1 at er , NS , L . • d • , 2 • 3 • 5 7 • 



Two days later Port ai d fell to Anglo-French paratroopers . 

On the next day Russia warned Britain and France that it 

would be prepared to use f or ce if the aggressi on did not 

cease , and on the followi ng day , November 7, Britain and 

France announced a cease- fire . By this .date , the Israelis 

had taken Gaza and the whole of the Si nai Peninsula; 

blockships had been sunk by Egypt i n the Suez Canal; the 

Anglo- French forces had totally destroyed the gyptian air­

force , ammunition dumps and bases ; and they had also 

118. 

advanced thirty miles south of Port Sai d along the Suez Canal . 

The reactions in the press to the Angl o-French 

ultimatum and subsequent action were emphatic and outspoken . 

All the papers , wi t h t h e s ole exception of the Conservative 

Sunday Times , were horrified by the Government ' s policy 

and cried out against it in no uncertain terms , for on 

every score they found it i ndefensible . The Times on the 

day of the Anglo- French intervention agreed with the 

Government ' s stated objectives , but clearly saw that the 

action was fraught with risks , and so requested that it 

should be strictly temporary and aimed only at stability in 

9 the area . Adey later this paper shifted its opi nion and 

joined in deprecating the action . The Sunday Times 

consistently supported the Government throughout . The other 

four papers ' remonstrances against the Government were 

mani fold . 

9 . T, L. d ., 31 . 10 . 56; cf . T, L. d. , 30 . 10 . 56, (wh en The 
Times tried to justify the nglo-French ultimatum in spite 
of the Tripartite Declaration of 1950) . 



The Anglo-French ultimatum was in their opinion 

totally illegal , and directly contravened the United 

Nations ' Charter. 1 0 The intervention on October 31 was 

described as a deliberate act of aggr~ss;on, and wa s, said 

the New tatesmen , something which had been planned since 

~-asser had taken over the Suez Canal ; the Gove rnment was 

indulging in opportunism, using the Israeli attack as a 

pretext, and its real intentions were far from keeping the 
11 peace . The unday Times disagreed , for it stood firmly 

behind the Prime ·1inister, arguing that 11 battles are 

infectious" , and that if Britain and France had not entered 
12 the foray , then war would have spread throughout the area. 

The other papers continued that the Anglo- French 

action was morally reprehensible , just becau se it was based 

on "brief expediency", which was testified to in what was 

seen to be a contradiction between the declared objectives 

of the intervention and the manner in vvhich it was conducted 

(i . e . the intervention was sup osed to have separated the 

combatants, but in fact all Anglo-Er ench eff0,rts were 

directed against "'gypt ) •13 Not so The unday Times , which 

. d f · A th d 1 • ·t l4 was convince o ir n ony ens s1ncer1 y. 

119. 

lO . I.IG , L. Ed ., 31 .10. 56; 
ll . HG, L. Ed ., 31 .10 . 56 ; 

2.11 . 56; MG , L. Ed ., 
5 . 11 . 56; E, L. Art . , 
NS, L.Ed., 10 . 11 . 56. 

NS , L. -r.,d ., 3 . 11 . 56; & NS, Art ., 10 . 11 . 56 . 
HG , L. •d ., 1.11 . 56; .IG , L.Ed., 

3 . 11 . 56; LG , pecial Editorial, 
3 . 11 . 56; NS, L. Ed ., 3.11 . 56; & 

12 • ST , L.Jd., 4. 11 . 56 ; ST, Art ., 4. 11 . 56 , Lt . Gen . Sir J . B. 
Glubb; & ST, L.~d ., 11.11 . 56 . 

13 • T, L. °'d ., 7 .11.56; 1.IG , L. Ed ., 31 . 10 . 56.; LG , L. •d ., 
1 . 11 . 56; E , L. rt ., 3 . 11 . 56; , Art. , 3.11.56, Cairo 
Correspondent; NS , L. ,a., · 3.11 . 56 ; N , L. d., 10 . 11 . 56· 
& NS, Art ., 10 . 11. 56. 

1 4• ST, L. Ed ., 4 . 11 . 56 ; & T, Art ., 4.11 . 56 , Lt . Gen . Sir J . B. Glubb , 



Furthermore , the intervention and Anglo-French 

conduct , both in the area and at the United Nations , was 
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held t o be politically stupid in every way . First and 

foremost, the British and French Governments were believed to 

have dealt a "body blow" at the United Nations , by exercising 

t heir power of veto i n the Security Council and then by 

refus ing to compl y with its resolutions demanding a cea se­

fire, they had done incalculable damage to that body and 

t heir own prestige withi n it .15 Agai n The unday Times was 

of a different mind : Britain and France were do i ng the 

United Nations ' task for them (since exper i ence had shown 

that this gathering was incapabl e of mov i ng at speed); and 

if , as it seemed likely, a United Nations " olice f orce" 

would be created as a result of the intervention , to take 

ove r from the Anglo-French expedition , then a great service 

would have been rendered . 16 

But this was not all , according to the othe r four 

papers . The Ameri cans had not been consulted about or 

advised of the intended Anglo- French advance , and thereby 

the Atlantic Alliance had been sev erely shaken; likewise 

the Commonwealth had not b een informed , which was to be 

15 . LIG , L. d . , 2 . 11 . 56; r,m , Special Editorial , 5 . 11 . 56; ;IG, 
L . Ed ., 6 . 11 . 56; l\"G , L. Ed ., 7 . 11 . 56 ; E, L. Art ., 3 . 11 . 56; 

, rt • , 10 . 11 . 5 6 ; NS , L . Ed • , 3 • 11 • 5 6 ; & NS , Art • , 
10 . 11 . 56 . 

16 • ST , L. d., 4 . 11 . 56 ; ( entitled "Doing UNO ' s Business"); & 
ST , L. d ., 11 . 11 . 56 , Sir N. Angell (Nobel - eace Prize 
J i nner 1933) . 



deplored , since they , together with almost ev ery nation in 

th d . . d . . G t B . t . d F l? e worl now Joine in censuring rea ri ain an ranee . 

Next , the 1950 Triparti te Declarat ion assuring any Arab 

state or Israel of defence against vio1a_tion of Israel ' s 

boundaries , had been cast out of hand when Bri t ain and France 

a~tacked ngypt ( the aggrieved) , instead of restraining Israel 

( the aggressor) .18 By their jo int action they had played 

i nto the hands of the Arabs and what was termed the l atter ' s 

11 myth" that Israel was f ounded by 7estern imperi alism. 19 

I.Ioreover the action had supplied perfec t mate r i al for 

Russi an propaganda . 20 The Sunday Ti mes would have 

challenged this last argument mos t violently , for she 

believed that the large supplies of oviet a r ms found in 

inai by the I srael i s constituted ample pro of that Colonel 

Nasser was in real i ty a "quisling" t o the Russi ans , and 

therefore the jo i nt venture had eradicated the threat of 

Sovi et-inspired ag ressi on in the area . 21 Bri tain and 
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France should go ahead and eliminate Nasser as well , concluded 

The Sunday Times . 22 

17 . 

18 . 

19 . 

20 . 

T, L • ...,,d . , 1 . 11 . 56 ; T, L. d . , 2 . 11 . 56 ; IG , L. Ed ., 1 . 11 . 56; 
I;IG , L. Ed ., 6 . 11 . 56 ; E , L. 'rt ., 3 . 1.l 56; , N., 3 . 11 . 56; 

rt ., 10. 11 . 56; E , N. , 10. l.i . 56; & N , L. d ., 3 .11 . 56 . 
T, L. d . , 2 .11 . 56; & · , L. rt ., 3 . 11 . 56 . 
T, L. d ., 1 . 11 . 56 ; MG, L . d ., 1 . 11 . 56; MG , L . d. , 
6 .11 . 56; & , L. Art ., 3 . 11 . 56. 

, L. Art ., 3 .11 . 56. 
21 • 'T, L. T.I., 11.11.56; T, N.I., 11 . 2.1.56; T, L. d ., 

11 . 11 . 56; & T, L. rt ., 11 . 11 . 56 , ir N. Angell . 
22 • ST , Art ., 4. 11 . 56 , Lt . Gen . Sir J . B. Glubb; cf. T, L. Ed. , 

4 . 11 . 56 . 



The other papers were still not f i nished, for 

there were even more considerations to marshal against the 

Anglo-French action. s a result of it the Suez Canal had 

been blocked and no one could foresee the extent of the 

damage this would do to world trade and more SJ.) ecif_;i.cally, 

to Britain's own economy . 23 A large part of Britain's oil 

had previously been transported through the Canal , which 
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wa s now closed , and then to make matters worse the overland 

pipelines to the 1fedi terranean belonging to the Iraq 

Petroleum Company had been sabotaged in Syria on November 3. 24 

And rather than stop conflict in the Mid dle ast , Britain 

and France had added to the tensions , for i t was r eported 

on November 5 that Iraqi troops were moving through Jordan 

and Syria towards Israel ' s borders , 25 though this report 

app;;ars to have been false . 26 This multi plicity of 

reasons which the four papers amassed against the Anglo­

French intervention in •gypt was capp ed by the final charge 

that , a s an outcome of all this , British and French prestige 

had sunk di sastrously throughout the world at large , in 

par t i cular among the Arabs and vnthin the United Nations . 27 

Most of these arguments were to be adduced time and 

t i me again , espec i ally throughout the next two months , 

23 · , Art ., 10 . 11 . 56; & E, N., 10 . 11 . 56 . 
24 0MG , L. d., 6 . 11 . 56; & • , rt ., 10 . 11 . 56 . 
25 •r\·G, Special Editorial , 5 .11 . 56; & LG, L. Ed ., 6 . 11 . 56 . 
26 • ee Sir Anthony den , op . cit ., p . 543 : 11 not a mouse moved 

i n Arab lands . " 
27 •T, L. d ., 7 . 11 . 56; I.1G , L. Ed ., 31 . 10 . 56; LG , L . ~d ., 

1 . 11 . 56; MG , L. Ed ., 2. 11 . 56; E, N., 10 . 11 . 56; , Art ., 
10 . 11 . 56; N , L . d., 3 . 11 . 56; & NS , rt ., 10 . 11 . 56 . 



generally with unrestrained vigour . The New Statesman was 

least guarded in its language, but it was The r1 anchester 

Guardian which was most stridemt im its condemnation of 

the Government . The last named paper twice devoted special 

editorials ( the f irst in large type spread acro·ss two columns 

of the centre page, and the second similarly presented spread 

acr oss four columns) , demanding that the Government resign 

f orthwith. 28 In order to demonstrate the repeated nature 

of these arguments and for the sake of continuity we have 

extracted all references to them for the remainder of the 

period and have presented them in the fo otnote . 29 It wi ll 

28 • •G, Special ditorial , 5 . 11 . 56; & MG, pecial Editorial, 
14 . 11 . 56 . 

29 • A. Opinions agains t Anglo - French action :-
i . That the intervention was morally wrong and 

pol itically mi sguided : -
T , L. d ., 1 2 . 11 . 56 ; T,, L. Ed ., 27 . 11 . 56; MG, 
L. d., 14 . 11 . 56; , N., 5 . 1 . 57 ; E , L . rt ., 
3 0 • 3 • 5 7 ; N , rt • , 2 4 . 11 • 5 6 ; N , Art • , 8 . 12 • 5 6 ; 
N , C., 8 . 12 . 56 ; NS , Art ., 22 . 12 . 56, Barbara 
Castle; & N , L. d ., 24 . 11 . 56 . 

ii. That British influence and prestige has suffered:­
T, L. d., 12 . 11 . 56; T, L. d ., 28 . 11 . 56; T, L . Ed., 
1 . 1 . 57; ; G, L. Ed ., 14 . 11 . 56; ~G , d . , 17 . 11 .56; 
LIG , •d ., 15 . 3 . 57; MG , L. ""'d . , 24 . 4.571; E, L . Art., 
8 . 12 . 56; E, L. rt . , 9 . 3 . 57; NS, Art . , 17 . 11 . 56 ; 
NS , C., 1 . 12 . 56; NS, Art ., 8 . 12 . 56, J . P . '!. 
Mallalieu; & N , Art ., 15 . 12 . 56 . 

iii.That British economy has suffered (especially 
throush loss of oil supplie s) :-
T, L . Ed ., 13 .11 . 56 ; T, L. Ed ., 28 . 11 . 56; MG , 
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L. d ., 13 .11 . 56; IG , L. d., 1 4 . 11 . 56 ; l1G, L . d. , 
5 . 12 . 56; NS, Art., 17 .11 . 56 ; & N , L . d., 8 .1 2 . 56 . 

iv . That Anglo-American relations have s uffered : -
T, L. 'd ., 28 . 11. 56 ; LIG , L. •d., 1 4 . 11 . 56 ; LIG , 
L . d., 28 . 11 . 56; , L . rt., 17 . 11 . 56; & E, rt., 
8 .12 . 56 . 

v . That Commonweal th and other world friendships have 
suffered : 
T, L • ..!,d . , 28.11 . 56; I.IG , L.Ed . , 1 4 .11.56; & • 
rt., 9 . 2 . 57 . 

Foo t note 29. continued on page 124. 



be observed that the burden of the cr iticism wa s mainly 

t vo-fold; that the whole act of intervention was politically 

and morally wrong , and that as a direct result of it British 

prestige and influence had suffered a grave set-back. It 

is also worthy of note that the frequency of the cr_i ticisms 

fell off sharply after the British and French troops had 

wi thdravm ::rom Port Said on December 22 , 19 56 . After that 

date , new issues had arisen , and with them other butts 

for criticism had presented themselves . 

Amidst this burst of high feeling s all the parties 

in any way concerned with the crisi s were criticised 

negatively by one or other of the papers . To this writer 

the most surprising fact which emerged was how little 

France vms castigated for her part in the intervention , 

both in the days i mmediately followi ng it , and then during 

Foo thote 29 . ( contd . ) 

vi. That the intervention aided anti- Vestern elements 
throughout the world :-
MG , Ed ., 9 . 11 . 56; I.IG , L. d., 1 4. 11 . 56; , 
L. rt ., 30 . 3 . 57; N , Art ., 24 . 11 . 56 , Critic; 
& N , L. Ed ., 1 . 12. 56 . 

vi i. That Br itain and France have not helped the 
United :t a tions : -
MG , Ed ., 9 . 11 . 56; MG , L. d ., 6 .12 . 56; & N 
L. d., 1 . 12 . 56 . 1 

B. Opinions in fav our of Anglo- French ac t ion : 
viii . That the intervention was a "moral duty" to 

prote ct the f r ee world from further (Russian 
inspired aggressi on)in the Middle ast :-
ST , L. Art ., 18 .11 . 56 , Lord trang ; & ST , 
L. d., 30 .12 . 56 . 

ix . That Britain and Franc e have helped the United 
Nations :-
ST , L. d., 2. 12 . 56; & ST , L. d ., 30 . 12 . 56 . 

x. That Britain was not obliged to consult merica 
before intervention:-
ST , L. d ., 9 . 12 . 56 . 

Observe that ST wa s alone in siding with Government ' s 
action . 



t h e rest of the period .JO The Times and The Sunday Times 

put part of the blame f or the cr isis on erica's policy 

during the preceding months, when she ref,used t o allow 

SCUA any .s emblance of coercive power to deal with President 

Nasser . 31 The Times v,a s a larmed when it became obvious 

that the United States did not support the Anglo-French 

action . 32 (The Sunday Times necessarily had to argue 

tha t in spite of the official United States ' reaction , the 

"man in the street 11 in America wholeheartedly supported the 

intervention). 33 Also in those fi rst few days when The 

Times was undecided about the merits of the Anglo-French 

advance , it remarked that t h ere we1"e no grounds to expect 

"that any effective action woul d have come from the 

Secur ity Council." 34 There was criticism of Russia from 

The Times f or Mr . Bulganin's threatening notes to Britain, 

France and Israei , 35 and n~turally enough f rom The Sunday 
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Ti mes f or encouraging Egypt ' s hostile attitude to ward s Israei. 36 

30 . 

31 . 
32. 

33 . 

34. 

35 . 
36 . 

Negative criticism of France:- , Art ., 3 . 11 . 56, aris 
Correspondent; & NS, C., 10 . 11 . 56 ; then l ater , T, 
L . Ed ., 1 5 . 11 . 56 ; ~ & HG , d ., 12 . 11 . 56 . On the other 
hand The unday Timesi which presumably supported the 
French part in the in ervention, published later an 
article advocating closer ties with France under the 
headi ng of "A Franco-British Commonweal th?"; ST, L. Art., 
3 . 3 . 57 , Al exand,r e r. etaxa s ( a Frenchman) . 
T, L. d ., 2 . 11 . 56 ; & ST, L. ~d ., 4 . 11 . 56 . 

T, L . d . , 31 . 10 . 56 . 

ST , L. rt . , 4 . 11. 56 , H.V. Hodson ( ditor of The Sunday 
Times); & ST, N. I . , 4 .11 . 56 . 

T, L. d. , 1.11 . 56 . 

T, L. Ed . , 6 . 11 . 56 . 

ST , L. Ed . , 4 . 11 .- 56 . 



This last paper in full accord with its sympathy 

for Israel and its support for the intervention published a 

complimentary profile of Lir . Ben Gurion, i3,nd an enthusiastic 

article about "Young Israel - a New Race of Fighters and 

1forkers" . 37 It even applauded , somewhat prematurely, 

:Mr . Ben Gurion ' s decision to withdraw I sraeli forces from 

Sinai? 38 The Manche s ter Guard i an and the New Statesman 

on the other hand were disturbed by Io r . Ben Guri on ' s 

11 truculent speech" of November 7, when he expressed Israel ' s 

determination to hold on to its victories . 39 The only 

words of praise for the Government from the "o p osition 11 

newspapers were ventured by The I anche ster Guardian and 

The Economist for the skill of the Anglo-French forces in 

attai ning their mil itary objectives wi th mi n i mwn loss of 

human life . 40 However , two weeks lat e:rr The conomi st was 

to withdraw its praise on the grounds that the joint command 

had revealed logistic deficiencies in the British forces . 41 

The lanchester Guardian ' s second r eaction to the 
-

Israeli invasion of 1 gypt (i. e . after maligni ng it) was to 

cal l for restraint first from I srael , 42 and then from Egypt . 43 

37 • ST , "Portrait Gallery", 4 .11 . 56; & ST , Art . , 4 . 11 . 56, 
onia Orwell . 

38 • ST, L . d . , 11 . 11 . 56 . 
39 • . IG , L . Ed . , 8 . 11 . 56; & NS , rt ., 10 . 11 . 56 . 
4o. LIG , L . 1 d . , 6 . 11 . 56; MG, pecial •ditorial , 14 .11.56; 

& E, Art ., 10 . 11 . 56; then later, T, Ed . , 24.12 . 56 
(complimented British troops for their conduct throu_::;hout 
t e occupation of ,gypt). 

4l . E, Art ., 24 . 11 . 56 . 

42 • LIG , L . •d ., 30 .10 . 56 . 
43. ·m, L .Ed ., 1 . 11 . 56 . 

126. 



After the Anglo-French entry this paper had appear ed to 

move to wards The Sunday Times ' point of view in one 

specif ic respect ; namely , that it wa s per~aps wiser f or 

Britain and France to capture the Suez Canal completely 
44 

rather than leave the job half- done . Nevertheless-, VJhen 

a cease-fire was announced at midnight on November 6, this 

paper joined The Times in welcoming it ; 45 both papers 

explained t hat it was a result of the Russian threat which 

had been made earlier that day , to use force to put an end 

to the vio1 ence . 46 

In these days i mmediately fol l owing the outbreak 

of the crisi s there were various opinions about who should 

now go about s ettling it . The Times and The Sunda~ Times 

spoke vaguely of the need for a lead to come from the 

We stern nations , 47 while The Manchester Guardian and The 

Economist were quite sure that this wa s a task for the 

Uni ted Nations . 48 Hov,ever , The rnanchester Guardian went 

4 4 • LIG , L. Ed • , 3 • 1 l • 5 6 ; cf . T , L • Ed • , 4. 11 • 5 6 ; & ST, 
L. d . , 11 . 11 . 56 . 

45 . 
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T, L. d ., 7 . 11 . 56 ; & m, L. ""'d ., 7 . 11 . 56; cf . later, 
E, N. , 15 . 12 . 56 ( if cease- f i re had been delayed the 
inevitable result would have been a devaluat i on of the pound) . 

46 . 

47 . 

48 . 

T, L. ""d ., 9 .1l . J6 ; & I.iG , l oo . cit . ; cf . later , T. L. d. , 
14 .11 . 56 ; T, L. d ., 14 . 3 . 57; & E, N., 17 .11 . 56 . 
T, L. d., 9 . 11 . 56; & ST, L. d., 11 .11 . 56 . (But some ten 
days l ater The Times wrot~ , "Almo~t certai~l;y it will have 
to be done 'tEr'ough the United Nations •.•.• ) . 

, Art. , 10 . 11 . 56; then later also , T, L. d ., 21 . 11 . 56, 
( see footnote 45 above) . 



further and designated the United States as the power 

whi ch had now to assume the leadership of the '1/estern 

world, for, it felt, Great Britain and France had by their 

action disqualified themselves . 49 

Hr . Lester Pearson , of Canada, ·had suggested to the 

United Nations General ssembly on November 2 that a United 

Nations force should be established to take over from 

Britain and France in the conflict area . The p~pers were 

anything but reticent in their support for this suggestion, 50 

although both The I.Ianchester Guardian and The conomist 

un derstood that such a force would solve nothing fundamental : 

a real solution rms a job for I1 r . Dag Hammarskjold , not 

General Burns , who had been nominated as commander of the 

proposed force . 51 In the interests of peace The Times 

and The Manchester Guardian were both eager that I srael 

should withdraw behind her frontiers, 52 and also that the 

Anglo- French troops should hand over to the United Nations' 

force once it arrived . 53 

******* 

J,,IG , L. d., 1 . 11 . 56; I.IG, ..c.id ., 2. 11 . 56; & rG , Special 
ditorial 1 5 . 11 . 56 . 
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49 . 

50 . T, L. Ed ., 3 . 11 . 56; T, L. d., 9 . 11 . 56; LIG , L. Ed., 3 . 11 . 56; 
·G, pecial Editorial, 5. 11 . 56; MG , L. Ed ., 8 .11 . 56; MG , 

Ed ., 9 . 11 . 56; ST , L . d., 4 . 11 . 56; ST, L. Ed. , 11 .11 . 56; 

51 . 
52 . 

53 . 

, Art ., 10 . 11 . 56; & , , N. , 10 . 11 . 56 . 
MG , L. d ., 8 . 11 . 56 : & E, Art ., 10 . 11 . 56 . 
T, L. Ed ., 9 . 11 . 56; 11G , L. d ., 31 .10 . 56; I.IG , Special 

ditorial , 5 .11 . 56; & LG, L. Ed . , 8 .11 . 56 . 
T, L.Ed ., 3 . 11 . 56; LG, L. Ed ., 3 . 11 . 56; & LlG, Special 
Editorial , 5 . 11 . 56 . For context units and their intensity 
rating s of this section, see p . 209 . 



3. Developments until the glo-French rli thdrawal was 
Completed, December 22, 1956. 

During the six we eks after the cease-fire of 

November 6 until the Anglo-French troops had completely 

withdrawn from gypt on December 22, the. press was mainly 

concerned with four topics. These were (a) the task 

confronting the United Nations to solve the crisis; then 

v,ithin the United Nati ons, the roles of (b ) Great Britain , 

(c ) the United States, and (d ) Egypt. 

(a) United Nations . 

The papers considered that the United Nations had 

now been brought face to face yet again with two problems 

which Britain and F::::'ance had endeavoured to handle in 

their ovm fashion. These problems were (i) the international 

security of the Suez Canal and (ii) permanent peace between 

Israel and the rab States (in the first instance between 

Israel and Egypt). 1 s we have seen, four of the papers 

had not approved of the Anglo- French intrusion, which had 

only complicated t hese questions, because first, the uez 

Canal was now blocked by approximately fifty ships, and 

secondly the intervention had allowed the Israelis to over-

run large areas beyond their ovm territory . Regrettable 

as this may have been, The conomist earnestly pleaded that 

the United Nation s should not allow a return to the status 

9,ug ante. 2 
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l. T, L. '"'d ., 4.12. 56; IIG , L.Ed., 12 .11. 56; & T, L. d.,2 .1 2 . 56 . 
2 • , rt., 17.11.56; E, Art., 24.11.56; & E, I., 15.12. 56; 

and lat er N, C., 26 .1.57. 



he Egyptians had indicated that they would co­

operate in the clearance of the Canal only after the Anglo­

French and Israeli troops left Egypt. Therefore it was of 

prime importance that the United Nations dispatched its 

emergency force (UN F) to take over frorri Britain and France 

within Egypt. This was stressed by the papers, even after 

the first UN F contingents began to arrive in ~gypt on 

November 21 . 3 The next objective was that the Canal should 

be cleared without delay; the papers emphasised this during 

December after the arrival of IBT• contineents . 4 Al though 

many points had not yet been clarified regarding functions 

and location of UN F , 5 three of the papers were able to 

praise the United Nati ons for its prompt organisation of 
6 the f or ce at the beginning of December . Both The 

Economi st and the New Statesman agreed tha t its headquarters 

should be in Gaza . 7 However when toward s the end of the 

month it was seen that the Un i ted Nat ions had not progressed 
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J , ,-G , L. Ed ., 12 . 11. 56; 
1 , Art ., 24 . 11 . 56; 

NS, L. Ed ., 24 .11 . 56 . 

ST , L • .t!id ., 25 . 11 . 56 ; E , N., 10 . 11 . 56; 
, N., 1 . 12 . 56 ; NS , C., 17 . 11 . 56; & 

4 • T, L. Ed ., 28 . 11 . 56; T, d ., 18 .12 . 56; I,1G , L. d ., 18 . 12 . 56; 
HG, d., ~0 . 12 . 56; ST , L. Ed ., 25 .11 . 56; ST , L. d ., 
2 . 12 . 56; E, N., 22 . 12 . 56 ; NS , C., 8 . 12 . 56; & N , C., 
15 . 12 . 56 . 

5 • T, L • d • , 1 6 • l .L . 5 6 ; & , N • , 8 .12 • 5 6 ; al so 1 ate r , T, 
L. •d ., 1 . 2 . 57; T, L. Ed ., 22 . 2 . 57 ( st i ll complai ned that 
functions of IBEF were far from clear ) . 

6 • !, G , L • d • , 3 . 12 • 5 6 ; E , L • Art • , 8 • 12 • 5 6 ; , N • , 8 . 1 2 • 5 6 ; 
& NS , C., 15 . 12 . 56 . 

7 . rt ., 24 . 11 . 56; & NS , l ac . ci t . 



with the clearing of the Canal, The Times and the New 

tatesman protested against this dilatoriness . 8 Recognising 

that the major cause of delay was President Nasser who was 

doing his best to impede progress (see below (d)), three of 

the papers demanded that the United Natio·ns should qdopt a 

11 strong line" r✓i th him and make it clear that they were 

unwilling to act merely on his sufferalll.~e . 9 

(b) Great Britain 

Early i n November charges were being made in various 

quarters that Great Britain and France had acted in 

complicity with Israel when the latter invaded gypt and 

when the two former followed close on her heels .10 Reports 

that French airmen and airplanes had taken part i n the 

Israeli attack seemed to prove the truth of these charges 

and three of the papers believed them . The Manchester 

Guardian was especially convinced that there had been 

collusi on , and the New Statesman felt strongly enough about 

the matter to demand an enquiry . 11 Signifi cantly The Times 

(which seemingly felt constrained to minimise its criticism 

of the Government) and The Sunday Times did not mention the 

8. T, d ., 18 .12 . 56; T, Ed . , 21 .12 . 56; N , C. , 15 .12 . 56; 
& NS, L. d., 22 . 12.56; cf . earlier, ST, L . d., 25 . 11 . 56 . 
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9. 

10 . 

11 . 

T, L. Ed . , 30 . 11 . 56; T, d., 21 .12 . 56; E, L. Art ., 8 .12 . 56; 
1 , N . , 22 . 12 . 56; NS, C., 15 .12 . 56; & NS, L . d., 22.12.56. 
For an expose of the collusion charges see M. and S. 
Bromberger, Secrets of Suez (London , 1957) . 
LG, pec i al ditorial, 14 .11 . 56; FG, L. d ., 20 . 11 . 56; 
MG , L. d . , 21 .11 . 56; HG , L. d . , 23 . 11 . 56; l.G, L. Ed . , 
6 . 12 . 56; E, N. , 10 .11 . 56; NS , Art ., 17 .11 . 56; & NS, 
Art • , 2 4 . 11 . 5 6 • 



collusion charges at all . The Manchester Guardian was 

relieved when the Pr i me l':Iinister officially denied the 

charges on De cember 20 . 12 

The Man chester Guard i an was a cutely awar e of 

Bri tai n ' s duty t o co-o perate with the. United Nation,s , and i t 

repeat edl y remi nded her readers of this duty . 13 All the 

papers , with the understandable exc ept ion of The Sunday 

Ti mes , bel i eved that Bri tain ' s f i rst task was to wi thdraw 

from gypt , as r equir ed by United Na tions ' resol uti ons of 

November 7 and 24 , in order that illfEF could take up its 

dut i es . 14 Bri tain ' s promise to withdraw, gi ven on 

De cember 3, was gree ted wi th pl easure . 15 Si milarl y The 

I.Ianche ster Guar di an and The conomi s t were anxio us that 

Bri tai n should co -o perate wi th regard t o the cl earance of 

the Canal and they welcomed Bri tish efforts to comply with 

r equests made by General \/heeler , who had been appo i nted 

by the United Nat i ons to undertake the clearance . 16 

Another urgent task for Britain was seen to be the 

1 2 • I.IG , L. Ed ., 21 . 12 . 56 . 
13 • I.IG , L. ~d ., 8 . 11 . 56; LG , L. d ., 1 0 . 11 . 56 ; LIG , L. d . , 

13 . 11 . 56; r.G , Special ditorial , 14 .11 . 56 ; & IG , 
L. d . , 22 . 11 . 56 . 

14• T, L. •d ., 21 . 11 . 56; T, L . d ., 30 . 11 . 56; lIG , L. Ed ., 
8 . 11 . 56; UG , Ed . , 9 . 11 . 56; r.IG , Ed ., 20 . 11 . 56; .G, 
L. Ed ., 26 .11 . 56; :-G, L. d . , 28 . 11 . 56; HG , L • . "d ., 
30 . 11 . 56; E , L. Art ., 24 . 11 . 56; ", iL . rt ., 1 . 12 . 56; 
NS , C., 10 . 11 . 56; ITS , L • .Ed ., 24 . 11 . 56; NS , L . Ed . , 
1 . 12 . 56; & fS , L. Ed ., 8 . 12.56 . 

15 • I·IG , L. Ed ., 4 . 12 . 56; & E, L. Art ., 8 . 12 . 56 . 
16 • I.IG , Ed ., 20 . 12 . 56; & , IL , 22 . 12 . 56 . 
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t t . f d 1 . · t· 1 7 res ora ion o goo ng o- wer ican rel a ions. - This 

task had become 11 the more imperative in Nov ember and 

December when America not only refused t~ support Britain 

and France in the United Nations, but to'ok a lead in 

condemning them for their action . This task Y1as coupled 

133. 

with that of repairing damage done to Commonwealth relations, 18 

al though this was not felt to be so res sing a duty , perhaps 

because r:Ir . Nehru was the only Commonwealth leader who had 

stronely spoken out against Britain in the United ations , 

while the others had been moderate in their remarks . The 

Janchester Guardian and The unday Times to ok offence at tr . 

Nehru ' s condemnation of Britain because they objected to 

his "double standard" - of blindness towards the Russian 

activities in Hungary and open-eyed vilification of the 

Anglo- French presence in Egypt . 19 

17 . 

18 . 

19 . 

(c) United tates 

11 To denounce and neither to offer nor to 
accept any constructive suggestion was 
the core of American policy . 11 20 

\'Te must admit that ir nthony Eden , whom we have 

T, L. Ed ., 21 . 11 . 56; · G, Special di torial , 14 .11 . 56; 
LTG , L. d., 4 .12 . 56; ST , L. Ed ., 25 .11 . 56 ; T, L • .Ed ., 
9 .12 . 56; , L. rt ., 17 .11 . 56; E, 1 . :·rt ., 1 .12 . 56; & 

, rt . , 8 . 12 . 56 . (Note , nine days prior to mhe Times' 
reference (lee . cit) that paper had believed it was too 
early to apologise to merica before it was ascertained 
precisely ·what damage had been done) . cf . earlier, 
T, L. d . , 2 . 11 . 56; T, L . d . , 9 .11 . 56; & T, L. Ed . , 
11 . 11 . 56 . 
T, lee . cit .; 1',IG , Special Editorial , 14 . 11 . 56; 
L. ~ d • , 4 .12 • 5 6 ; al so 1 ate r , E, Art • , 9 • 2 • 5 7 • 

I.IG , d ., 19.11 . 56; MG , Ed ., 20 . 11 . 56; & T, L. 
9 .12 . 56 . 

& MG , 

d • ' 

20 • Sir .h!lthony den , op . cit ., p . 529 . 



here quoted, was too closely implicated in the Suez crisis 

for a strictly objective evaluation of American policy 

during this period , but it is important to remember that 

the pre ss also involved itself deeply ifr the crisis and it 

too di d not make scholarly judgments. 

The United States were "in total opposition to 

nglo-French policy, partly from principle and partly from 

anger. 1121 On October 31 they had suspended plans to send 

oil to Britain and France if supplies via the Canal to 

these countries were arrested , and after this date they had 

clung to the position that the gypt i ans had suffered from 

aggression at the hands of Britain, France and Israel, all 

of whom were in the wrong and were to be condemned. 

America insisted on November 28 that until the Anglo-French 

f orces had quitted Port Said, she v1ould not release oil 

supplies for Europe. Feeling ,ms so strong in the House of 

Co mmons against America that on November 27 a large number 

of Conservative members tabled a resolution deploring the 

American attitude towards Britain since the outbreak of the 

crisis . 

In the light of all this the pre ss was , in the 

writer's opinion, remarkably restrained in its criticism of 

America. In keeping with Conservative feeling throughout 

the country, The Sunday Times was prominent in its strictures 

against American policy , 22 but its sole partner in this was 

21 • Tom Little , op.cit., p .304 . 
22 • T, N.I., 18.11.56; T, L.N.I., 25.11.56; & ST, L.Ed., 

25.11.56; then later, ST, L. rt., 30.12.56, Lord Chandos. 
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The Times, which in all probability was taking its lead 

from the House of Commons as wel1. 23 The other papers , 

interestingly enough, were encouraged by the manner in 

which the Americans were approaching the crisis . 24 This 

approval referred to the earlier part of November when these 

papers were at one with America in condemning the British 

Government for its pol icy. But as the month wore on and 

America did not take any positive lead towards a real 

solution all the papers began to demand that she should use 

her influence in prevailing upon President Nasser to make 

him comply more reo.dily with the United Nations , and 

secondly that she should do something towards alleviating 

urope's sorely pressed oil supplies . 25 It was noteworthy 

that The conomist and the New Statesman felt that America 

too was under an obligation to help mend the tlantic 

All . 26 
ian ce; but the triumphant headlines in The unday 

Times __ of "America ~inks Again" and "Lr. Dulles ager to 

r, end Alliance" ( supposedly at the N TO talks to be held in 

Paris at the end of December) evoked no surprise. 27 

23. 

24. 

T, L. d., 27.11.56. (This paper however did not auprove 
of the attempt to deplore openly American ~olicy , -
T, L.•d., 28.11 . 56) . 
HG , L. d ., 19.11 . 56; E, rt., 10.11.56; & , L. d., 
1.12.56. 

25 • T,._ L.Ed., 27.11.56; T, L. d ., 4 .12.56; I.1G , L. d ., 
2t5.ll.56; T, L. d. , 2.12.56; , L.Art., 17.11 . 56; 
·, L. rt., 8.12.56; & T, ., 17 .11.56. 

26 · i, Art., 8 .1 2. 56; & - , C., 17 .11.56. 
27 • ST, L. rt., 2 . 12.56, Henry Brandon; & T, N.I., 9 .1 2. 56 . 
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(d ) gypt . 

At the close of 1954 we had seen that The .~anchester 

Guardi an alone wa s f irmly pitted against Colonel Nasser , 

although all the papers were none too happy with the conduct 

of his regime . By the close of 19 56 all the :papers were 

speaking out strongly against both resident Nasser and 

his regi De. Their fa i th in him had been lost once and f or 

all after he had nationalised the Canal in July of that 

year , and as a result of his obduracy in the subsequent 

negotiations . 

In November and December the papers were unanimous 

in their vituperation of ~gypt . At the beginning of 

Nov ember Egypt had been loath to admit IB:f F to her shores; 

on November 9 she agreed "provisionally" to allow them 

entry , and three days later I.Ir . H3.mmarskj old admitted that 

according to lilif F ' s mandate they would have to leave if 

, aypt withdrew her aJproval of them . On the next day their 

entry was postponed and the first continbents did not enter 

gypt until November 21, after ten days of waiting in Italy . 

In all this the Tigyptians were s everely reproved by the 
28 press. On November 23 the gyptian Government began to 
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expel Jews, Britons and Frenchmen from gypt under pitiable 

conditions . Again , she was reviled by the press for her action . 29 

28 • T, L . Ed., 21 .11 . 56; LIG , L •. Ed ., 8.11 . 56 ; L'G, L. 1 d ., 
10 .11 . 56; T, L.Ed., 11 . 11 . 56; & E, L. Art ., 1 .12 . 56 . 

29 • I:G , L.Ed., 4 .12 . 56; ST, N.I., 25 . 11 . 56 ; ST, d ., 
16.12. 56; & NS , C., 1.12. 56; then later, T, L. d., 
27 .12. 56; & N , Art., 26.1.57, Critic, (complained about 
Nasser's measures against the Jews) also re. refugees: 
The Times and The Manchester Guardian requested that the 
British Government should do its utmost to look after 
those arriving p~nniless in the British Isle s ; T, L.Ed., 
6 . 1 • 5 7 ; T, d • , 8 .1 . 5 7 ; & , G, L. Ed • , 4 .12 • 5 6 ; al so 1 ate r , 
LIG , L • , d • , 1 • 4 • 5 7 • 



Then throughout December gypt steadfastly refused to 

permit the United Nations to begin work on clearing the 

Suez Canal until there was a complete evacuation of hostile 

foreign troops from her soil . She als~ stipulated that 

Britain and France should not participate in the clearance, 

even thOJ.gh these countries were well equipped to do the job 

and had the best available salvage vessels; the •gyptians 

marked their antagonism to the British and French salvage 

fleet by commencin6 guerrilla activities against it. 

Nothing other than these obstructive tactics could have 
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been more calculated to provoke the ire of the Bri Jc ish press . 30 

****** 

JO. T, r.,d ., 18 .12 . 56 ; T, ~d ., 21 .12 . 56; hiG , L. d ., 
22 . 11 . 56; E, L. Art ., 8 .1 2.56; E, N., 22 . 12 . 56; & 
NS , L. d ., 22 . 12 . 56. 



4. Developments until the Israeli Withdraw~l, 
Completed March 8, 1957. 

In the two months after the .Anglo-French 

evacuation from gypt, the emphases in. the concern of the 

press for the crisis shifted somewhat. First , the papers 

grew to regard the issue as a test- case for the United 

Nations (i . e . whether it would be successful in forcing 

Egypt and Israel to comply with it or not) . If small 

nations such as these could defy the United Nations with 

i mpunity, then the latter's prestige was in the balance and 

its utility was open to question . The papers continued to 

urge the United tates to employ its influence, first to 

uphold the authority of the United Nations by making Egypt 

co-operate , and then to offer conditions under which Israel 

could withdraw in confidence from her positions in Sinai 

and Gaza. ince Britain and France had already departed, 

they passed from the immediate horizon, and the question of 

an Israeli withdrawal moved to the f orefront, presenting 

special problems of its own . 

(a ) United Nations 

In November , 19 56, the United Nations had censured 

Britain, France and Israel for their aggression against 

Egypt; it had established UN F , and passed resolutions 

calling on the three nations mentioned above to withdraw. 

It had then for all practi cal purposes han ded the crisis 

over to its Secre tary-General, Lr . Dag Hammarskjold, whose 

13 8 . 



responsibility it became to see that the Assembly ' s wishes 

were c~rried out . As has been mentioned already Egypt had 

obstructed the entry of mr•F into her ter:ri tory , making it 

conditional on her own tolerance of its ~resence , and had 

put obstacles in the way of the Canal ciearancl=l , which she 

had tied to an Anglo-French withdrawal and non-participation 

in the sal~age operations . Although the I sraelis had 

partially withdrawn into Sinai , they ref used to com.ply 

·wholly with the United Nati ons ' order to retire since as it 

then stood , it offered them no guarantees of security after 

they v1ithdrew. In December , 1956 and January of the next 

year Ur . Hammarskjold did his utmost to cajole :Britain , 

France , gypt and I srael into compliance with the United 

Nia tions ' resolutions. On February 11 he reported to the 

United Nntions that he had been "frustrated" in his efforts 

by Egyptian and Israeli defiance . :Both The Times and The 

.anchester Guardian had given him great credit up to this 

date , 1 but they came to realise that the fault for the 

dea.dlock which had been reached was not his . 

"The United Nations is itself to blame 
if its resolutions are so drawn or 
its authority so enforced that such 
attitudes can be struck . 11 2 

The papers accused the Assembly of being " emotional 

1 • T.t. L . .&d ., 16 . 11 . 56 ; T, L .Ed ., 21 . 11 . 56; T, L. d ., 
lb . 1.57; T, L. d ., 26 .1 . 57; .. -G , L. d ., li . 14 °56; 1IG , 
L. d ., 1 .1 . 57; NG , L. Ed ., 17 .1 . 57; & UG , Ed ., 30 .1 . 57 . 

2 · T, d ., 4 .1 . 57 ; cf . later r , L. -'d ., 30 . 3 . 57; ("It is 
useles s to pretend that Llr . Hammarskjold can solve these 
probl ems through private negotiations; th:::,t all we have 
to do is to v,a i t in patience") . 
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and timid", as well as "dilatory" and "we·ak" in its 

efforts . 3 To this criticism was added the accusation that 

the Assembly had rightly condemned Israel for her 

repudiation of the Cha rter, but had wr9ngly neglected to 

censure Egypt for her i;;r 3.nsgression of the Assembly ' s 

statutes. 4 The papers considered it all-important for 

the United Nations to adopt a firm stand and t o break the 

deadlock , 5 since they all would have agreed with the 

innuendo i mplicit in nwhere Uno [United Nations] Stan ds or 

Falls" (a headline in The •conomist, mid- January , 1957). 6 

The Sunday Times believed that the deadlock was an 

inevitable expression of the Assembly ' s limitations , and 

the chances of breaking it were "only -fair", 7 vvhilst The 

conomist thought that the United Nations possessed some 

bargaining power because gypt would have to depend on UN F, 

since she was in no condition to face another conflict with 

Israel , and secondly, the United Nations couid place 

sanctions on Israel which the latter could not withstand . 8 

3~ 8 T , 1 o c • c it • , T , L. Ed • , 1 • 1 • 5 7 ; .IG , d • , 3 0 . 1 . 5 7 ; L G, 
L. d. , 4 . 2 . 57; I,m, L . 1 d ., 12 . 2 . 57; IG , Ed . , 4 . 3 . 57; 
ST , L. Ed ., 30 . 12 . 56; T, N. I ., 3 . 2 . 57; ST , L. Ed ., 
3 . 2 . 57; ST, L. d ., 3 . 3 . 57;& • , Art ., 12 . 1 . 57; then 
later -CJ , N., 16 . 3 . 57; & NS , C. , 4 . 5 . 57 , ( 11 U. N • .l!.imergency 
Farce•~. -

4 · LIG , Ed . , 2 . 1 . 57; Lm, L. Ed ., 26 . 2 . 57; ST , Ed ., 10 . 2 . 57; 
, N. , 5 . 1 . 57; .ri , Art . , 2 3 . 2 . 5 7; & S , L. d . , 2 . 3. 5 7 . 

5 • T, L. d ., 18 . 1 . 57; :IG, L. Ed . , . 12 . 2 . 57; , Art ., 25 . 1 . 57; 
& NS , Ed ., 9 . 2 . 57 . 
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6 • , IL , 19 . 1 . 57; cf . later , , Art. , 13 . 4.57; (article 
questioning value and function of United Nations) and NS , 
L . Ed ., 25.5 . 57, ( 11 If the United Nations now denies h er [Israel] 
justice , it will write her own death warrant.") . 

7 . ST , L . Ed ., 3. 3 . 57 . 
8 . , rt . , 23 . 2 . 57. 



And then there were other things to do . gypt should be 

condemned as well as Israe1 . 9 UNEF should move into inai 

in the train of the slowly retreating Is:raelis and it 
/ 

should establish its headquarters in G~za , which it should 

also administer . (At the time there was an Israeli 

military governor in Gaza , and the Egyptians were angrily 

demanding the area back , as their r i ght f ul te r r i tory) . 

UNEF should further deploy itself along either side of the 

Egypt-Israel Armi stice l i nes , and alone the Aqaba coast . 10 

The papers recognised that there was a deeper issue at 

stake than just the short- term requirement of peace between 

Egypt and Israel; na mely, that peace had to be made on a 

lasting: scale between I srael and all the Arab ~tates, 

whi ch were nominally at war with Israel . Both The Times 

and the New Statesman had observed that thi s was still in 

the distant future, 11 and bearing this in mind , The 

:r, anchester Guardian and The cono mist suggested that ill F 

" should be given some more permanent embodiment" , 12 until 

an Arab- Israeli settlement was reached .13 

9 . I.IG, L. d ., 26 . 2. 57; 
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lO . T, Ed . , 4 . 1 . 57; T, L. Ed ., 26 .1 . 57; T, L. d ., 19 . 2. 57; 
I.IG, d ., 21 . 1 . 57; MG , L. d ., 26 .1 . 57; I.IG , L. Ed ., 
12 . 2 . 57; IG , L. d . , 18 . 2. 57; i:. , Art ., 12 .1 . 57; & £.i , N. , 
16 . 2. 57. Note, NS, Art ., 12 . 1 . 57 , R. H •• Crossman, 
(believed Gaza should become part of Israel) . 

11 • T, L. d . , 1 . 3 . 57; L N , rt ., 1 2 .1 . 57, . H. S. Cro ssman: ... 
12 • LIG , d • , 1 4 .1 • 5 7 • 
13 · _, G, L. •d., 1.1 . 57; LIG , d . , 1 4 .1 . 57 ; HG, 8 .3 . 57; & 

", N., 5 .1 . 57; cf . lat er, .IG , •d . , L1ro3. 57 , c...: , N., 
6 . 4. 57 . 



(b ) gypt 

The Anglo-French intervention had reduced gypt 's 

military power to nav~ht, but by gaining ,for her the 

sympathy of the Horl d it had enhanced he'r bargaining powe r 

which she was now exploiting to the full . The papers me t 

President Nasser ' s t actics wi th contempt, but even they 

could not have expected their di sgust and har sh rebuke to 

make him alter his cours e . 

The papers berated Colonel Nasse r f or obstructi ng 

in the clear anc e of the ue z Canal , particularly \7hen in 

February he prevented work from proceeding on the tug 

Edgar Bonnet , wi th a demand that I srael must retire 

completely behind the Armistice lines before work could 

proceed . 14 Previously in December , 1956 , Colonel Nasser 

had determined that work 1·1ould not begin at all except on 

his condi tions (p . 137 above), and the papers protested 
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against this "blackmail" , whi ch they cl a i med was "intolerable11 

and "l egall y ina dmissible", 15 since , sai d The I.ianchester 

Guar dian , there rm s no justification for linking two 

separate issues (i . e . the clearance of the Canal and the 

evacuation of hostile troops) . 16 Al thov~h the papers took 

1 4 • T, r:1d ., 18 .1 2. 56 ; IG, L. d. , 26 . 2 . 57; T, . I ., 3 . 2 . 57; 
& E, . , 2. 3 . 57; and earlier , •, Art ., 17 .11 . 56 . 

1 5• LIG , 'd., 9 .1 . 57; I.IG , L. Ed ., 7 . 2 . 57; , N. , 29 .12 . 56 ; 
, Art • .,. 12 • 1 • 5 7 ; E, L • Art • , 2 • 3 • 5 7 ; & N , C • , 12 . 1 • 5 7 ; 

Note later when gypt linked Israeli assage through the 
Suez Canal with a demand that the rab refugee problem be 
settl ed f irst , The cono mist wrote that t h ese issues were 
not really unreI"a-ced because they both derived from the 
Palestine 'i/ar , 19 48 ; , 1 ., 6 . 4. 57; but The l,Ianchester 
Guar dian still denied ~gypt ' s ri ght to link issues and 
exploit them ; i1IG , L. • d . , 1 .- 4. 57 . 

16 • L1G , L. d . , 7 . 2. 57 . 



gypt's abrogation on January 1, 19 57 of the 1954 nglo­

~gyptian greement on the uez anal Zone as a matter of 

course, 17 there were other actions which -;they could not 

receive so complacently. They deplored the abduction and 

assassination of a British officer in D·e~ember ,. 1956, 18 

and likewise they noted with regret that even after the 

final Israeli withdrawal from Gaza : 

11 .&gypt has not renounced belligerent 
rights against Israel , or accepted any 
qualification of possession or sovereign 
rights in the Suez Canal , the Gulf of 

qaba , or anywhere else . " 19 

These were equal examples "of the fatally negative and 

destructive character of the nationalist movement in 7gypt . 1120 

In view of the foregoing all the papers would 

surely have agreed with The ,anchester Guardian when it 

wrote that it was time to tell President Na sser that he 

could not treat the United 'Nations like : 

"an executive organ of the Egypt i an 
Government , or an organisation on 
which he can i mpose his conditions 21 
without being bound by its rules . " 

The papers appreciate d that the succe s s of the United 

Nations depended entirely on Colonel asser ' s unqualified 

support , 22 and they supplemented their demands by summoning 

, N., 5 .1 . 57 . 

1 +3. 

l 7 • LG , Ed . , 2 .L • 5 7 ; & 
18 • T, L. d ., 27 . 12 . 56 ; Iv G , L • ""'d • , 2 8 • 12 • 5 6 ; & E, N. , 29 .12 . 56 . 
19 . 

20 . 
21 . 

E, L. Art ., 9 . 3 . 57; also earlier ST , 
17 . 11 . 56; & NS , C., 26 .1 . 57 . 
T, L. Bd ., 27 . 12 . 56 . 
iG , L • d • , 2 8 . 12 • 5 6 . 

• d . ' 10 . 2 . 57; 

22 • jJG , L. Ed . , 10 .11 . 56; l.'.i:G , L. Ed . , 28 .12 . 56; & ~ , N. , 
29 .12 . 56 . 

, Art ., 



11 all great but uncommitted states" (The Economist ) , 23 

those nations "seeking stability in the area" (The Times) 24 -- --- ' 
and the Afro- sian nations, led by lr, Nehru (The I.fanchester 

2 ' 
Guardian) ' to exert what pressure they coul d on the 

' 
Egyptian premier, in addition to that vihich had alr_eady b een 

requested from the United tates. 

( c) Israel. 

Israel too was defying the United Nations, but there 

was the greatest sympathy among the press for her stand and 

rr . Ben Gurion ' s negotiations of it. Israel had attacked 

Egypt in the first instance because of alarm at •gypt ' s 

gro wing military strength, because of the latter ' s militancy, 

and the provocation given by her on Israel's borders. To 

this must be a dded the fact that ~gypt as well as debarring 

Israeli ships from the uez Canal, had blockaded the entry 

of Israeli vessels into the Gulf of qaba , thereby preventing 

Israel's access to her south~rn port at •ilat. Now Israel 

\',as demanding that before she withdrew from her positions 

in the Sinai peninsula she should receive assurances from 

the United Nations that in f\1ture no viol ence on her 

frontiers would be tolerated , and that the Gulf of qaba 

should be o pen to ships of al l nations. Lat er, in February, 

1957 Israel indicated that such a ssurances from the United 

States alone .vould suf f ic e t o enable her to withdraw. The 

2 3 · :8 , L • rt . , 8 , 12 • 5 6 ; & E , Art • , 2 6 . 1 • 5 7 • 
24 • T, Ed ., 26.1 . 57 . 
25 • Li:G, L. d ., 3 .1 2. 56 ; l iG, L. d., 27,12 . 56; & LIG, L • .&d ., 

17.1.57, 

1 44, 



papers recognised that 11r . JJen Gurio n 1.vas not a s 

intractable in his demands as resident Nasser, 26 , and in 

any event they consi dered his requests fi,uly J,ustified and 

reasonable . 27 

merica was quite adamant that Israel should retire 

behind the 19 49 armistice line , and had told Israel on 

January 3, 1957 , that she coul d not expect to gai n political 

advantages from her aigres s ion . The papers believed that 

Israel should withdraw from her posi t ions , 28 prov i ded the 

g uarantees she was demanding 1i1ere granted . 29 swell as 

guarantees of s ecuri ty on her borders ( which woul d be lJ1 ~F ' s 

task) , the pape r s agreed that the Gulf of qaba should be 

open to a11 , 30 and further that Israel should have ful l 

unrestricted access to the uez Canal since gypt ' s 

bl ockade was a contravention of the 1 888 Convent ion and of 

United Nat ion s ' resolutions since 1951. 31 

26 . 

27 . 
MG , d . , 9 . 1 . 57 ; & IJG , L • .i!id ., 26 . 2 . 57 . 
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T, •d . , 19 . 2 . 57; T, L . 1 d ., 22 . 2 . 57; MG , Ed ., 9.1 . 57; 
1G , d . , 3 0 . 1 . 57; •iG , L. d . , 4 . 2 . 5 7; ·, G, L. d . , 18 . 2. 5 7; 

28 . 

29 . 

& , L. rt. , 2 . 3 . 57; then later , f S , C., 23 . 3 . 57; & N , 
L. Ed ., 25 . 5 . 57; also cf . :IG , L. "d ., 13 . 5 . 57 ( 11 Israel is 
within her rights in choosing to rely u on her own 
strength and no one else's 11 ) . 

T, L. Ed ., 1 . 2 . 57; T, L. "'d ., 19 . 2 . 57; G, d ., 21 . 1 . 57; 
L:i:G , L. d • , 2 2 • 2 • 5 7 ; lJG , .J; d . , 4 • 3 • 5 7 ; L G, d • , 5 • 3 • 5 7 ; 
N , C ., 15 . 12 . 56 ; & N , L • ..:.d ., 2 . 3 . 57 . 

T, L. Ed ., 21.11 . 56; T, 1 . -•d ., 19 . 2 . 57; T, Bd . , 6 . 3 . 57; 
tiG , d ., 21.1 . 57; LIG , L. d ., 26 . 1 . 57 ; IG , L. d . , 12 . 2 . 57; 
MG , L. "d . , 16 . 2 . 57; IIG , L. d ., 22.2 . 57; MG , •d . , 2 . 3 . 57; 
ST , L. Ed ., 2 . 12 . 56 ; T, d ., 24 . 2 . 57; E, rt ., 24 . 11 . 56; 
E, N., 5 . 1 . 57; N , C. , 15 . 12 . 56 ; H , C. , 26 . 1 . 57; & 
NS , L. ~d ., 16 . 2 . 57 . 

3o. T, d ., 4 . 1 . 57 ; T, L. Ed . , 1 . 3 . 57 ; ~iG, L. •d . , 17 . 1 . 57; 
MG , L • Ed • , 12 • 2 • 5 7 ; r G, L. d • , 8 • 3 • 5 7 ; , 16 . 2 • 5 7 ; & 
NS, Art ., 2 . 2 . 57 , Barbara Ca stle. 

31 • T, Ed ., 4 . 1 . 57; lIG , L. •d ., 1 . 1 . 57; LiG , L. d ., 8 . 3 . 57 ; 
ST , ~d . , 24 . 2 . 57; E, rt., 24 . 11 . 56; .t!i, L. rt . , 8 . 12 . 56 ; 
"" , N. , 16 . 2 . 57; & N , C. , 17 .11. 56 ; cf . earlier m, 1 . =d . , 
3 . 1.L . 56 ; & T, L. Ed ., 2 . 12 . 56 . 



~llien , by mid-February, 1957, Israel had still not 

wholly retired from Sinai and the Gaza strip, there was talk, 

mainly in .America and amonb the Arab States , of putting 

economic sanctions on Israel in order that she should complete 

her withdrawal . All the papers , Bxce~ting The Economist, 32 ----- -----
were opposed to the use of such sanctions against Israel 

while Egypt wa s at the same time permitted to defy the 

General ssembly over the clearance of the Canal without 

rebuke . 33 Two of the papers reported that Israel was 
34 

determined to hold out even in the face of sanctions; and 

this may have been the reason which led The lianchester 

Guardian to conclude that s an ct ions 1,7oul d be of no value 

whatsoever . 35 In the first two months after the Israeli 

a ttack the papers thought that the assurances which I srael 

was seeking should come from the United Nations . 36 

Howev ,-::r , The Times and The tanchester Guardian especially, 

recognising that the vast majority of this body held Israel ­

to be in the r,rong and ·the ref ore was opposed to giving 

Israel guarantees of security whilst she held out against it, 

began to advocate that America should assure I srael of her 

determination to uphold the latter ' s ri 0 hts . 37 ( s menttoned 

32 · E , l-rt ., 23 . 2.57 . 
3 3 • T, d . , 12 . 2 . 5 7 ; UG , L. d . , 1 2. 2 • 5 7; & N , Art . , 

16 . 2 . 57 , Critic . 
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34 • T, d ., 24 . 2 . 57; & .,,. , lee . cit . ; cf . later, £A, rt ., 6 . 4 . 57 . 
35 • LIG, l a c . cit . 
36 • ·;IG , L. d., 26 . 1 . 57; I.IG , L. Ed ., 12 . 2 . 57; T, L. d . , 2 . 12 . 56; 

NS , C., 15 . 12 . 56 ; & N , C. , 26 . 1 . 57; then lat er , NS , 
L. d ., 25 . 5 . 57 . 

37 • T, L. Ed . , 19 . 2 . 57; 
& LG , Ed ., 2 . 3 . 57 ; 

I.IG, L . 
l ater , 

d. , 18. 2 . 57; ::G , L. d . , 22 . 2 . 57; 
IG, d ., 19 . 3 . 57 . 



above , Israel had ~ndicated on February 11 that solid 

assurances from the United States would suf fice to make her 

wi thdra\ ) • 

(d) United States 

The United States continued during these mo ~ths to 

hold Israel gui lty of aggression and insisted that she 

withdraw. Besides State Department warning s to I srael a~d 

threats of economic sanctions, President =isenhower also 

wrot e to Lr. Ben Gurion to induce the Israelis to move. 

The nglo-French intervent ion in ~gypt and the consequent 

loss of British and French prestige throughout the tli ddle 

ast had created a "power vac uum" in the area . In response 

to this President ~isenhower presented his "Doctrine" for 

the ~iddle ast to Congress for its consideration o-

January 5 , 1957 . 38 discussion of this programDe need 

not detain us here since it rela tes to the .Iiddle ast as a 

whole , and not to our crisis in particular . However , it 

must be borne in mind that the uez Crisis occasioned the 

Eisenhower Doctrine, and merican policy from the beginning 

of January , 1957 was , in The 1 conomist 1 s opinion determined 

"by the a t tempt to create favourable s t artin · conditions 

for the • i senho wer doctrine . 11 39 

All the papers were disa :pointed with the United 

ee Sir nthony ~den , op . cit ., p . 577 . 
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38 . 

39 . , L. rt ., 2.3 . 57; & E, L. Art . , 9 . 3.57; a lso see d . R. 
olk, "America in the I iddle ast, 19 4 7-19 58 11 , St . . ntony ' s 

Paper s ( I ) (London , 1961) , pp . 70-74 



States during this period . Since the crisis had grovvn to 

the dimensions of a test case for the United Nations , The 

Times and The Manchester Guardian were adamant that the 

United tates should give a strong lead v,ithin the assembly 

which it had done so much to create . 40 · - Tn reference to 

the effectiveness of United Nations resolutions, The 

lianchester Guardian inquired rhetorically with clear 

insinuation: 

"In practice this now r.wans that the 
United tates must lmow what it 
wants . But does it?" 41 

merica, said the papers , was wrong in regarding '·ypt as 

an innocent party , 42 and she should lay aside her "double 

standard" pol icy by exerting pressure on that country, 

just as much as on Israel, to n:.ake her co m_yly with the 

United at ions' wishes a s well . 43 

the · ress criticism was dire cted at 

However , the burden of 

erica ' s reticence to 
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give Israel firm assurances for her security and her 

international rights in the uez anal and the Gulf of Aqaba. 44 

40 . 

41 . 

42 . 
43 . 

'It Has ingenuous to expect Israel to 
withdraw and sim ly rely , in ME . 
""'I HH0: R'S words the other day , on the 
' resoluteness of all the friends of justice' . 1145 

T, L. "d ., 1 .1. 57; T, L. Ed., 19 . 2 . 57; 
LIG , 'd. , 14 . 1 . 57; I.IG , ~a ., 21 .1 . 57; 
& I.IG , L • .u d • , 2 2 • 2 . 5 7 ; 1 ate r, T, Ed . , 
20 . 4 . 57 . 

T, ~d • , 6 • 3 • 57 ; 
rG , L. d ., 18 . 2 . 57; 
1 . 4 . 57; & IIG , ""'d ., 

LIG , L • d • , 12 • 2 • 5 7 ; 
IJG , L • .r.d ., 26 . 2 . 57; 
~ .. IG , L. d ., 12 . 2 . 57; 
26 . 2 . 57 ; & N , C. , 

& also .1G , L • .Bd ., 18.2 . 57 . 
T, Ed ., 24 . 2 . 57; & N , L. 'd ., 

IG , L . • a., 18 . 2 . 57; I.G , L . a ., 
23 . 2 . 57 . 

2 . 3 . 57 . 

44 • T, L • .r.d., 26 . 2 . 57; T, Ed ., 12 . 3 . 57; 
i G, d • , 2 • 3 • 5 7 ; iIG, L . d . , 8 . 3 . 5 7; 

I.iG , L . d. , 18 . 2 • 5 7; 
E , N., 16 . 2 . 57; & 

, N ., 23 .,2 . 57 . 
45 • T, L. d ., 26 . 2 . 57 . 



(e) Great Britain 

Britain scarcely featured at all in the paper's 

discussions at this stage, other than thrqugh the occasional 

negative comment that she no longer had any say in the 

affair since her influence had been lost forever after the 

nglo-French intervention. 46 The unday Times and the New 

Statesman did add, however, that Bri tain must reject 

merica' s "double standards" in the United Nations . 47 

**** 

.Ir , Ben Gurion was praised by The unday Times for 

his "courageous statesmanship" and for his decision to 

149. 

complete the evacuation of Gaza and inai on .iarch 1 , 19 57 . 48 

Although the other papers agreed r,ith the first sentiment, 49 

they \7ere noticeably restrained about the second , presumably 

because they were not convinced that Israel had yet received 

suitable assurances from the United Nations or United tates . 50 

46. 
47 . 

48 . 

49 . 

******** 

See p . 145 , footnote 29 . 
ST , d ., 24 . 2 . 57; & NS, L . Ed ., 2 . 3 . 57; cf . later , The 
I.Ianchester Guardian and The Sunda;y: Times insisted that 
Brit ain must see that Israel received justice (per the 
United i\Tations) regarding access to the Suez Canal; ,IG , 
L. Ed ., 2 . 4 . 57 ; LiG , L . d . , 11 . 5. 57; & ST , L. d ., 12 . 5 . 57 . 
The Times thought that this question should be laid before 
the International Court in the Hague; T, L. Ed ., 14 . S . 57 . 

T, L. Bd ., 3. 3 . 57 . 
, rt ., 23 . 2. 57; •, L. Art ., 9 . 3 . 57; & NS, C., 23 . 2 . 57; 

cf . much earlier, MG , L. ~d ., 10 . 11 . 56; 1G, d ., 9 .1.57; & 
rt ., 17 .11 . 56; then later , N, L. ~d ., 25 . 5 . 57 . 

50 • Cf . E , L. rt ., 9 . 3 . 57 , ("No Peace in alestine"). 
For context units and their intensity ratine s o f this 
section, see p . 213. 



5. The Re-opening of the Suez Canal and Afterwards 
until I.lay 31 , 19 57 . 

On the day after the Israelis had completed their 

withdrawal , the Egyptians named a military governor for 

Gaza. The Manchester Guardian cried ou~ ·against g?pt's 

"bro\7beating" the United Nations and urged the United 

States to ensure that the gyptians should not be allowed to 

return to the Gaza strip .1 But these pleas were lost, for 

on April 14 Egyptian civil administrators moved back into 

the territory, and to register their protest waa . as much as 

the press could do . 2 

"agypt has moved fast to destroy some 
of the hopes on which the United 
Nations ' endeavour uneasily rested . 113 

The Times considered that the General ssembly had also been 

at fault , having "shi rked the duty of wholly taking over 

the Gaza strip . " 4 
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'ivhen the Israelis refused to allow m:r ?F to deploy 

itself on her side of the border, The Times and The I; anchester 

Guardian pleaded with her to permit tm F to enter, as it 

offered the sole hope of security; 5 but after three weeks 

The .Economist observed that now , with .ugypt back in Gaza , 

l . LG , Ed ., 13 . 3 . 57 . 
2 • T, L. •d ., 20 . 3 . 57; T, L. d. , 27 . 3 . 57; 

JG , Ed . , 19 . 3 . 57; ~ , Art ., 16 . 3 . 57; & 
3 · LG , l oc . cit . 

T, ~d ., 1 . 4 . 57; 
.,., N., 16 . 3 . 57. 

4 • T, L. d., 14 . 3 . 57; also T, d ., 12 . 3 . 57 , ("The r i ce of 
Neakness•,, and T, Ed ., 1 . 4 . 57 . 

5• , G, L. ~d ., 27 . 3 . 57; r.G , ~d ., 15 . 3 . 57; & I G, Ed . , 19 . 3 . 57 . 



with no real guarantee of permanent security beyond thin 

UN,c;F protection, and with no assurances over the Gulf of 

qaba and the Suez Canal , matters were vi,rtually unchanged 

for Israel since the campaign at the e~d of October, 1956 . 6 

(In the writer ' s opinion this judgment proved in the next 
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years to be incorrect , since border inc idents becane much less 

frequent and Israeli shi pping was not interfered uith in the 

Gulf of Aqaba) . 

fork nor, progressed at speed on the clearance of the 

remaining block- ships from the uez Canal , and the press 

devoted its full attentions to the question of utilising the 

Canal once it became re- available for shipping . Opinions , 

al re3dy r efter.red -to in footnotes, cone erning the reasonableness 

of Israel ' s cause , the need :or a permanent settlement of 

the Arab- Israel conflict , the ine:_:i..'ectuality of the United 

Nations and the folly of nclo- French moves continued to recur . 

I t only remains, therefore , to describe the attitude 

of the papers to the prospect of using the uez Canal on 

Pr esi dent Nasser ' s terms , which became lmovm in I, arch , 1957 . 7 

These terms were far from meeting the requirements of the 

Securi ty Council ' s II six 1.:>rinciples" of October , 1956 ( see 

above , p . 112), and . consequently ihey proved disconcertin8 to 

the press . t this oint ·1e must interject that T e Times 

6 . ~ , 
7. 

rt ., 6 . 4 . 57 . 
For Egypt ' s terms , as re-affirmed by ir . nawzi, the 
igypt i an Minister of Forei 0 n ffairs , on April 25 , 1957, 
see The Liddle East Journal , I (1957) , pp . 196-197 . 



and The ;Ianches ter Guardi n ap:;:iear to have been more 

concerned than t he other papers '!I i th this is s ue , as will 

be borne out in the frequency of references found in them 

and noted in the fo otnotes below . 

"The f irst duty , certainly , for the 
Jestern owers, is to ress on 8 
towards a settlement f or the uez Canal . " 

Americ a should co - ordi nate her views with those of Britain 

and France , 9 and join in criticising Colonel !Tasser ' s terms , 

which were received with a great deal of suspicion , 10 in 

the hope that he may be more ac commodat ing . 11 Talks began 

in Cairo rega rding the fu ture of the Canal between resident 

-fasser and I.Ir . Hammarskjold , who wa s later jo i ned at the 

beginning of , pril by Ur . Hare , the American mbassador in 

Cairo. However, the negotiations 'i7ere to be utterl y fut i le , 

as President i·asser refused to modi fy his terms in any way 
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to bring them closer to the Sec ur i ty Council ' s "si x principles" . 

The papers became exasper ated wi th res i dent Nasser ' s 

. t . 12 d h in ransigence , an wen on pri l 24 , he reaff i rmed hi s 

terms , The Times note d i n disgust: 

" eldom have ne gotiat ions produced 
such little result ." 13 

8. 
9, 
10 . 

ll . 

12 . 

T, L. d . ' 14 . 3 . 57 . 
T, L. d .' 11 . 3 . 57 . 
T, L. """d . , 20 . 3. 57; T, L. d. ' 27 . 3 . 57; 
T, L. d . ' 25 . 4 . 57; T, L. d. ' 1 0 . 5. 57; ...,, 

N.' 6 . 4. 57 ; & .. , L. Art ., 18. 5. 57 . 
' 

T, L . Ed . , 20 . 3 . 57 . 
T, d., 11 . 3 . 57; T, L. Ed ., 27 . 3 . 57; 
T, ""d ., 12 . 4. 57 ; T, L . d ., 16. 4 . 57; 
,IG , Ed., 16 . 4. 57; .G , Ed ., 26 . 4 . 57; 
ST , N. I ., 21 . 4 . 57; & , N., 23 . 3 . 57; 
E, N., 9 . 2 . 57; & E, N., 23 . 2. 57 . 

13 • T, L. T.\d . , 2 5. 4 . 5 7 . 

T, Ed ., 1 . 4 . 57; 
.IG , 1!.d . ' 1 6 . 4 . 57; 

T, d ., 4 . 4 . 57 ; 
T, L . "i'd . , 30 . 4. 57; 
ST, L. ~. I., 14 . 4 . 57; 

cf . earlier , 



The Times and other papers explained that since "the United 

t ates and the United nations treated him [Nasser] a s an 

injured innocent ••• they put him in clover . 1114 \/hen on 

i'ay 9 , CUA permitted its members to use ' the Canal on the 

best available terms , this paper stated in resignation that 

the Egyptians were likely~ persist in their "take -it-or-

1 eave- it attitude. 111 5 After this date , both The L-anche ster 

Guardian and The unday Times urged however that efforts 

be continued t o make Colonel Na sser yield some ground . 1 6 

Impatient f or po s i tive results from the Cairo 

talks , 17 the papers wer e (perhaps unkindly) dero gatory of 

the J.merican ability to change President Nasser's t une . 1 8 

On April 23 I."r . Dulles suggested that the issue should go 

before the ecurity Council , but neither The Times nor The 

lanchester Guardian felt that this body could settle it . 19 

The •conomi st explained that merica ' s thoughts were turning 

in this direction through the embarrassCTent they were 

suffering from the Ca i ro talks . 20 sit became all too 

obvious that th e Americans were meeting no success , The Times 

14 • T, d ., 1 . 4. 57; also T, 
14 . 4 . 57, Henry Bran don; 

15 • T, L. Ed . , 10 . 5 . 57 . 

L . IM ., 1 6 . 4 . 57; ST , L . N. I ., 
& E , N., 20 . 4. 57 . 

16 . 

17 . 

18 . 

<IG , L . •d . , 11 . 5. 57; & ST , L . d ., 12 . 5. 57 . 
T, Ed ., 4. 4. 57; & HG , L.Ed., 24 . 4 . 57 . 
T, .c,d . , 4 . 4 . 57 ; T, Ed . , 1 2 . 4. 57; T, L··Ed ., 16 . 4 . 57; 
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T, L. d., 25 . 4. 57; MG , L. -CJd ., 24 - 4 - 57; & , N., 20 . 4 . 57 . 
19 . T, L. • d . , 30 . 4 . 57 ; & LIG , L. d . , 2 4 . 4 . 5 7; cf . earl i er , MG , "'d . , 

1 6 . 4 . 57 ; while still earlier the NS had advocated that the 
United Nations provided the only framework thro ugh which 
negotiations could take place , and 11-1i thin whi ch Britain and 
America could make their voices heard; HS, L. "'d . , 
30 . 5 . 57; & NS , C., 6 . 4. 57 . 

20 • ~ , rt • , 20 . 4 . 5 7 . 



and The Lianchester Guardian together called upon SCUA to 

present a united f~ont against Egypt, since this, they 

believed, might produce better results . 21 The ~conomist 

joined The Times in commenting sadly that in Cairo the Canal 

Users vrere now paying the price of disunity for not. having 

all agreed to boycott the Suez Canal until suitable terms 

had been reached . 22 

It had been r ealised well before the talks began 

that one of the problems would be to whom were canal dues 

to be paid, since Britain and other CUA member nations had 

no desire to concede to President Nasser's demand that the 

dues be entirely paid to him r,i thout guarantees that 

appropriate sums would be set aside for canal maintenance 

and development . Both The Lianchester Guardian and The 
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conomist had emphasised the need for an interim authority . 23 

nother issue was Israel ' s right of access to the Canal 

which 2gypt denied on the grounds that she was at war with 

I srael . The papers continued to s eak ill of Colonel 

Nasser ::or his ho stile attitude to Israel , 24 and to assert 

that the Canal must be open to all nations . 25 ignificantly, 

21 • T, .r..d ., 4 . 4. 57; T, 
T, L • .c;d ., 25 . 4 . 57; 

22 . 

23 . 

24. 

T, L. ~d ., 16 . 4. 57; 

.iG , L . d • , 7 • 2 • 5 7 ; 

I.LG, ...,d . , 2 3 • 3 • 5 7; 
& T , c. , 4 . 5 . 57 . 

1 . Ed . , 12 . 4 . 57; 
LIG, d ., 9 . 4. 57; 

, N. , 20 . 4 . 5 7 • 

& E, N., 16 . 2.57 • 
1.'"G , L. ,£,d . , 1 . 4. 57; 

T, L. d . , 16 . 4 . 57; 
& . G, d ., 16 . 4. 57 . 

.3 , N. , 20 . 4 . 57; 

25. T, :c;d . , 1 • 4 . 5 7; I.IG , 
.IG , L. d . , 2 4 • 4 • 4 7 ; 

Ed ., 23 . 3 . 57; I.IG, L.Ed . , 2 . 4. 57; 
l.J'.G, L . Ed • , 11 . 5. 5 7; J , C • , 2 3 • 3. 5 7; 
N , ~rt . , 18. 5. 5 7 ; & I , L. Ed • , NS, L. Ed ., 13 . 4 . 57; 

25.5 . 57 . 



the New Statesman \iliich in gener 1 ,~s a firm supporter of 

Israel , and which had been consp icuously quiet regarding 

other aspects of the Suez Canal talks spo'ke up in advocating 

Israel ' s ri~ht of access . 

A separate question •:,as that of c ompensatio'n from 

Egypt to Britain for the sequestration in r ovember , 1956 

of propert ies and assets formerly held by British subje cts 

in ""'gypt . Brit ain had already demanded compensation in 

November for gyptian "ss botag e of the Canal" - a demand 

which made the New t a tesman indignant and which that paper 
26 had termed 11 shameless" . I n ebruary , 1957 , The L nchester 

Guardian reminded the Government that the is s ue of 

compensation v,as still outstanding , 27 and later The l!iconomist 

suggested tha t to facilitate negotiati ons Britain should re­

establ i sh normal diplomatic rel a ti ons with Egypt . 28 11hen 

talks about compensation were set to open in Rome between 

Britain and ~gypt , The Times asked that they should be 

confined strictly to the propo sed agenda . 29 

Al though the Canal v1a s open to shi}J_p i ng by the 

mi ddle of April , Britain prohibited her shipying from using 

i t , hoping that other nations would join in boycotting the 

Canal , and thereby f orce E6ypt ' s hand . The 1\ anche s ter 

26 • NS , Ed ., 17 . 11. 56. 
27 • I. G, L. l!i d ., 7 . 2. 57 . 
28 · E, H., 4 . 5 . 57; & • , L. Art ., 18 . 5. 57 . 
29 • T, L . d., 14 . 5 . 57; & T, L . d ., 24. S. 57 . 
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Guardian and he Economist pitted themselves against a 

boycott since they were sure that the Egyptians would win 

in the long run , especially as many of t~e User Nations 

were now employing the canal , haV;ing accepted Nasser ' s 

terms . 30 bo~cott could only damage British shipping and 

prove a boon to others . N) t all the papers had thought 

that President Nasser ' s terms were totally unreasonable on 

every score , 31 but reasonable or not , the papers gradually 

reconciled themselves to the fact that Egypt had no 

intention of giving ground , and that Britai n would be 

advised to concede v i ctory . 32 l:, r . I.Iacmillan lifted the 

ban on J3ri ti sh shi ppi ng on 1Iay 13 ; his dee i si on was 

approv ed espe cial l y by The conomist which was eager t o see 

the J3ri tish economy restored to its former condition as 

quickly as po s si bl e . 33 

The papers believed that J3ri tai n could derive a 

number of le s sons from the Suez crisis . Fi rst among them 

was that J3r i tain urgently required to make herself less 

dependent on Diddle ast oil and the Suez Canal . Three 

papers , therefore , advocated constructi on of larger oil 

tankers to circumnavigate the Cape of Good Hope , l ayi ng 

more overland pipelines , and enlargi ng J3ritain ' s own atomi c 

30 . IIG , d ., 23 . 3. 57; MG , L. d . , 4. 4. 57 ; I.IG , d ., 9 . 4. 57; 
JG , Ed . , 16 . 4. 57; & . , 6 . 4. 57 . 

31 . E, IL , 6. 4. 57 ; & N C. ' 23 . 3. 57. 
' 32 . T, L. ·• d ., 30 . 4. 57 ; T, L. Ed . , 10 . 5. 57; N. , 27 . 4. 57; , 

, N.' 4. 5. 57; NS , L. 1 d ., 13. 4. 57; & s, L. d . ' 20 . 4. 57 . 
33 . ,~ L. lrt ., 18 . 5. 57 ; & E, L. rt ., 25 . 5. 57 . .I.'., 

' 
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energy programme . 34 The "anch ester Guardi an said Britain 

must put her de aling s vii th the r ab t at es "chiefly on a 

commercial basis" for "the era of i ntrigue wi t h this or 

that polit ical f action has ended . " 35 .The Sunday Times - .-
suggested that now Brit ain should base her fut ure policy 

"unreservedly upon the Baghdad Pact an d mutual defensive 

commitments rrith Israel ." (italics mine) . 36 

s a final assessmen t of the ~uez Crisi s , both 

The ·fanchester Guar di an and t h e New tatesman , echoing Sir 

.linston Churchill , de scribed it as 11 a total and unmiti gated 

def:eat . 11 37 

****** 

34 • T, L. Ed ., 20 . 3 . 57; , ~ d ., 17. 5. 57; LIG , Ed., 16.4.57; 
& :rs, L • .,.,d ., 13. 4 . 57 . 

35 . 
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JG, L. d., 14.11 . 56; cf . earlier (Brita i n mus t not 
alienate the r ab nations f urthe r) , ST, Art ., 4 .11 . 56, Lt . Gen . 
Sir J . B. Glubb ; LE, Art ., 3 .11 . 56 , Cairo Correspondent . 

36 . T, L. Ed., 9 .1 2 . 56. 
37 · I.IG, L. 1 d ., 11 . 5. 57; & HS, rt ., 1 8. :.i . 57 . For cont ext 

unit s an d thei r intensity rating s of thi s s ection, see p . 21 5 . 



6 . ummary and Conclusions . 

There was greater unanimity among the five papers 

with regard to this crisis than in the other two crises 

examined. All of them sympathised vii th Israel ' s difficult 

position at the end of 1956, but only The unday Times could 

support her att ack on Egypt . Likev,ise , The unday Times was 

alone in its support of the nglo-Fr ~nch intervention 

following the Israeli attack; the other papers regarded this 

move as something far graver in its implications than the 

Israel attack , and they anathemati sed the Government for it . 

le have catalogued above the charges which these papers laid 

before the Government, and \le may add here that in sum they 

amounted to sayinc; that a Vleek after uss i a had been seen 

to have intervened cri mi nally in Hungary , Britain and 

nrance committed an identical act in Egypt . By this act 

they had destroyed not only the i r own presti 0 e but also the 

basi s of {estern diplomacy and it was left to the United 

tates to try to rescue the situation. The only saving 

gr ce in the n_:;lo-French intervention r,as the limited loss 

o:: human life and ersonal Jro erty which it entailed . 

From a reading of the leading press it appears almost a 

misnomer to call the intervention" nglo - French" . It is 

true that the papers knew that France had participat ed in 

it , but they die. not seem to care ; \7hat r::i ttered was that 

Britain had compromised herself before the Hhole ·.mrld . If 

France had done the same , the papers were not excessivel y 

concerned . 

158. 



The affair was unique in the proportions it reached 

and the impli cations it had for the world which were far 

greater than those of the two f ormer crises . . he fear that 

it may have led to a third lorld 17ar \Vhen ussia threatened 

to intervene soon passed away , but a new · worry , . per~ap s 

just as serious in the long term, man i fested itself . The 

crisis prove d the ina dequacies of the United Nations as it 

was constitut ed, and demonstrated that even the smallest and 

most insignificant of nations could defy it and make a 

mockery of its deliberations an d resolutions. This fact 

distressed all the papers , and we must add , initiated many 

discus sions in their columns about the future and 

composition of the Assembly . ( We have not described these 

since they \ ✓ ere not vvi thin our purview, but the writer 

l:Lo pes that the seriousness in which the papers held the 

matter was reflected in the narrative) . 

Bri tain and France had defied the United Nations by 

refusing to stop their advance until Nov ember 6 , and then 

by being dilatory in vii thdrawing from gypt . There were 

no longer c roun ds to chastise Russia alone for its use of 

the veto . Then 2gypt and I srael defied the United Nations 

as well. Here the papers which had clamoured so loudly 

against "double standards" of justice on the part of the 

General ssembly as a whole, and of the United tates and 

India in particular, also revealed inconsistencies in their 

ovm position. Logically , all except The Sunday Times 

condemned Israel at the outset, but in the course of time, 
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their sympathies for Israel's cause and their aversion for 

Egypt made them adopt a "double standard" of their own . 

It was utterly wrong for Egypt to refuse to comply with the 

United Nat ions' resolutions; she was exploiting her 

position and engaging in not very subtle blackmail, said 

the papers . Yet, although Israel too was duty-bound to 

fulfil the Assembly's di rectives , she should not vii thdraw 

unless her demands for guarantess of security were satisfied. 

The United States caused the pape rs most frustration . 

The papers might have hoped that gypt would have acted less 

astutely in her own self-interest , but they did not really 

expect her to do so. However , they di d not calc ulate (as 

presumably the British Government also did not) that the 

United States \'lould cling to the rigid stand that she 

adopted. It was fair for mer ica to brand Israel as an 

aggressor , but , the papers demanded, v1hat of gypt"? 1 gypt ' s 

subsequently strong bargaining positi on was attributed in 

large part to the Americans who treated her as an "injured 

innocent." In the pape1·s ' eyes , America had to shoulder 

the blame for not redeeming the United Nations after it had 

been weakened by Britain and France , since it was her mis­

management of justice, which allowed gypt to defy the 

United Nations, and her dogged refusal to give Israel any 

firm guarantees , which prevented the latter from obeying 

the Assembly's resolution£. 

The press 's dissat i sfaction ~ith the quality of the 
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merican promises to Israel was vindicated in their own 

minds when gypt returned to administer Gaza less than a 

week after· Israel had v,i thdrawn from ther~ . It seemed then 

that I srael had lost , at least on this count . But there was 

still the question of the utilisation of the uez Canal 

after it re-opened to be considered . In this it was not just 

I srael i7ho was entitled to assurances , but the papers argued , 
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the whole Vlorl d . Profitless negotiations were conducted ~i th 

gypt by ~.Tr . Hammarskjold and the American mbassador , I.Ir . 

Hare , in an attempt to bri ng President Nasser ' s terms nearer 

to the " six princ i ples" of the 'ecuri ty Council . The 

papers bitterly queried how Colonel asser could conceivably 

be expected to y i eld , after the United tates had "set him 

in clover" ( The Times) . ~oycott of the Canal would leave 

Bri tain in virtually " :s_plendid isolation" and cause further 

pain to her economy which had suffered badly in the crisis, 

and there was little option but to accept under protest 

Colonel Nasser ' s terms . 

The Manchester Guardian had described the days after 

the nglo- French intervention as the "blackest since .:unich" , 1 

and the New Statesman had summed up the crisis TT i th ir 
. 2 

Jinston Churchill ' s words after that unhappy occasion . 

These assessnents typify in essence the feelings of the four 

papers which op~osed the Governnent •s policy; no evaluation 

1 • LlG , pecial Editorial , 5.11. 56 . 
2 • NS , rt ., 18.5 . 57. 



was later found in The Sunday Times to the eff'ect that the 

action had in hindsight been a striking success . The fact 

that each of the four papers may have emphasised different 

aspects of the \·r.congness of the Government I s J_JOlicy is no 
. . 

matter; they Here of one mind : 

the world had lost . 

.!!l.=;y:pt had gained , ·. and 

*********** 

162. 



CHAPT R IV 

ONCLUSIONS 

' In the introduction to this st~dy our declared a im 

was not only to trace the development of opinion i~ the 

leading B~itish press , but further to sample the press in 

such a way that a picture would emerge of the attitudes of 

the politically minded in tne country toHards British policy 

in the , iddle ast . To this end, five papers with differin 0 

political allegiances were examined. If they are taken t o 

be fairly representative of the groups which they incline 

to wards, then five distinct and consistent points of view 

are visible . 

The Times ' position wa s anomalous in political 

terms and perhaps in truth cannot be termed a 11 point of 

view". eeking a lead from the Government at a-11 times, it 

might better be described as an echo of the majority feeling 

in the House and in the country, at least in theory. s 

such, this paper was a splendid indicator of the dilemmas 

·which confronted the governments of the decade. The post-

War Labour Government was as reticent to relinquish British 

prerogatives in alestine as the Conservative Government 

( fter 1952) was in the udan and ~gypt. This interpretation 

makes it understandable why The i mes vm s still propounding 

new plans for falestine long after the other papers had 

committed themselves firmly for or against partition. It 
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explains lso why The Times was most rominent in counselling 

patience in the negotiations over the udan and Egypt, v'.h ile 

all others were calling loudly for early settlements. That 

The Times was not hidebound in its su pont of the Government 

was revealed when the paper condemned the Conservative 

Government ' s action in ~gypt in 1956 . Nevertheless, even 

then, The Times did seek to minimise its criticisms . 

The other papers more properly represent points of 

view, which are best seen when held in contrast with one 

another. The Conservative Sunday Times clearly voiced 

opinions further to the right of the "pro6ressive" Economist . 

Consequently it did not approve of the contemplated withdrawal 

from Palestine, when The .,.,,conomist could back this in terms 

of expediency . imilarly, The Sunday Times voiced the 

sentiments of those Britons who favoured the Anglo - French 

action in Suez, but The Economist presented the point of 

view of those within the Conservative arty who broke with 

the Government on this issue . On the other s i de of the 

fence, the ocialists and the Liberals reached the same 

conclusion on many issues, though often for divergent 

reasons , and were able to present a common front . If the 

New Statesman attacked what it regarded as outmoded British 

imperialism, and The 1anchester Guardian stressed the 

predicament of the Jews , both concurred that the only 

solution was to partition Palestine . It is possible to 

trace in this way the similarities in the positions adopted 
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by both these groups, but at all times the basic difference 

in their approaches to the various issues must be underlined . 

Our method was singularly useful ~n isolating the 

various papers ' concern for and opinions about the three 

crises examined , but in this it suffered one maj or f .zj.ling . 

By concentrating our attentions exclusively on these crises, 

and by treating them , each i n its own right, as separate 

uni ts , there wa s a tendency to ignore the connections between 

the crises, and also to overlook the total worl d perspective 

in which they were set . 

From the British view-point,the three crises were 

not really unrel ated . They each marked crucial st ages in the 

progression follo wing ,forld Jar II to a wholly new British 

st anding in the l'i iddle ast . nd for the 'lid dle .c;a st, 
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between the years 1947 and 1957 , there were no happenin 0 s 

which affected it so fundamentally as the emergence of Israel, 

the gypt i an revolution and the crisis of 1956 . In 1945 

Britain still possessed unrivalled power in the area , but 

the v,ar had had too great an effect to allow the sta tus quo 

to remain. Britain ' s home economy was at its lowest ebb; 

the national aspirations of those I.iddle 1 astern groupings , 

whose homage to Britain had previously been assured by 

subsi dies of one form or another, were now higher than ever; 

and an ast- vlest confrontation , however "cold" and uninvolved, 

was a reality . These three consi derations, which ep itomise 

so much , implied of necessity new aligmnen ts within the .Iiddle 

East . 



Britain had announced that she was unable to 

sustain her comr.c.i tments in Greece and Turkey i n February , 

1947 - the same month in which she turned to th€ United Nations 

for 11 advice 11 on Palestine . The United States , all too 

conscious of Soviet dedicati on to the furtherance of, Communism, 

could no longer remain aloof . 1 In March, 1947, the "Truman 

Doctrine" was pro duced , giving way in time to the Point IV 

and 1 utual Security programmes of 19 49 , and then to the 

Baghdad Pact of 1955 . The Russians too were increasing their 

influence in the Liiddle East, but rather more covertly, until 

i n 1955 the Czech arms deal with gypt demonstrated to the 

Lli ddle astern s tates the profitability of adoptin a 

"neutral II commitment . In the face of increasing American 

and ussi an influence in the Liddle ast, that of Great 

Bri tain was di minishing . .le have described in detail Britain I s 

retire.ment from Palestine , the Sudan and igypt . To these we 

must add the rebuffs she met in Persia ( glo-Iranian oil 

dispute , 1951-1953), in Cyprus (from 1955) and in Jordan . 

The press , reportin~ and commentin~ on events day by 

day , or week by week , scarcely, if ever , had time to reflect 

on long- t i ms periods. Occasionally such an indulgence wa s to 

be found , usually in the form of an article , but it was rare . 

Nevertheless, a very clear picture of the press ' s main 

1 . or bases of merican policy in the . "iddl e .l!ia st , and its 
development in the decade investigated, see 1illiam • olk, 
11 De cade of iscovery : Ame ric a in t 1e L1iddle ast", 

t . Ant ony ' s apers , I (Londo n , 1961) , pp . 49- bO . 
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concerns did emerge and develop in the decade until 1957; 

and we may say, was consistently presented in their own ways 

by each of the five apers in the study. 
I 

There vas real concern for Britain's loss of power 

and prestige in the ,,fiddle East . This \'las as true in 1947-48 

as it was over the udan and uez Base ag reements of 1953 and 

1954 . The Times, even though it was in the special position 

of tryin~ t o support the British Government in all its 

actions , evinced t his concern, as did the right-Hing unday 

Times and The conomist . The ·Janchester Guardian and the 

New Statesman were not so perturbed by Britain ' s lo:ss of 

power as with her loss of good-will and prestige . The 

nglo-French intervention in Egypt could in one way be 

rega r de d as a last attempt by these powers to assert their 

authority in the 1iddle ast . ith the excep t ion of the 

Conservative unday Times , all the papers decried the action 

on grounds amounting to the fact that Britain and France had 

by 1956 no such authority , and what little prestige they had 

left had been thrown to the winds . 

Perhaps vii thout full realisation of the extent to 

which Britain was about to retire from the Liddle ast , the 

paper s in 1947 had already begun to urge that America; should 

come forward , and start talcing over . The papers did not 

stress any fea r of a Russian adva~ce in 1947 , and when Russia 

vo ted for the partition of alestine , t here ~as no inter­

pretation offered that this Russi an move was to hasten the 

British vdthdrawal from the whole area . However , this writer 
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believes that such fears , whether unconscious or unadmitted , 

were present and implicit in the papers ' constant demands 

that America should take a more active part in the affui.rs of 

the region . This would explain the depth. of the frustration 

felt by the papers when merica persistently refused to offer 

her troops for alestine , when merica did little to break 

the Anglo - gypt i an deadlock in the Suez Base talks , and when 

she offered no solid guarantees to Israel in 1957 . The only 

open apprehension about Russia to be expressed was in 1956 

when that country threatened to stop the nglo- French 

advance in Suez by force . Even then the papers were 

i nclined to minimise the suggestion that Russian influence in 

Egypt had been suffi cient to justify the intervention , 

although The unday Ti mes understandabl y did clutch at this 

straw. 

The papers would have welcomed greater merican 

participation in all these events , and although the press ' s 

reception of the "Truman Doctrine" , the Po i nt IV . rogram 

and other American 'plans for the l.Iiddle ast were not 

inves tigated , this writer feels sure that the papers must 

have consi dered them all to have fallen short of what was 

needed . .le are supported in our view by the disappointment 

which was ap arent in 1957 when the "'isenhower Doctrine11 was 

pr opouncled. Further evidence that the papers would have 

desi red an American willingness to offer her troops in the 

area and not l i mi t herself to offers of aid was also to be 

found i n the papers ' strictures against !-tr . Dulles when he 

168. 



prevented the Suez Canal Users' Association from contemplating 

the use of force. (These were not recorded above as they 

fell outside our time demarcations) . 

Disappointment with America was pa'ralleled by 
; 

disappointment with the United Nations . · :Perhaps , in the 

papers' eyes these shortcomings were one and the same thing, 

for time and again it was emphasised that America was the 

power in the United Nations , which would a ccept her lead if 

a firm one was given . This was the case in 1947 , as it was 

in 195'7 with even greater pertinence, since the Suez Crisis 

was so much more of a challenge to tne Assembly . Both the 

Palestine problem and the crisis of 1956 were tests for the 

United Nations and in both of them the papers would have 

liked that body to h~ve adopted a firmer stand that it did . 

They had called f or a United Nations f or ce in 1947 and 

clearly thought it was long overdue when it a peared in 1956. 

I f the decision to partition Palestine had illustrated the 

part that power blocs were to play in the General Assembly , 

then the respective stands of Egypt and Israel in 1956- 57 

effectively showed the defiance small nati ons could offer . 

In either case (i . e . overwhelming power blocs or stubborn 

individuality) the constitution of the United Nations was 

challenged , its authority wa s weakened and its reputation 

was at stake . The leading British press was aware of this , 

and anxious that measures should somehow be taken to insulate 

the United Nations from such pressures . 

Finally, thought was given to Britain ' s new role in 

the l iddle East . Britain ' s political retirement from the 
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area which was more or less complete after the uez Crisis, 

did not spell the end for all British interest in the area. 

It could hardly remove the effects of the .long ~ssociation 

of centuries and decades of dominance. Britain still held a 

special ;>lace in the thinking of all 1:. id.dle ~as,terners, and 

in any event British financial investment and interests were 

not elir.1inated. In each of the crises the apers eVinced 

concern for glo-Arab relations . It was this consideration 
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v1hich vms almost over-riding in The .Economist's a proach to the 

Palestine problem, no less than it was a guiding principle 

for the New Statesman which believed that the imperialist ' s 

day vms no more , and the sooner Britain vii thdrew all 

vestiges of such influence , the better were the prospects of 

setting u sound , workable relationships v,i th the Liiddle 

astern tates . The suggestions in 1954 , after the signing 

of the uez Base Agreement , that Britain must improve her 

rela-tions with the rabs found precedents in similar 

recommendations after the establishment of Israel . o too 

the demands in 1957 that Britain must make herself more 

independent of the I.liddle ast were merely echoes of requests 

in 1953 and 1954 rhen the nglo-E yptian negotiations were 

proc eeding . 

A new Britain in a new Liddle ast was desired : 

it may not be irrelevant to ask how far the papers of today 

find Britain ' s attempts at re- orientation successful . 

************ 
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CHAPTER I APPENDIX 

1. Chronology of the Main Events of the Crisis • 

November 
April 

July 

March 
October 
July 

May 

May 

Spring 
September 

18 Feb . 

1 Mar . 

16 Apr . 

28 Apr. 

15 May 

14/1 5 June 
18 July 

1917 
1920 

1922 

1930 
1930 
1937 

1939 

1942 

1946 
1946 

1947 

1947 

1947 

1947 

1947 

1947 
1947 

31 July 1947 

1 

8 

25 

Sept . 1947 
Sept. 1947 

Sept . 1947 

. , 

Balfour Declaration. 
Mandates for Meaopotamia and Palestine 

allotted to Great Britain ., 
League of Nations confirmed British 

Mandate for Palestine. 
Report by the Shaw Commission published. 
"Passfield \Vhi te Paper" . 
Repor.t of Peel Commissi on recommended 

partition of Palestine . 
British White P'aper regulating Jewish 

immigration and land sales . 
Zionist "Biltmore Program" advocating 

"Jewish Commonwealth" in Palestine . 
Anglo-American Commission in Palestine . 
London Conference on Palestine rejected 

"Morrison Plan" . 

H. M. Government decided to turn to 
United Nations f or advice . 

British Officers' Club in Jerusalem 
bombed . 

Dor Grunner plus three other members 
of Irgun hanged in Acre. 

First Special Session of United 
Nations General Assembly Qn 
Palestine . 

UNSCOP appointed from 11 nations 
who were not Permanent embers 
of the Security Council . 

UNSC P arrives in Palestine. 
President Warfield (= xodus 194 7) 

arrived at Haifa . 
Irgun killed two British sergeants 

as reprisals f or three of their 
members executed by British 
(27 July, 1947) . 

UNSCOP report published . 
Illegal immigrants aboard President 

Warfield debarked at Hamburg . 
First meeting of United Nations 

ad hoc Committee on the Palestine 
question . 



11 

13 

13 

19 

29 

11 

9 

24 

19 

26 

15 

29 

Oct . 

Oct. 

Nov. 

Nov. 

Nov . 

Dec. 

Jan . 

Feb. 

1947 

1947 

1947 

1947 

1947 

1947 

1948 

1948 

March 1948 

March 1948 

Apr . 

May 

May 

1948 

1948 

1948 
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U. S. delegate declared American 
support for UNSCOP majority plan. 

USSR delegate declared Russian support 
for UNSCOP ~ajority plan. 

G. B. r ejected U. N. sub-committee's 
plan for partition of Palestine. 

G. B. rejected U.N. sub-committee's 
revised plan for partitioR of 
Palestine . 

U. N. General Assembly voted in favour 
of partition of Palestine. 

Mr . Creech Jones placed G. B. 's 
evacuation time-table-before 
the U. N.; Mandate to end May 
15 , 1948. 

U.N. Palestine Commission held its 
first meeting to discuss 
implementation of partition. 

U. N. Security Council met to consider 
armed implementation in 
Palestine . Mr . Warren Austin 
(USA) revealed waning of 
American support for partition; 
Mr . Creech Jones reaffirmed 
British pol i cy of neutrality . 

Further Arab- Jewish clashes in 
Palestine . 

Mr . Warren Austin reversed American 
policy by withdrawing support 
for partition; he suggested 
U. N. Trusteeship instead . 

Mr . Austin still called for U.N . 
Trusteeship . 

Great Britain lays down I andate, and 
State of Israel proclaimed. 

Truce resolution adopted in Security 
Council and accepted by Arabs 
and Jews . 

****** 



2. 

1947 

Chronology of Main Contemporaneous Events Reported 
in the British Press during the Crisis. 1 

General Marshall appointed U.S. Secretary, of State (Jan.?). 
M. Auriol elected President of France (Jan.6). 
King and Queen and Princes ses sailed fo·r · S. Africa (Feb.l). 
Peace Treaties signed in Paris with Italy, Finland, Rumania, 

Hungary, Bulgaria and Jugoslavia (Feb.10). 
Fuel Control made general over the United Kingdom (Feb.13). 
Sweeping changes in India, with Lord Wavell 's resignation 

(Feb.20). -
Treaty of Alliance between France and Britain signed at 

Dunkirk (Mar. ,4 ) • 
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Conference of Foreign Ministers began Mo sco w (Mar . 10). 
President fruman promised substantial aid to Greece (Mar. 13). 
Education Act in force (April 1). 
Budget, Mr. Dalton (April 15). 
Foreign Minister s end Conference in Moscow ( pril 25). 
Viceroy of India came to confer with Government (May 19). 
Labour Party Conference, Margate (May 26). 
Government Scheme for India announced (June 3). 
Conference of Big Powers' Foreign Secretaries ended (July 2). 
Bethrothal of Princess Elizabeth to Lt. Philip Mountbatten 

(July 10). 
Conference on the Marshall proposals began in Paris 

(July 12). 
Royal assent to India Independence Bill (July 18) . 
New Dominions of India and Pakistan constituted (Aug .1 5) . 
American loan suspended, conversion of sterling tnto 

dollars suspended (Aug .21). 
British Co mmonwealth discussions in Canberra on Japan 

continued (Aug.28). 
Sir S. Cripps outlined new targets for British export trade 

(Sept. 12). 
U.N. General Assembly opened at Lake Success (Sept.17). 

1 • Period from January 7 until September 30, 1947, abstracted 
from David Will i amson, ed., The Daily_ Mail Year Book for 
1948 (London, 1948), pp .199-2J0 ; periocrTrom 0ctober--r7", 
1947 until May 28, 1948 abstracted from op.cit ., for 1949, 
p . 208. 



Mr . Vyshinsky made charges against Great Britain and 
y.s.A. at U.N. General Assembly 

Sept .. _18). 
Report by 16 Nations on Marshall scheme presented in Paris 

(Sept.22). 
President Truman asked Committees of the two Houses of 

Congress to sta·rt work on _aid plan 
(Sept ,. 30) . 

Agreement as to reconstitution of Burma signed in London 
(Oct. 17). 

Opening of Parliament by the King (Oct.20). 
Municipal electi ons result in over 640 Conservative gains 

(Nov.I). 
The Harriman Committee published its report as to European 

recovery (Nov. 8) . 
French strikes caused M. Ramadier's resignation (Nov .19) . 
Princess Elizabeth married Duke of ~dinburgh (Nov.20). 
M. Schumann became Premier of France (Nov.23) . 
Foreign Ministers ' Conference began London (Nov .25) . 
Strikes in France - (Nov . 27). 
General Strike in Rome (Dec.11). 
President Truman signed Aid to Europe Bill (Dec.17). 
King Michael of Rumania abdicated (Dec.30). 
Burma became a Republic (Jan.1,1948). 
Gandhi assassinated by a Hindu (Jan.30). 
Government remonst rated with Guatemala for action in British 

Honduras (Mar.4). 
Jan Masaryk committed suicide after Czechoslovakia crisis 

(Mar.lo). 
Mr . Bevin opened l arshall Aid Conference in Paris (l\far.15) . 
Five-Power Pact signed in Brussels Ctar.17). 
President Truman signed the Foreign Aid Bill (April 3). 
Convention on European Recovery Programme signed in Paris 

(April 16 ) . 
Gove rnment returned in Italy (April 21 ) . 
hr . Churchill gave inaugural address to Congress of Europe 

at the Hague (May 7). 
Dr. Malan replaces General muts as Prime r.1ini ster of 

S. Africa (Liay 28 .), • 

****** 
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3. Column Lengths of News-I t ems in The Times, The 
Manchester Guardian and The Sunday Times apperta i ning 
to the Crisis . 

Section of 
Chapter I 

Feb . l'i ar . Apr . June ~-
1 & 2 
(Feb . 10, 
1947 -
Sep . 30 , 
1947) 

3 
(Oct . l, 
1947 -
Nov . 30, 
1947) 

4 
(Dec . l , 
1947 -
Feb . 29 , 
1948) 

5 & 6 
(Mar . l , 
1948 -
Hiay 31, 
1948) 

Note: 

T 

MG 
ST 

T 

ST 

T 

MG 

ST 

T 

l IG 

ST 

Oct . Nov. 

2¾ 53 /e 
6~ 63/8 

35 /8 l½ 
Dec . Jan . Feb . 

5~ 5¼ 

63/ 8 5½ 

2 3½ 
Mar . A_pr. ~ 

3 
4 

Throughout the period the three newsparers were 
more or less on a par (proportionately) in the 
amount of news-space they each devoted to the 
Palestine problem. The fluctuatings between the 
months fairly reflect the events of the times . 
February, 1947 - heavy reporting of decision to 

go to U . N. 

177. 

~-

May , 1947 - less reporting as UNSCOP appointed 

June- August, 
1947 

and began task . 

- increase with rise in terrorism 
and illegal immigration . 
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September, 1947 - further increase when 
UNSCOP delivered its 
r eport and problem re­
opened in U.N. 

October , 1947 
May , 1948 

****** 

- consistently heavy 
r eporting , with tendency 
to increase as time 
progressed and events 
qui ckened . 



4. Recording Units Found in the Pa;eers A£Eertaining to the 
Crisis. 

Section of 
Cha~=Eer I 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

Totals 

Grand Total 

Notes : 

' T. I, G. ST. E. NS. 

9 6 5 3 
~ 

4 

32 38 15 20 15 

23 18 10 13 14 

19 27 5 9 9 

20 29 16 12 10 

7 21 9 4 6 

16 12 

110 155 60 61 70 

- 456 

a. I n Section 7 entries are restricted to The 
Manchester Guardian and the New Statesmail 
since it was these two papersTn particular 
which ventured opinions about Mr . Bevin. 
The other references which made up the rest 
of the section were taken up in the 
preceding sections. 

b. Interestingly enough , the two "pro-Zionist" 
papers yielded proportionately more 
recording units t han the others. 

****** 
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5. Context Units and their Intensity Ratings Found in the 
Papers Appertaining to the Crisis. 2 

(1) Chapter I, Section 1. (Feb .10-1 7, 194 7). 

1 80 . 

Notes Categ. 
(below) 

T. 
CU IR 

MG. 
CU IR 

~T. 
CU IR 

E. 
CU IR 

NS 
CU IR 

a. 

b. 

II E. A. 
II G. GB. 1 (3) 

rv B. GB. 
V C. 
V F. 
VI A. 
VI B. 
VI F. 

1 ( 4) 

1 ( 4) 

1 (1) 

1 ( 5) 

1 ( 2) 

1 ( 4) 1 ( 4) 

2 (9) 

1 ( 5) 

2 (3) 

1 ( 4) 

1 ( 4) 

1 (4) 

Notes : a. Re. need to place problem before U.N., see p.9 
r+ note 11 ibid.). 

b. Re. partition of Palestine as most favoured 
solution, see p.9 (+ note 15 ibid.). 

2• In the "Category Column" are listed all those major 
categories as appeared during the time-period covered by 
this table ; all other categories which did not appear 
have been omitted. Beside the category reference is an 
abbrevi ation to indicate, where necessary, to whom the 
opinion referred. The following abb reviations have 
been used:-

CU - Context Unit 
IR - Intensity Rating 

A - Arabs 
GB - Great Britain 
J - Jews 
P - Palestine 
UN - United Nations 
US - United States 

In the respective column of each newspaper two figures 
always appear with each insertion. The left-hand figure 
is the number of context units in the category during 
the time period covered by the table, and the right-hand 



figure (in brackets) is the numbe r of context units 
converted into numerical terms according to the 
intensity rating scale, (as explained i n the Suppl,-ment , 
Section 3,iv) . 

Illustration. Categ. ST 

II E. A. 1 ( 2) 

This signifies that in The Sunday Times under 
Category II E (disapproval of personality) in 
reference to the Arabs one context unit with an 
intensity rating of two points (i . e . unfavourable) 
appeared during the seven days covered by this 
table . 

****** 
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5. (2) Chapter I, Section 2, February 18 - September 24, 1947 

Notes Categ. T. MG. ST. E. 
(oeiow) cu IR cu IR cu IR cu IR 

I E. J. :i. 4 
I F. J. 1 ( 4) 

a. I G. GB. 1 ( 4) 2 (8) 
b. I H. UN . 2 (10) 1 ( 4) 

) II A. P . 1 (1) 

c.~ II C. J. 1 (1) 1 (3) 3 ( 4) 
) II E. A. 1 (2) 
) II E. J. 1 (2) 

II F . J. 1 (2) 1 (1) 
d. II G. GB. 5 (7) 1 ( 2) 3 (5) 

II H. us 
III C. UN . 1 (5) 

e. IV B. GB . 1 (3) 5 ( 23) 2 ( 8) 1 (4) 

V A. GB. 1 ( 5) 

V E. 3 (12) 
f. V F. 4 (19) 2 (10) 

VI A. 1 (2) 
g . VI B. 1 (3) 2 ( 8) 1 (3) 2 (10) 

VIC. 2 (10) 
VI D. 1 (3) 
VI E. 1 (1) 

Notes : 

a. Re. ST's pride in British record in Palestine, 
see p. J.2. 

b. Re. T's praise for U.N.'s approach, see p.13. 
c. re. All papers' criticism of Jewish terrorist 

acti vi ties, see pp. 1 7-18. 

NS. 
cu IR 

5 ( 8) 
1 (2) 

3 (13) 

1 ( 4) 

2 (9) 
1 ( 4) 

1 (3) 
3 ( 4) 



d. The extent of criticism aimed against G.B. 
is striking . Tis conspicuous in refraining 
from criticism; MG and NS on the other hand 
were prominent . 

183 . 

Re . MG ' s and NS ' s denigration of Brit. 
Ac!ministration in Palestine, see pJ_2. 

E and NS displeased with G.B. at U.N. seep. 1 4. 
TuG suspicious of G. B. is int~ntiops, seep. 15. 
MG , ST, E and NS dissatisfied with G.B. 's 
handling of terrorists, see:w.1 8-19 . 
IVIG, E, and NS outraged over Exodus 1947, 
see p . 21 . -

e. MG especially, and also NS adamant that G.B. 
should not undertake implementation of 
settlement in Palestine alone, see pp. 1 4 & 21 . 

f. T particularly interested in speeding up 
deliberations towards settlement, seep. 13 . 

g . ~, G, E and NS supported partition further, see 
pp .14, & 21-22wbi.le T and ST remained 
uncommitted . 

****** 
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5. (3) Chapter I, Section 3, September 25 - November 28, 1947-

Notes Categ . T. MG. ST. . . NS • 
(below) cu IR cu IR cu IR cu IR cu IR 

/ 

a . I G.GB. 1 (5) 1 ( 4) 1 (5) 2 (6) 

I H. US. 1 (2) 
b. II D.A -i;; J. 1 (2) 
c. II G. Gl3. 3 ( 4) 1 (3) 3 (3) 
d. II H.US. 1 (2) 3 (6) 3 ( 4) 1 (2) 

e. III B.GB. 6 (26) 

III C. UN. 1 ( 4) 1 (3) 

III c.us 1 ( 4) 1 ( 4) 

f. IV B. GB. 2 (7) 2 (10) 1 (5) 
V A. 1 ( 4) 1 ( 4) 

V B. 1 (4) 

V E. 2 ( 8) 1 ( 4) 1 (5) 

VI B. 1 (4) 1 ( 4) 
g . VI D. 2 ( 8) 1 (4) 2 ( 8) 

V!I 1 • 3 ( 4) 

Notes : 

a. Re.general approval for British declaration to 
united Nations that she intended to withdraw from 
Palestine , see p . 24. 

b . Observe that in whole period only one article 
directed against Arabs and Jews; indicates pre­
occupation with debates in United Nations, which, 
it would seem, did not involve these two parties! 

c. Again MG and NS took lead in criticising G. B. see 
pp. 24-2 5 . 

d. Re. dissatisfaction in T, ST and E regarding position 
aaopted by America in U. N. debates, seep. 27. 
Observe reticence on parts of MG and NS to deride 
U. S. , see p. 27. 

e. Re . MG's frequent and insistent call for a British 
policy -declaration, of which part should be the 
willingness to co-operate with U.N . , see pp. 24- 25 . 
This demand was so prominent that it overshadowed 
(in terms of con text) l\'.l:G ' s approval of G. B. 's 
declaration that she was- going to withdraw from 
Palestine; therefore no units of approval are 
recorded for MG in Category I G. GB. 

f. These units were reminders to GB that she must withdraw 
from Palestine; therefore approval unanimously 
evinced when she conceded to do so, as mentioned above. 

g. Re. call for international force to i mplement solution, 
~e p.27 . 

****** 



5. (4 ) Chapter I, Section 4, November 29, 1947 - February 23,1948 

Notes Categ . 
(below) 

T. 
CU IR 

MG. 
CU IR 

ST . 
CU , IR 

E. 
CU IR 

a . 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

Notes : 

I 
I 

G. GB. 3 (12) 
H. UN. 

II A.A. + 
J . 1 (1) 

II C.A.+ 
J. 

II C.J. 
II E. J . 
II F . J . 1 

II G. B. 
II H. UN . 1 

II H. US 
III B. GB . 
IV B.GB. 1 
V 

V 

A. 

VI B. 

2 

(2) 

(2) 

( 4-) 

(9) 

VI G. 

VI D. 

VI F. 
2 (10) 

1 ( 4) 

1 (4) 

1 (1) 

1 (1) 

4 ( 5) 

1 ( 3) 

1 ( 4) 

1 ( 5) 

1 (5) 

2 (9) 

1 ( 2) 

2 (4) 

2 (8) 

1 (2 ) 

1 ( 4) 

1 ( 5) 

1 

1 

2 

2 

(1) 
(1) 

(3 ) 

(3 ) 

1 ( 4) 

1 ( 4) 

1 ( 4) 

a. T still endeavoured to praise British 
"impartiality", see p . 30 . 

b . MG and NS disapproved of this " i mpartiality" 
as they considered that effectively it helped 
the Arabs, see p . 30 . 

c. Gradual loss of confidence in United Nations' 
ability to bring about partition under the 
existing circumstances , see pp . 31- 32 . 

d . Observe NS now prominent in criticising U.S . 
for its unwillingness to provide military aid 
to enforce partition, seep . 31 . 

e. Gen eral call fo r formation of international 
f orce to effect partition, seep . 32 . 

NS . 
CU IR 

3 

3 

1 

(5) 

(5) 

(4) 

1 ( 4) 
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5. (5 ) Chapter I, Section 5, February 24- - Hay 14, 1948. 

Notes 
(belo w) 

Ca te . T. 
CU IR 

I. G. 
C1IT IR 

ST . NS . 
CU IR CU IR CU IR 

a . 

b . 

c. 

e . 

f . 

g . 

h . 
i . 

I 

I 

I 

II 

~ II 

) II 

l II 
) II 

II 
II 

II 

III 
III 
I V 
V 

V 

V 

D. J . 

G. GB . 1 ( 5) 

H. US . 3 (12) 

A. P . 

C. A.+ 
J . 

D. A. 
D. J . 

• Ao+ 
J . 1 

F . J . 
GoGB o 
H. U. 
BoGB . 
c. u . 
B. GB . 
c. 2 

1 

F . 

(2 ) 

(9) 
(3 ) 

VI B. 
VI 
VI 
VT 

VI 

c. 
D. 

F . 

3 (1 4) 
3 (13) 

1 ( 2) 

1 (1) 

2 (3) 

3 ( 4) 

1 ( 5) 

1 (5 ) 

2 (1 0) 

1 (5 ) 

3 (13) 

5 ( 23) 

1 ( 2) 

/ 

2 . ( 8) 

1 ( 4) · 

1 ( 2 ) 

1 

1 

1 

(2) 

(2 ) 

(4) 

1 ( 4) 

1 ( 4) 

2 (2) 

1 

1 

2 

(1) 

( 2) 

( 8) 

2 ( 2) 

1 (1) 

2 ( 8) 

1 

2 

1 

1 

( 2) 

( 2) 

( 4) 

( 4) 

1 ( 4) 

Notes: 
a . NS praise f or good organisation of Jewish side in 

struggle with rabs, see Po37 . 
b . T and Tap lause f or U •• olicy shi f t away from 

partiti on in favour of trusteeship , see p . 35- 360 
c. tfa r predicted in Palestine , see p . 37 . 
d. Inc reased reproach f or rabs and J ews as situation 

worsened, see Jp . 37 & 38 . 
e. MG and N e specially deprecated American change 

in policy, see ~p . 34- 35 . 
f . IIG and NS suggested ac celeration i n evacuating 

Briti sh troops from Palestine , see p . 39 . 
g . HG reit erated that partition de cision must be 

u~h eld, see p . 36 . 
h . T called f or end to terrorism, see p. 38 . 
i . All except = a~p eal desJeratel y for U. N. i nternat ional 

f orce , PP o38 & 39 . For E ' s objection s to such a 
f o rce , see p . 39 . 

'~**** 



5. (6) Chapter I , Section 6 , May 1 5 - 29 , 1948 . 

T. MG. ST. E. 
Notes 
( '5elow) 

Categ . cu IR cu IR cu IR cu IR cu 

I D. J . 1 (4) 

a . I GoGB. 1 (5) 1 ( 4) 2 (9) 
II G. GB. 2 (2) 1 (2) 

b . II H. US 2 ( 4) 1 (1) 

c . III B. GB. 1 ( 4) 1 

III c. us 1 ( 4) 

d. IV B. GB . 2 (10) 1 ( 4) 

V A. 1 (5) 1 ( 4 ) 

V E. 1 ( 4) 
V F . 2 (10) 
VI E. 2 (3) 

Notes : 

a . T and ST praised G. B. for recor d in Palestine, 
see p . 41 . 
MG praised G. B. for having truce resolution 
adopted in the United Nations, see p . 43 . 

b . ST and very unimpres sed by i mmediate 
American de f acto recognition of Palestine, 
see Po4l .-

c . Calls for G. B. to co-operate in future 
with U. N. , see p . 43 . 

d . 'IG especially demanded G. B. should embargo 
arms to Arab nations , see p . 42 . 

****** 
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1 . 

1899 
1922 

1936 
1946 
1947 
1951 

26 . 
23 

26 

7 

10 

12 
18 
24 

27 

1 

25 
17 

27 

19 

14 

17 
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CHAPTnR II: APPENDIX 

Chronology of the Main Events of the Crisis . 

Jan . 1952 
Jul . 1952 

Jul . 1952 

Sep . 1952 

Feb . 1953 

Feb . 1953 · 
Jun . 1953 
Feb . 1954 

Feb. 1954 

Mar. 1954 
Mar. 1954 
Apr . 1954 

Jul . 1954 

Oct . 1954 

Nov . 1954 

Nov. 1954 

Anglo-Egyptian Agreem?'nt on the Sudan . 
Britain unilaterally declared the termination 
of Protectorate in Egypt . 
Anglo - Egyptian Treaty. 

"Sidki- Bevin Protocol" . 
gypt placed grievances before United Nations . 

Egypt unilaterally abrogated 1899 Agreement 
and 1936 Treaty . 

Riots and arson in Cairo . 
Coup d ' etat by Free Officers: Aly Maher 
appointed Prime !inister . 
King Farouk abdicated in favour of infant 
son, Ahmed Fuad . 
PJ..y Maker resigned , and General Neguib 
took over Prime inistershipo 
New temporary constitution announced 
granting General Neguib supreme powers for 
3 years . 
nglo-Egyptian Agreement on the Sudan si gned . 

Proclamation of the Republic of gypt . 
Junta accepted General Neguib ' s resignation 
from Egyptian presidency . 
Resumption by General Neguib of presidency 
and chairmanship of R. C. Co 
Riots in Khartoum. 
Resolution to end the revolut i on passed by junta 
General Neguib resigns; Colonel Nasser 
became Prime 1inister . 
"Heads of Agreement" on Suez Canal Base 
initialled by Britain and Egypt . 
Anglo-Egyptian Agreement on the Suez Canal 
Zone signed . 
General Neguib removed from presidency and 
placed under house arrest . 
Colonel Nasser became head of State of gyp t 
and President of R. C. C. 

****** 



2 . Chronology of Main Contemporaneous Events Reported in 
the British Press during the Crisis . 1 

Dr . Mossadegh resigned Premiership of Persia (July ·l?). 
The 15th Olympic Games were opened , Helsinki (July 19) . . '\ 

Hague Court declared its incompetence to judge in Anglo-
~ersian oil dispute (July 23) . 

King Talal of Jordan deposed (Aug . 11) . 
Dr . Mossadegh invested with full powers in Persia (Aug . 11) . 
Congress of Rus sian Communist Party announced new five-year 

plan (Aug . 19) . 
Appointment of Sir Wm. Slim as Governor- General of 

Australia announced (Sep . 3) . 
Si gnor de Gasperi , Italian Premier , greeted cordially in 

Bonn ( Sep . 21 ) . 
Chi nese attacked estern and Central Korean fronts (sep . 22) . 
British- Persian r elations broken off (Oct . 21) . 
Gen . isenhower won U. S. residential election (Nov . 4) . 
Mr . Trygve Li e resigned Secretary- Gen eral of IDT . (Nov . lo) . 
Gen . isenhower visited Korea (Dec . 2 , 3 , 4) . 
French Primer inister, M. Pinay , resigned (Dec . 23) . 

1953 

M. Rene ayer formed new French govemnment (Jan . 6) . 
Pope invested 15 new cardinals in Rome (Jan . 15) • 

. Gen . isenhower inaugurated as U. S. President (Jan . 20) . 
ueen Juliana and Prince Bernhard visited London (Feb . 26) . 

Marshall Stalin died (Mar . 5) . 
President Gottwald of Czechoslovaki a died (Mar . 14) . 

189 . 

Period from July 17 - Sept . 22, 1952, extracted from The 
Daily Mail Year Book fo r 1953 , op . cit ., pp .197- 198 . -­
Period:E'romac=l;ober 2~195'2- October 6, 1953 , extracted 
from op . cit ., for 1954, pp . 201- 203 . 
Period from October 9, 1953 - September 20 , 1954 , extracted 
from op . cit . , f or 19 55 , pp . 23-26 . 
Period from October 3 , 1954 - December 2, 1954 , extracted 
from op . cit ., for 1956 , p . 83 . 



Marshall Tito visited Britain (Mar .16) . 
H. M. Queen Mary died (Mar . 25) . 
Italian Senate and Chamber of Deputies dissolved (Apr . 4) . 
Mr . Dag Hammerskjold elected new Secreta!'y- General of 

U. N. (Apr . 8) . , 
Jomo Kenyatta imprisoned (Apr. 8 ) . 
Korea P . Oo W. exchange pact signed ( pr . lo). 
Dr . Malan re- elected in S . Africa (Apr . 16) . 
Prince Akihito of Japan visited Britain (Apr . 27) . 
King Fei sal of Iraq and King Hussein of Jordan inaugurated 

as monarchs (Tuay 2) . 
Dr ~ Adenauer in London (May 14) . 
William Oatis , Ame r ican journalist , released from Czech 

prison (May 15) . 
[t . Everest climbed (May 29) . 
Coronation of H. M. Queen lizabeth (June 2) . 
East German Government made concessions (June 10) . 
Riots in Berlin, Russian troops call ed in (June 17) . 
Julius and Ethel Ro senberg executed in New York (June 19) . 
r . Laniel formed new French Government (June 26) . 
Ber ia arrested in Russia (July 10) . 

190 . 

U. S. S. R. and Israel re- established diplomatic rel a tions (July 20) . 
Korean Armistice signed (July 27) . 
French attack Indo- China (July 28) . 
Shah and ueen of Persia flee from Teheran (Aug .16) . 
u . s . S. R. asked for German peace conference (Ang . 16) . 
Dr . Mossadegh arrested (Aug . 19) . 
u . s . S. R. now had hydrogen bomb (Aug . 20) . 
lebiecite for Kashmir agreed upon (Aug . 20) . 

Dr . Adenauer gained absolute majority (Sep .7 ) . 
Bank rate reduced to 3½% (Sep .17). 
Defence agreement between U. S. and Spain signed (Sep . 26) . 
British forces combatted Communi s t coup in Bt . Guinea (Oct . 6). 
British and U.S . withdrawal from Trieste announced (Oct . 9) . 
Pakistan as Islamic Republic announced (Nov . 2) . 
Piltdown jawbone declared forgery (Nov. 23) . 
H. M. ueen began Commonwealth tour (Nov . 23) . 
Kabaka of Uganda depo,sed by Britain (Nov . 30) . 



Oil discovery in W. Australia (Dec.4). 
Britain and Persia resumed diplomatic relations (Dec.4). 
M. Ren~ Coty elected President of France (Dec.23). 

191. • . 

Indo-China cut in two by Communi st Viet...iTviinh f orces (Dec. 26). 

1954 

The Sudan began self-government (Jan.10). 
Nautilus launched by U. S. (Jan.21). 
Four-Po wer Conference on Berl in opened (Jan .25 ) . 
U.S. military ai d for Pakistan announced (Feb.22). 
Rio ts in Damascus after Shishakly's resignation (Feb.28). 
Christian Socialists gained majority in Belgium (Apr .11). 
Vladimir Petrov, Soviet official, sought asylum in 

Australia (Apr.14). 
Russia broke off diplomatic rel ations with Austral i a (Apr.23). 
19 Nation Geneva Conference opened (Apr.26 ) . 
Dien Bien Phu fell to Viet-Minh rebels (May 27) . 
Pope Pius X(died 1914) canonised in Rome (May 30). 
M. Mendes-France elected French Prime Minister (June 6). 
President Arbenz of Gua temala resigned (June 28). 
Armi s tice agreement reached for Indo-China (July 20). 
Angio- Peraian oil di sp ute settled (Aug.5). 
Balkan Pact signed (Aug.9 ) . 
Greeooturned to U.N. over Cyprus (A:ug.20). 
Mr . Atlee received by Mao Tse-Tung in Peking (Aug .24) . 
Roman temple discovered in London (Sep.20). 
9 Power Conference in London decided to re-arm Germany (Oct.3). 
Haile Selassie visited Britain (Oct.14). 
Democrat majority in both houses in U.S. elections (Nov. 4) . 
Peru seized some Greek-owned ships in her waters (Nov.17 ) . 
Eastern European countries formed parallel organisation 

to N.A.T.O. (Dec . 2). 

****** 
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3. Column Lengths of News-Items in The Timesz The 
r1 anchester Guardian and The Sunday Times appertainin~ to 

-the Crisis. 

Paper 1952. July Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. -
T 2 6 5¾ 5i 2 5 /8 - 1-i-

:MG 4¼ 61/8 25/8 3/8 2½ 1 

ST 2¼ 31/8 4¼ 1 5/8 .la. 5/s 
2 

1953. Jan. Feb. Mar. ~- Iv ay June 

T 5 17/8 27/ 8 41/8 41/8 21/8 

MG 3~ 5½ 1 5/8 1 5/8 25/8 5/8 

ST 21/8 23/8 .la. 3/8 .1. 
2 4 

July Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. 

T 3 1 5 /8 1 7/8 4 4½ 31/8 4 

MG 5 /8 1 5/8 l½ ¼ li, 23/8 

ST 7/8 1 5/8 .la. 11/8 5/8 2 

1954. Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May June 

T 3½ 3t 81/8 23/8 l¼ l¾ 

MG 1~ 25/8 3 7/8 
3/8 

~ l 

ST 23/ 8 l½ 2 7/8 1/8 1 7/8 

July Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov . Dec. 

T 51/8 .la. 1 3/8 33/8 1 3/8 7/8 2 

MG 5 7/8 1/8 ~ 2 l¾ .1.. 
4, 2 

ST 1 27/8 27/8 2 

**** 



Notes : 

a. Since sections 6, 7 and 8 of Chapter II . 
overlap in time with sections 2, 3, 4 and 5, 
it was not possible to diviqe the above table 
to correspond with the sub-divisions of the 
Chapter, as has been done in the corresponding 
tables for Chapters I and · I!I. 

b. The fluctuations in the figures c0rrespond with 
the turning .. of events in Egypt during the period. 
When something of intimate conc ern to G.B. was 
taking place, the amount of space allocated 
increased, whereas reporting of Egypt ian 
internal affairs was generally not heavy. 

End of July, August and September, 1952 high 
figures, reporting the coup, and the new 
regime's first months, 

Oct., Nov ~, Dec., 1952, plus Jan ., and Feb., 
1953 , figures continue to be equally high 
as Sadenese Agreement is negotiated. 

March, pril and May , 1953 the figures persist 
at same rate as talks over Suez Base begin. 

June to November , 1953, figures decrease as 
negotiations on Suez make no headway. 

Dec ., 1953 to March, 1954 figures rise to 
report internal troubles in Egypt ( "Summer 
Cloud") • 

April to June, 1954, figures reflect lull in 
negotiations on Suez Base . 

July, 1954. Sudden rise when "Heads of 
Agreement" are initialled. 

Aug., and Sept. 1954 further decrease with 
pause while final agreement is worked out. 

Oct., 1954 rise briefly when final agreement 
is signed. 

Nov . and Dec., 1954, figur es drop to show 
clearly how little concerned British press 
were in internal happenings, for in these 
months Neguib was arrested and Nasser came 
to po wer. 

****** 
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4. Recording Units Found in the Papers Appertaining to 
the Crisis. 

Section of 
Onap=ter II. 

1 + 2 

3 

~ 

5-
6 

7 
8 

Totals 

Grant Total: 

Note : 

T. 

33 
8 

5 
18 
13 

15 
11 

103 

MG. 

22 
ll 

10 
11 

11 

19 
13 

ST. , E. 

15 30 
13 12 

2 10 

17 26 
8 21 

12 12 

9 7 

76 118 

NS• 

l3 
10 

14 
16 

5 
15 

6 

The two dailies yielded very comparable 
figures as did ST and NS , both appearing 
once a week . However, E, which 
appeared once a week as well , even 
surpassed both the dailies . This is 
perhaps because Egypt's biggest problem 
was seen to be economic, and 
correspondingly , most of the measures 
taken by the new reg ime aimed at 
righting the economy: consequently E 
found itself with the lion's share of 
the reporting . 

****** 
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-5- Context Units and their Intensiti Ratings Found in 
the Papers Appertaining to the Crisis. 

(1) Chapter II 2 Sections 1 of- 2z Juli 14 - September 3.021952] 

Notes 
(belo w) Categ. T. MG . ST. E. NS . 

a . 

b . 
c. 

d . 
e. 
f. 

3 • 

cu IR cu IR cu IR cu IR cu IR 

I A.E. 1 ( 4) 1 ( 4) 
I B. E. 1 ( 4) 1 (4) 1 ( 3) 2 (6) 
I C.E. 1 ( 4) 

I F . E. 1 ( 4) 
I H. us. 1 (3) 
II B.E. 3 (6) 
II D.E. 1 (3) 1 (3 ) 2 (6) 
III A.E. 2 ( 8) 1 ( 4) 2 (9) 4 (16) 

III B.GB. 2 ( 8) 

V A. 1 (5) 1 ( 4) 

V. E. 1 ( 4) 

VI 3 (6) 2 (2) 3 ( 4) 2 ( 4) 
VI B. 1 ( 4) 2 (6) 3 (12) 2 (7) 3 (10) 

VI 
VI 

Notes: 

D. 3 (:li,4) 2 ( 8) 2 ( 8) 1 ( 4) 
E. 1 (2) 1 (2) 

a . Re. general belief that junta was 
sincerely ai ming at reform, seep. 61. 

b. Re. apprehension that members of junta 
were inexper ienced, p. 62 . 

c. Exhortat ions that junta should now work 
for stability, and economic v i abil i ty , see 
p. 64 . Note that E was particularly 
prominent i n this regard . 

d . Heavy critic ism of old regime , see p . 63 . 

2 

e. Wholehearted support for General Neguib, see 
pp . 62- 63 . 

f. Complete a~proval for the coup, its engineers 
and the events of the first six weeks, see 
pp . 62- 64 . 

*** 

Sections 1 + 2 have been treated together, although in fact 
there were no context units recorded prior to the outbreak 
of the crisis on July 23, 1952. 
For abbreviations in this and subsequent tables seep. 
In addition, E = Egypt . 

(6) 



5 ( 2) Chapter II, Section 3, Qc;to1ber u., 1952 - June 
• n 

1953. 

Notes Cate~. T. IIG. ST. E. 
{.'6eiow) cu IR cu IR cv IR cu IR 

) I B. . 1 (4) 
a.~ I C.E. 1 ( 4) 

) I D.E. 1 ( 4) 1 ( 4) 

I G.GB. 1 (4) 

II B.E. 4 ( 8) 

b. II D.E. 1 (3) 1 ( 4) 

II E.E. 
III A.E. 1 ( 4) 

III B.GB. 
V E. 1 ( 4) 

c. VI B. 3 (13) 2 ( 9) 1 (5) 2 (9) 
VI c. 1 (3) 

d. VI D. 2 (7) 2 (11) 2 ( 8) 2 (7) 

VI E. 1 (3) 

Notes: 
a. Observe general praise f or activi t ies 

of new reg ime, see p . 66 . 
b. Apprehension con cerning junta's 

inexperience reiterated, see p. 66 . 
c. Continued backing of General Neguib, 

see p. 65 . 
d. New regime's cause heavily endorsed 

by all, see p . 67. 

***** 
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18, 

NS. 
cu IR 

1 ( 4) 

1 (4) 

1 ( 2) 

1 (3) 
1 (2) 

1 (4) 

3 (11) 

2 (7) 
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5. (3) Cha£ter II, Section 4 . Vint er l;t53/ 4 until 
February 

Notes Ca te~. 
('6e!o w) 

) I B.E. 
a. ) I D.u. 

~ I .E. 

II B.E. 
II C.E. 

II D.E. 
II E.E. 

III A.E. 
IV B. 
v. D. 

b . VI A. 
c. VI B. 

VI C. 
d. VI D. 

e. VI E. 

Notes-:· 
a. 

b. 
c. 

d~ 

e. 

28 , 1954. 

T. MG . ST. E. 
cu IR cu IR . CU IR cu IR 

2 ( 8) 

1 (4) 1 ( 4) 
1 (4) 
1 (2) 

2 (4) 1 (2) 1 (2) 
1 (2) 3 (5) 2 ( 4) 3 (6) 

1 (2) 
1 ( 4) 

1 ( 4) 
1 (4) 

1 (2) 1 (2) 1 (1) 
2 ( 6) 1 (4) 3 ( 8) 

1 ( 4) 1 ( 3) 
2 (6) 1 (3) 1 (5) 

1 (2) 2 ( 4) 1 (2) 

E conspicuous in its support of the 
new reg ime, see pp . 69 - 70. 

NS. 

cu IR 

3 (11) 
1 (2) 

Disapproval of Moslem Brotherhood, seep. 69 . 
Continued affection f or General 
Neguib , seep . 72 . 
Approval of campaign against Mo slem 
Brotherhood, seep. 69 . 
Faults now being found with the new 
regime, see pp . 70-71 . 

****** 
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5. ( 4) Chapter II 2 Section 52 March 1 - November 1 7 z 1954 . 

Notes Categ. T. MG . ST. E. NS. 
(below) cu IR cu IR cu IR cu IR cu IR , 

I B. E. a (12) 
I E.E. 1 ( 4) 

II B.E. 1 (2) 

II D.E. 1 (2) 1 (3) 
a . III A.E. 1 (3) 1 ( 4) 

VI A. 1 (1) 

VI B. 1 (3) 
b. VI c. 1 ( 4) 3 (11) 3 (11) 

c. VI D. 1 (3) 2 ( 9) 

d. VI E. 1 (3) 3 (6) 1 (2) 1 (2) 1 (3) 

Notes : 
a. T and NS still called upon the junta 

to fulfil : earlier intentions, see p . 77 . 
b. fry admissions that Colonel Nasser 

had won contest f9r complete control 
of Egyptian Cabinet , seep . 76 . 

c . Feagre praise for continued campaign 
against Communists and Moslem Brethren, 
see p. 77 . 

d. General denigration for instability and 
suppression tactics, see PP • 78-79 . 
Note MG leading critic . 

***** 
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5. (5) Chapter II, Section 6, Autumn, 1952 - February 12, 1953. 

Notes T. MG. ST. E. Cate~. 
( below)_ cu IR cu IR cu I IR cu IR 

a. 

b. 

c. 

I G.GB. 2 (9) 1 (5) 1 (5) 1 ( 4) 
II C.E. 2 (3) 

II E.E. 1 (2) 2 (4) 
II G.GB. 3 (6) 

III A.E. 
III B.GB. 
IV 
V 

V 

V 

VI 

Notes: 

B.GB. 1 ( 4) 
B. 
E. 
F. 
B. 

1 ( 4) 
1 ( 4) 

1 (4) 

2 (9) 1 (4) 2 ( 9) 

a. Unanimous praise for British record 
in the Sudan, seep. 82 . 

b. E and NS dis~pprove of the Anglo­
Egyptian Agreement on the Sudan, 
see p . 87. 

c. Compliments for General Neguib 
for taking lead in preparing the 
ground for Anglo-Egyptian negotiations 
on the Sudan, see pp. 84- 85 . 

**** 

NS. 
cu IR 

1 (5) 

1 (3) 

2 (3) 

1 (5) 
1 (4) 
1 ( 4) 
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5. (6) Chapter II, Section 7, Summer 1953 - October 21, 1953. 

Notes 
(below) 

a . 

b . 

.c .. 

Categ . T. 
CU IR 

B. E. I 

I 
I 

E.E. 1 (3) 

G. GB. 1 ( 3) 
I H. US. 
II C.E. 

II D.E. 
II E. E. 

II F. E. 
II G. GB • 

1 ( 2) 

2 (5) 

MG. 
CU IR 

1 (2) 

1 (2) 

ST. 
CU IR 

1 (3) 

E. 
CU IR 

1 ( 4) 

2 (8) 

1 " ( 4) 

1 

2 

1 

1 

(2) 

(3) 

(1) 

(2) 

NS. 
CU IR 

1 ( 3) 

1 ( 4) 

1 ( 2) 

. II H.us. 
2 (5) 

1 ( 5) 

4 ( 6) 

1 ( 2) 

d. 

e. 

III A.E. 1 (4) 

III B. GB. 
III C. US. 

1 ( 4) 

1 ( 4) 

1 ( 4) IV B. GB. 5 (19) 
V 

2 (8) 

1 ( 5) 

4 (19) 6 (25) 

1 (3) V F. 3 (13) 3 (9) 

VI B. 
VI E. 
VI F. 

Notes : 

3 (10) 4 (10) 

2 (6) 

1 ( 2) 

1 ( 4) 1 (3) 

a . E and others optimistic of a quick 
settlement once the Anglo- gyptian 
negotiations of the Suez Canal Base 
would begin , see p . 91 ; not so ST, seep. 89 . 

b . Egypt i ans suspicious of G. B., seep. 92 . 
This was seen as reason for failure of 
talks, eoccept by NS (ibid) . 

c. Criticism of G. B., particularly for 
General Festing ' s action - observe that 
NS was severest -critic of the Government, 
see pp. 92- 93 . 

d. All papers recognised need for British 
withdrawal; observe that NS is most 
convinced advocate of this policy, whereas 
Esaw "legal ca s e" f or remaining in 
Egypt, see pp. 90- 91. 

e. General disappo intment at failure of talks 
to produce positive results, seep. 92 . 

f. Note also tha t E published considerably more 
articles on the issue than all the other 
papers (21 context units, as against 16 in 
T and NS , 9 in ST, and 8 in MG) . 

**** 
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5. (7) Chapter II, Section 8. October 22, 1953 - October 

19, 1954. 

Notes Categ . 
(below) 

T. MG. ST. E. NS. 

a . 

' 
b . 

c. 

d. 

e 

f. 

CU IR 

I A.E. 
I E.E. 
I G. GB. 1 (4) 

II C. E. 
II E.E. 
II G. GB . 1 

III A • .!!i. 1 
III B. GB. 1 
IV B. GB. 2 

V E. 2 

V F. 2 
VI F . (pro.) 2 

VI F. (con) 

Notes : 

(2) 
( 4) 

( 4) 

( 8) 

( 8) 

( 8) 
( 6) 

CU IR 

1 (1) 

3 

2 

1 

2 

2 

3 

(5) 

( 8) 

(5) 

(9) 

( 8) 

(6) 

QU IR 

1 ( 4) 

1 ( 5) 

4 (18) 
3 (11) 

CU IR 

1 (4) 

1 (2) 

1 

1 

1 

3 
3 

(4) 

(5) 

( 4) 

(9 ) 
(6 ) 

a . NS in particular blamed G. B. for its 
obtuseness in Anglo- gyptian discussions 
on the Suez Canal Bas e , seep . 97 . 

b . T sugg ested G. B. should set about 
i mpr oving Anglo-Egypt ian rel ations after 
signing of "Heads of Agreement" see p . 99 . 

c. All continued to advoc a te Briti sh 
withdrawal , see p . 96 . 

d . Frequent ple.as to resume t alks and come 
to some agreement , see pp . 97- 9 8 . 

CU IR 

1 ( 4) 

4 (6) 

1 ( 4) 

3 (12) 

e. Moderate relief when "He a ds of Agreement" 
signed ; NS notably absent as ha d demanded 
earlier signing , see p. 98 . 

f . 1,IG and E were doubtful about "Heads of 
Agreement" , seep . 98 . 

***** 



1 . 

25 

17 

1 

9 

19 

20 

21 

26 

31 

16:-
23 

9 

19-
21 

13 

23 
25 

29 
30 

30 

31 
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CHAPT R II I ; NDIX 

Chronology of the I.Iain Events of the Crisi's. 

I:Iarch 

June 

Sept . 

Feb . 

July 

July 

July 
J uly 
July 

Aug . 
ept . 

l ept • 
Oct . 

Oct. 
Oct . 

Oct . 
Oct . 

Oct . 

Oct . 

1950 

1950 

1951 

1956 

1956 

1956 

1956 
1956 
1956 

1956 
1956 

1956 
1956 

1956 
1956 

1956 
1956 

1956 

1956 

Tripartite Declaration (G. B. , U • • A., 
& France) . 

rab J oint Defence and Econ~mic Co­
operation Treaty . 

Se curi ty Counci l censured Egypt for 
blockadi ng I sraeli shipping in the 

uez Canal • 
. Tr . Black ( lorld Bank) announced 

11 substantial agreement" with 
gypt re . swan Dam. 

I:Ir . Dulles told Presi dent Nasser that 
Ameri can aid had been wi thdravm 
from swan Dam project . 

Britain and iforld Bank al so ni thdrew 
ai d offers . 

Russia refused to f i nance dam. 
President Nass er nationalised uez Canal . 

resident Nasser promised to abide by 
1888 Constanti nople Convention. 

22 Power London onference . 
Mr . Menzies miss i on to resident Nasser 

failed . 

econd uez Conference in London . 
"6 P:.0 inciple s" on uez Canal adopted 

by ecurity Council . 
First reports of distu~ban ces in Hunsary . 

. First reports of Israel ' s intent to 
mobil i ze . 

Israel attacked £gypt . 
nglo-French ultimatum to Israel and 

'"'gypt . 

G. B. and France vetoed resolution in 
ecurity ouncil calling for Israel 

to withdraw i mcediately . 
.i:mt:,lo - , rench intervention in ~gypt . 



2 

4 

6 

21 

24 

20 

22 

30 

3 

5 

9 
19 

l 

13 

1 

8 

9 
24 
: g 

13 

25 

Nov . 
Nov . 

Nov . 
Nov . 
Nov . 

Dec. 

Dec . 

Dec . 

J an . 

' J an . 

J an . 
J an . 
Feb . 

Feb . 

I;Iarch 
Uarch 

Ifarch 
I.farch 

pril 
April 
May 

May 

Liay 

1956 
1956 

19 56 
1956 
1956 

19 56 

1956 
1956 

19 57 

1957 

1957 
19 57 
1957 

1957 

1957 
1957 

1957 
1957 

1957 
1957 
1957 

1957 

19 57 
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U . N. General Assembly demanded cease-fire. 
U. N. General Assem~ly adopted Canadi an 

pl an f o r UN F • , 

Britain and Fran ce cea;:;ied f ire. 
First UNEF contingents entered ~gypt . 

U. N. General Assembly called for Anglo-
French and Israeli withdr awal . 

G. B. pl a ced her salvage ships under 
U. if . flag . 

G. B. and ranee completed withdrawal. 
Egypt consented to ful l- scale effort 

to clear Suez Canal . 

U. S. told I srael "no support" for 
demand s~ Israel must ret±re. 

"Ei senhov1er Doctrine 11 subm.i tted to 
Congre ss . 

ir An thony den resigned . 
U. N. a~ain called on Israel to withdraw. 
U. S . again demanded i mmedi a te Israeli 

withdrawal fro m remaining posi tions 
( Gaza and harm- el- Sheikh) , 

gypt obstructed clearance of Eqgar 
Bonnet. 

Israel agr ee d to prompt withdrawal . 
I srael withdrew co mplet ely behind 

armistice lines . 
~gypt i an admin i strators entered Gaza . 
President Nasser ' s terms f or Suez C~nal 

ful ly released . 
Ship s began passing through uez Canal . 
U. S. sent ship through Suez Canal . 

CUA allowed member nations to use Suez: 
Canal . 

G. B. lifted ban on her ships bound for 
Suez Canal . 

Anglo- gyp ti an talks beg1:,n in Rome . 

****** 



2. Chronology of I.Iain Contemporaneous ents Reported in 
the British Press dur ing the Cr isis. 1 

204 . 

1956 

Discussion on uez Canal began in U.fi. ecurity Council (Oct. 5) . 
eretse Khama returned to Bechuanaland after 6 years exile 

(Oct.lo ) . 
r,Ir . Gomulka elected First Secretary of olish 1iorkers ' 

Part y (Oct . 21) . -
Fi ghting betnem dem onstr ators and oviet troo ps in 

Budapest (Oct . 23) . 
Nagy became r i me .Iini ster of Hungary (Oct . 24) . 
Kadar became Fir st Secretary of Hungar i an ,orkers' arty 

(Oct . 25) . 
Ca r dinal i indszenty returned to Budapest (Oct . 31) . 
Hungarian Government renounced 1{arsaw act (Nov . 1 1 • 

oviet for ces bombed Budapest . Kadar replaced Nagy (Nov . 4) . 
President isenhower elected again in merica (Nov . 7) 
Dispute between Britain and Iceland over f i sheries 

settled (Nov . 14) . 
Hungarian refugees began to arrive in Britain (Nov . 17). 
Sir nthony den ordered to rest by doctors ( ·ov .19) . 
16th lympic Games opened in Helbourne (Nov . 22) . 

esi stance to Russians continued in Hungary (Dec . 4) . 
1 40 persons arreste d i n S. Afr ic a for treason (Dec. 5) . 

1957 
Saar became par t of Federal Germany (Jan . l) . 
gr ee ment reached between Russia and a s t Germany (Jan . 7). 

Sir Anthony den re si gne d as Prime I inister (Jan . 9) . 
Pri nc ess Grace of Liona co gave birth to heir (Jan . 23) . 

Bank rate cut to 5% (Feb . ?) . 
British forces to be reduced by 65 , 50G men (Feb . 13 ) . 
i.i:r . Gromyko repla ce d 1Ir . hepilov a s Forei gn .Iini s ter of 

U ••• R. (Feb . 1 5) . 

1 · bstr.'.3-cted from the Dai§~ I.Iail Year Book f or 19 58 (e d . 
G. B. 1Tewman) (London , :>8J,Pp72f."30 . 
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Plans to treble nuclear power programmes announced (Mar. 5) . 
Ghana de clared independent (Mar . 6) . 
Anglo-Jordanian Treaty of 19 48 end ed (Ma.r . 13). 
Entire British shipbuilding indust~y haited by strike 

(Mar .16) . 
Bermuda Conference between U • • A.' and G. B. began 

(Mar . 21) . ~ 

Archbi shop Makarios· to be released from Seychelles 
(Mar . 28) . 

Russian industry to be reorgan ised and decentralised 
(Mar . 29) . 

Crisis in Jordan after Nabulsi dismissed (Apr.10). 
Labour gains in Municipal elections in England and 

dales (May 9) . 
Petrol rationing ended in Britain (May 15) . 
M. Mollet resigned as French Premier (May 21) . 
Riots i n Taipeh against U. S. (111ay 24) . 

******* 
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3. Colwnn Lengths of ·1Tews-Items in The Times 2 The 
1anchester Guardian and The Sund "'i. Times 
A-Jpertainin.:; to the Crisis. 

ection of 
Cha:eter III. Paper Oct . Hov . Dec. 

1, 2 &3 T 61/8 583/8 20½ 
(Octobe~ 22, 1956 
- Dec.30,1956) 1·G 91/8 46 13 7/8 

T 1 23¾ s7 ;s 2 

Jan . Feb . 

4 
103/8 (January 1 , 1957 T 1612. 

- Feb . 28 , 1957) 
4 

141/8 I.IG 12 

ST l¾ 4¼ 

I.Iarch pril I.la"'l_ 

5 
(:i.:arch 1, 1957 

63/8 - L'lay 31, 19 57) T 13 9½ 
-iIG 9¾ 17/8 55/8 

ST 9~ 1 3/8 26/8 



4. Recording Units Found in the ppertaining to 
the Crisis . 

Section of 
chapter III T. JG . ST . • N • 

1 6 3 13 
2 42 62 38 38 33 
3 24 39 16 29 22 

4 36 78 24 44 29 

5 44 31 5 22 13 

Totals 146 216 _J}B 136 110 

Grand Total . 691 

Fote: Ii G proportionately yielded all!l.o st 
twice as many r ecording units as 
the average for the sam le , and 
of equal significance T yielded 
least of these units in its 
effort to support the Government . 

207 . 



5. 

Notes 
(below) 

a . ~ 
) 

b . 

c. 

) 
d . ) 

) 

208. 

Context Units and their Intensiti Ratings Found in 
the Papers ppertainin6 to the Crisis. 

(I). Chapter III, ection 1, October 22-2 8 , 1956 

Categ. T. iG . T. "" NS. . 
cu IR cu IR cu IR CU - IR cu IR 

I G.GB. 1 ( 4) 

I H. tnf. 1 ( 4) 

II rr--. . ' 1 (2 ) 1 

II C.E. 1 ( 2) 

II G. GB. 1 (2) 2 

V E. 1 ( 4) 
VI B. 1 

VI F. 1 

Hote: For abbreviations in this and subsequent 
tables see P• 

Notes: 

in addition , I = Israel 
1:,'[E = liddle ast 
R = Russia 

a . Praise for G. B. ' s securing of agreement 
on II ix principles" in United Nations, 
see p . 113 . 

b. war warhings, see p . 114 . 
c. llG and NS cri tical of G.B.'s recall of 

20,000 reservists, see p . 114 . 
d. N concerned for Israel's security, 

see p . 114 . 

***** 

(3 ) 

( 4) 

(5) 
(5) 
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Notes 
(n elow) 

a . 

b o 
c. 

d. 
e . 
f . 
g . 

h . 
i . 

j. 

k . 

209 . 

( 2) Chapter III, Sectiom 2, October 29 - ovember 7,1956 . 

Cate g . 

I TI . I. 
I F. I. 
I G. GB . 
II A. ;JE . 

II F. I. 

II G. GB . 
II H. US. 

II R. R. 
I I I . I. 

III A. GB . 
III c. m1. 
III c.u . 
IV B. GB . 
V c. 
VI 
VI B. 
VI 

Collusion 
Char ges 

Note s : 

T. I.IG . ST . N . 
cu IR cu IR cu IR cu IR cu IR 

3' (1 4) 
1 (3 ) 

·. 
1 ( 5) 1 (3) 9 ( 43) . 1 .( 4) . 
1 ( 3 ) 1 (1) 

1 (2 ) 
8 (16 ) 14 (16) 10 (11) 15 (15) 
I (2 ) 1 (1) 
1 (1) 

2 (10) 
1 ( 4) 1 ( 5) 1 ( 4) 

1 ( 5) 1 ( 4) 

3 (15) 
1 (5) 1 ( 5) 

1 ( 5) 
1 ( 4) 1 ( 5) 2 ( 8) 

1 ( 4) 

1 ( 4) 

1 ( 5) 

a . ST praised Israeli a ctio n , see 
:p:~126 . 

b . T supj_)orted G. B. ' s act io n •.vhol e-
heartedly , see pp . 118 sqq . 
T f or firs t two days supported 

1 

British declared intentions, see p .118 . 
r.·G and praised British 
sol diers' skill, see p .1 26 . 

d . T and T-argued that bat t les are 
infectious , and t~rnrefore must b e 
stopped , see pp . 118 & 120 . 

(5) 
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d. All papers, except ST, 
castigated Government f or Anglo­
French intervention, see pp .118 sqq . 

e. T and ST put p&rt of blame for 
crisis on America on a ccount of 
its policy duri ·ng pre cedir).g 
months , see p . 125 . · 

f . T objected to threatening notes 
from I. r . Bulganin, see p . 125 . 

g . LG urged re straint from Israel , 
see p . 126 . 

h . DG and E designated U. N. to 
scrlv.e crisis , see p . 127 . 

i. JG specified U. S. within U. N. 
to take lead in solving cri s i s , 
se e p . 128 . 

j . Papers were quick to support 
proposed U. N. f orce f or area, 
see p . 128. 

k . E publ ished one article expressing 
the conviction that there had 
been col lusion between G. B. , 
France and Israel, see p . 131, 
( in Section 3) . 

****** 
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No,tes 
fGelow) 

a . 

) 
b . ~ 

) 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f . 
h . 

i. 

j • 

(3) Chapter III, ection 3, November 7 - December 

Categ. 

I G. GB. 

I H. UN. 
I H. U • 
II A • . IE. 

II c. . 
II E -r,, • J:I • 

II F. E. 

II H. UN. 
II H.us . 
II R.R. 
III . . 
III B . GB. 

III C. UN. 
III c.u . 
IV B. GB . . 

V c. 
V E. 
V F. 
VI A. 
VI c. 
VI D. 
Collusion 

charges 

Notes : 

T. l G. T. E. 
cu IR cu IR cu IR cu IR 

1 ( 4) 4 (16) 
1 (5) 
1 ( 4) 1 ( 4) 

2 ( 4) 

1 (1) 1 ( 2) 

2 (3) 

3 (3) 1 (2 ) 

3 (6) 
1 (1) 

1 ( 4) 2 (8) 1 (4) 

1 (5) 3 (15) 3 (15) 3 (15) 

1 (4) 1 (5) 1 (5) 2 (1 0) 

2 ( 8) 1 ( 5) 1 (5) 2 (10) 

1 (5) 2 (10) 

1 (3) 
1 (5) 1 (5) 1 (5) 

1 ( 4) 1 (5) 

1 ( 5) 2 (9) 1 (5) 3 (1 4 ) 

1 (5) 

1 (5) 

3 (14) 

a . ITG particularly pl eased when G. B. 
showed signs of co-o erating with 
U. N., as corollary pf this paper ' s 
frequent demands for G. B . to do -
same, seep . 132 . 
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22,1956. 

N • 
cu IR 

1 (2) 

2 ( 4) 

2 (9) 

1 ( 4) 

2 (10) 

2 ( 8) 

1 (5) 

2 (10) 
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b. Frequent criticism of Egypt on various 
grounds , mainly f or obdura cy and unco­
operative attitudes , see pp . 136-137 . 

c. T and N especiall y compla ined against 
U.N. dilatoriness /in December, 19 56 , 
see p . 131 . 

d. ST alone in objecting to Ame~ican 
attitude in November, 1 ~56 , ~ee p . 134. 

e. Generally urged that G. B. must co­
o~erate vdth U. N., and also help 
r epair the Atlantic Alliance, see 
p . 132 . 

f . Unamimously demanded that U. N. should 
take "st r ong line" with ;c,gypt in 
enforcing its decisions; in this E 
and S most prominent, see p . 131. 

g . i milarly unanimous demand that U.S . 
take lead within U.N. , see p . 135 . 

h. "G and N eager that G. B. should 
withdraw from uez , see p . 132 . 

i. General acclaim for U .N. ' s speed in 
g,rganising UN F , especially from r: G, 

and N , see p . 130 . 
j . r.IG and N voiced stronb belief that 

there wa s collusion between G. B., 
France,and Israel before and duri ng 
the cr isis; they joined in this , 
see pp . 131-132 . 

****** 



5. 

Notes 
(below) 

a. ~ 
) 

) 

b. ) 

~ 
c. 

d. 

e . 
f. 

g . 

h. 
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( 4) ChaEter III 2 Section 42 December 232 1956 -
Larch 8, 1957. 

Categ . 

I C .I. 
I D.I. 
I H. UN . 

II c. . 
II . . 
II F • 1. 

II H. UN. 

II H.US. 

I II A. E. 
III B . GB . 

III C.UN. 
III c.us. 
IV c. . 
V 
V F. 
VI A. 
VI c. 
VI 
VI F. 
VI G. 

VI H. 

rotes : 

T. ' G. 'ST. E . :r 
cu IR cu IR OU IR cu IR cu 

1 (4) 1 

1 (4) 
1 (4) 

1 (1) 4 ( 5) 1 (1) 2 

1 (2) 1 (2) 1 (2) 1 

1 (2) 

3 (6) 4 ( 8) 3 (5) 2 (3) 

1 (2) 2 (2) 3 (4) 
1 (5) 

1 (5) 1 

3 (12) 1 (5) 3 (1 4) 2 

2 ( 8) 5 (28) 1 

1 (2) 

1 (4) 1 ( 5) 
2 ( 8) 

1 (5 ) 3 (1 4) 1 

3 (12) 3 (12) 2 

2 ( 8) 2 ( 9) 1 

1 ( 4) 

1 (4) 3 (14) 1 

1 (2) 

a . Press was sympathetic to Israel; it is 
noteworthy that there v1ere no context 
units recorded disapprov ing of Israel; 
see p . 144. 

b. Press was extremely host ile to Egypt ; 
in contradistinction itlth Israel no 

. 
IR 

(5) 

(4) 
(2 ) 

(5) 
(9) 

( 4) 

(3) 

( 9) 

( 4) 

(1) 

context units were recorded approving 
of Egypt, (Category II C. E. chastised 
Egypt for her methods, and Category II.~ .~. 
spoke out against gyp t I s intransigent 
attitude); see pp . 142-143 . 



c. General despair with U. N. which was 
considered to be weak and timid, 
see pp . 139-140 . , 

d . Disappointment with U •• for not 
taking lead within u.n. and not 
giving I srael the . assurances she 
was seeking; see pp .1 47-148-. 

e . Re. demands for U •• to face up to 
Tis tasks , see p .140 . 

f . Observe ,:;G very eager that U. • 
should take 1 ead within U . H., see 
p .148 . 

g . e. demands that Israel should be 
gi'ven the guarantees she was see cing, 
see p .146 . 

h. Re. demands that Israel should 
ui thd1•ar, , (after receivin__; a ppro priate 
guarantees) ; see p~l45 . 

****** 
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5. (5) Chapter III, Section 5 , I, ax:Bh 9 - I ay 7 31 , 19 57 . 

I otes 
(below) 

a. l 
b. 

c. 

d. 

e . 

f . 

g . 

h. 

I 

I 

I 

II 

II 
II 

II 

II 
III 

Categ . 

C.I. 
T.'l . z. 
G. GB . 

A 7 • J.:., • 

C. • 

E. E. 
H. UN . 

H. U. 
~, 

• 1!, 

II B .GB . 

III 

I V 
IV 
IV 
V 

V 

VI 
VI 
VI 

C • " . 

B . GB. 

C. UH 

C . 

.l1i. 

A. 
B. 

VI F . 

T. 
CU IR 

1 (3) 

1 ( 4) 

4 ( 5) 

3 ( 4) 

4 (6) 

6 (9) 

1 4) 
3 (1 2) 

1 ( 2) 

2 ( 8) 

1 ( 2) 

4 (1 7) 

1 (3) 

1 ( 3) 

I.IG . 
U IR 

1 (1) 

4 ( 4) 
2 (3) 

1 ( 2 ) 

3 (14 ) 

1 ( 4) 

2 ( 8) 

1 ( 3) 

T. 
CU I 

1 (1 ) 

1 3) 

1 ( 4 ) 

1 ( 4) 

U IR 

1 ( 4) 

1 (2) 
2 (3 ) 

2 (4) 

1 ( 2) 

1 3) 

1 ( 4) 

1 ( 4 ) 

1 ( 4) 

1 ( 4) 

N • 
U IR 

1 (5) 

1 ( 4) 

1 ( 4) 

i. 

j. 

VI G. 
VI H. 1 ( 4) 

1 ( 4) 

3 (7 ) 

1 (3 ) 

1 ( 2) 

2 (8) 

1 ( 4) 

1 ( 4) 

1 (1) 

1 ( 4) 

3 (1 4) 

1 ( 2) 

VI I. 

i;"o tes : 

1 ( 5) 

a . Heavy attacks on C'lgypt , :particularly 
from T, coutinued; burden of crit icism 
again aimed at B5 ypt i an methods and 
intransigent attitudes ; see p . 152-153 . 

b . T rm s highly critical of u.- . f or 
" shirkin..;· i ts duty", seep . 150 . 



c. 11 papers , except N , disdained 
merican efforts to help in 

negotiations vith resident Nasser; 
see pi53 . 

d. Re. various demands ' made bf G. B., 
see pp. 156-157 . 
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e. T and .G adamant t4at Egypt should co-
operate , see pp.151-152 . . -. 

f. T took lead in urginG that SCUA 
nations present united front against 
~gyptian terms; seep. 154 . 

g . Repeated complaints against Ulf'"'F 
when Egypt returned to Gaza; see p . 150 . 

h . N emphatic re. Israel ' s rights to 
use Suez Canal and Gulf of Aqaba; 
see p . 155 . 

i. r: G firmly opposed to the use of 
sanctions against Israel, seep . 146. 

j. Papers reluctantly suggested that the 
uez Canal be used on gyptian terms; 

observe that ST was silent on this 
issue, and was most insistent; 
see p . 155- 156 . 

k . Observe that HS was quiete st on most 
aspects of the crisis by this stage, 
except with reference to Israel's 
rights; see p . 155 . 

****** 
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SUPPL.ZI.1.ZN T ON UN IV .:.:iRSE AND METHOD 

1. 1JH IVERSE 

This study is a sampling ; necessarily so , because a 

complete analysis of everything that Vias ~vri ttei;i. by ._the 

leading Briti sh pre s s on the topics at hand would have been 

a mammoth task, if for no other reason than volume alone . 

But it is our belief that this is a representative and 

s i gni ficant sampl ing . The newspapers employed were five in 

number: namely , The Times , The :r1anchester Guardian, 1 The 

Sunday Ti mes , 2 The ~conomist, and the New St atesman and 

Na tion~ The last two named are weekly magazines . Our 

"spectrum" therefore was made up of two dailies, one Sunday 

newspaper and two weekly journals . 

Each of these newspapers is long established and 

enjoys a first-class reputation . They are , with the 

exception of The l\Ianches t e r Guardi an , published in London, 

and are read throughout the British Isles on the day of 

publication. It is reasonable to assume that one or other 

is read re0 ularly by the majority of thinking people in Great 

1 • In 1959, The Manchester Guardian changed its name to The 
Guardian , but in this study i t will be referred to by its 
:f'ormer name ( as it was in the years described); since 
1961 The Guardian has also been published in London . 

2 • Thi s is an independent newspaper and is in no way 
connected with The Times . 

3 · In 1958, this paper changed its name to New Statesman by 
which it 1,vas already generally lmown; in this study it 
wil l be referred to by this shorter and more popular name. 



Britain. These newspapers were selected in particular as 

each points in a di fferent direction politically , and as 

will be gathered from what follows, they cover the political 

af ..: iliations of the vast ma jority of Bri .t?ns . Since it was 
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part of our aim to trace the att it udes and opinions of various 

segments of the British public , the papers employed in this 

study were taken to be representative, at least to some 

degree, of the political groups to whi ch they i ncline . 

in speakin6 of each paper , we also mean to i mply the 

Thus , 

supporters of the political party to which they as newspapers 

g ive allegi ance . This was done in the belief that the 

attitudes of the political: y conscious are f ormed to a 

significant degree by the authoritative press . 

*** 
( a) The Times is described officially as "National 

and Independent" . 4 It carries by far the most influence 

and prest i ge as a newspaper in the country, and: 

"Since the f irst quarter of the 19th century 
The Times , ...• , never ceased to be the 
preferred reading of the poli t ically 
intelligent, and has never lacked close 
connexion with the government , the 
professions , and the men of finance . 
Its polic{ remains national, supporting the 
go'vernmen of the day in so far as it is 
seen to r eceTvethesuppo"r-t or-pu'51Ic opinion." 
T:Il;'alics mine) '5":-

4 · The Newspaper Press Directory and dvertisers ' Guide, 
London, Benn Bro s . Ltd ., 1953, 'p":'"57 . 

5 • Chamber's Encyclopaedi a , London, George Newnes Ltd., 
(New Edition), 195 5 , Vol .XIII , p . 642 . 



(b) The Manchester Guardian i s d e s cribed as 

"Liberal " . 6 

11 The Manchest e r Guardian is, next to The 
TTiiies , probably the best known British 
daily abroad . Under the .editorship of 
C. P. Scott, it became the axponent of 
British liber ali sm in a politic al seri's e 
and of liberal thought and action in 
cultural and economic fields . " 7 
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(c ) The Sunday Ti mes i s described as "Conservati'lle". 8 

A fuller authoritative description of i t s editorial policies 

\ ia S not found , but this paper is generally regarded as a 

confirmed right-wing supporter, and a great admirer of 

tradition , royalty and the church . It does not carry as much 

pol i tical influence as The Observer (another great Sunday 

,!ll.ewspaper ) , 9 but it wa s preferred for our sample, as the 

l a tter i s inclined to be liberal in its politics , which 

point of view was already well represented by The Manchester 

Guardian. The unday Times was also selected in preference 

to The Daily Telegraph and norning Post, becau se, although 

that paper too is right-wing in its political affiliations, 

it falls short of the other newspapers in this study in 

terms of "clas s" . Furthermore, uo achieve an adequate 

balance of the pres s surveyed, it was felt nec e ssary to 

6 • The Newspape r Pre ss -- -7 . Chamber's 
8 . The Newspaper Pr es s Guide, op . cit . , p . 61 . 
9 · "The Observer , the most owerful political organ among 

tneSunday news aters, w"'iisl'ounde d in 1 791 . 11 ( i t allic s mi ne) • 
~yclopaedia Bri annica, University of Chicago, 1949 , 
V'ol .16, p . 342 . 
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include a Und ay newspaper; it wa s this last consi de r ation 

nhich excluded The Spe ctator, (a right-wing weekly journal ) . 

(d ) The Economist. The politi cal l eaning s of 

this paper were di ff icult to ascertain , f'or it does not 

com21.it itself to any fixed point of view in The •Newspap er 

Press Directory. Those h i n t s which were found, vere confusing . 

On the frontispiece to bound vo lumes of this 

paper there is rinted a quotation from Adam S, i th advocating 

free t rade in the best liberal t r adition . Then , writing 

2bout its elf in 1948 , it said: 

" Thi s journal has never been Soci alist in its 
views , that is true enough; but it has 
al ways been 11ell to t he left of centre and 
that i s whe r e it stands today . " 10 

But mine years l a ter it wrote: 

" - and The Economist does not disguise its 
independent view that pr ogressive 
Conservatism i s still , all things considered , 
the best medicine f or the country a t this 
stage - 11 11 . 

The present writer feels that the second quotation 

is a more accura t e expre ssion of the paper ' s sympathies during 

t he years investigated (a t le a st in the field of foreign 

affairs which was our concern ) . 

(e ) New Sta tesman and Nation . Whil s t in The 

Newspape r Pres s Directory this paper is simply descri be d as 

11 Independent 11 , 12 the Encyclopaedia Britannica depicts it 

lO . The conomi s t " Wage s Impolicy", Vol . 154, p. 3, January 3,1948 . 
11 • The Economi s t "Ring in t he New", Vol .181, p .1109 , December 

28";" 1956 . 
12 • The Newspaper Press Directory, op . cit . , p . 352 . 



more forcefully as.: 

"A moderate exponent of S9cialist policies. 1113 

The New Statesman , writing about , itself in 1956, 

asserted its attachment to "unsentimental Fabianism . 1114 This 

weekly, which is in fact unashamedly left-wing , .was held to 

be a fair counterweight to the ri ght ish Economist. · 

The circulat i ons of these newspapers were: 15 

1950 1952 1957 

The Times 253 , 502 235, 814 232,719 

The r1· anchester 
Guardian 140 ,2 24 127,083 176 ,924 

The Sunday Times 535,021 · 495,300 740,133 

The .i!iconomist not 49 ,943 59,733 
released 

New Statesman an d 
Na,;ion 77 , 509 77 , 814 79,735 

The number of people reading these papers, of 

course, will be in excess of the number of papers circulated . 

loc . cit . 
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13 . 
1 4 . 

•ncyclo paedia Britannica , 
New Statesman and Nation, 
1, arch 3, 1956 . -

Critic "London Diary", Vol . 51, p .185, 

1 5 . All circulation figures were abstracted f rom The Newspaper 
Press Directory, op . cit . 
The first avail able figures, f or 1950 , were released in 
1951 in the Centennial Issue, 1951 . 
Fi gures for 1952 from Annual 102nd Issue, 1953 t 
Fi gures for 19 57 from Annual 107th Issue , 1958 . 



2. METHOD. 

i) Initial consi derations 

(a) How could the content of ,the dailies 
/ 

reasonably be compared vdth that of the weeklies? Obviously, 

in t erms of bulk alone , t he dailies were many times ·greater 

than the weeklies. Then , the nature of their respective 

contents wa s not similar; as, to instance the major 
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difference itself , the weekly journals di d not print news-items . 

Where did The Sunday Times , as a weekly newspaper , fit into 

the scheme of things? 

(b) The quantity of ma teri al to be examined 

wa s very large, and as yet i mprecisely defined . das everything 

equally rel evant and \ias every item to be a ccorded the same 

weight? 

ti ) Definition of the sample 

In an attempt to solve these problems, the following 

working policy was adopted and pursued:-

(a ) The period to be read f or each cri sis was 

consi dered to beg in a t the comme ncement of the publishing 

week prior to the full outbreak of the crisis . The events 

leading up to the cri sis, perhaps stret ching over many years, 

were described in a brief historical intro duction to the 

chapter , but were ign~red f or th e purpo ses of an alysis 

proper. Reading concluded at the end of three p ubli shing 

weeks after the settlement of the cri sis or the last maj or 

turning-point bef ore it pa ssed into (comparative) oblivion. 



(b) Only news-items, editorials, feature 

articles and the like, di r ectly related to the cri s i s under 

discussion were treated a s relevant . Othex items v1hich mi ght 

perhaps be indirectly connected wi th th~ topic were not 

included . 

( c ) "Letters to the Edi to r 11 were also regarded 

as inadmissibl e material , since they were of such an unequal 

nature that they coul d not be classified consistently. They 

ranged i n content betwe en the equivalent of news-items on the 

one hand and extreme opinion cont r ary to t he publishing 

newspapers ' posit i on on the other . Often t h ey wer e neither 

news nor opinion , but neutral items such as mutual 

recriminations between offended readers and contributors . 

These exclus ions served a double function. First, 

they narrowed down the quantity of material to be scrutinized; 

and then , of grea ter note , they helped t o put the dailies 

and the weeklies on a more equal footing . It will readily 

be un derstood that one of the greatest advant ages a daily 

has over a weekly is tha t it can publish many more articles 

of an incidental nature than t9e l atter , and similarly it 

can devote many column s to correspondence, whereas the weekly 

i s extremely limited in these respects . It i s a dmitted that 

t hese exclus ions may have resulted in the passing-over of 

some relevant informa tion , but we v1oul d c ontend that 

omitted data were not sufficient to unbalance a proper under ­

standing of t he various paper s ' points of view. 
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(d) A "trial-run" had revealed that the 

coverage of news in the two daily newspapers was generally 

neutral, and unembellished with opinion s and value judgments . 

Certainly, the news- items were always free from the 

newspapers ' suggestions of wha t ought to · be do-q.e in any 

g iven circumstance. Moreover, these items were often 

identical, as the two papers shared the same news agencies .16 

It wa s therefore decided that the news- i tems of these 

dail y papers shouid be treated separately , f or they could 

simply be quantified and compared in terms of column 

lengths, \7i thout being scrutinized f or opinions and 

recommendations . A random sample of two editi ons of each 

paper in every publ i shi ng week was measured f or 

presentation (see below) . 

This meant that the weekly journal s ·.7ere now mor e 

or less on a par with the dailies , because all analysis of 

judgments and prescript ion s wa s co nducted from edit orials , 

feature art i cles, etc ., which were carried by both classes 

of paper, and where length was not the essential criterion. 

(e) The unday Times , however, was in a 

special category , s ince as a newspaper, it did report the 

weekend nevrn . Furthermore, there was an added complication 

in that this paper generally publ i shed only one lengthy 

16 . Each such item Has acknowledged at its end by the 
reference '"The T.' & ' M. G.' Service . " Other news 
agencies included Reuter, British United Press, and 
Asso ci ated Press . 
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editorial a \'leek , usual ly on home af fairs, and devoted the 

larger part of i t s feature articles not to politics, but 

to li t erature , history and the arts . It also permitted 

its reporters greater editorial licence than the two 

dailies , and opinions were ~ery often expressed in -the news 

columns. 17 

Theref ore to meet these characteristics, the news­

i tems in The Sunday Times were both scrutinized f or opinions , 

and also mea sured for presentation alongside the figures 

from The Times and The Manchester Guardian . All other 

items (editorials , fe atures, etc.) were examined in the 

same way as the rest of the papers . 

In sum, every pertinent editorial, feature, etc ., 

in the dail ies during the crises were re a d, as were all 

such items in the weeklies. As well a s these, in the 

spec i al ca ne of The Sunday Times , news-items were also 

read , as they too yielded value-judgments and prescri ptions . 

iii) uantification 

(a) News-items (newspapers only ) . 

As indicated above , news-items were treated 

separately and measured in terms of columns and parts of 

columns. Two random editions of The Times and The Manchester 

17 · In 19 57 the s1·ze of mhe S d T' r tl 1 d L un ay 1mes was g ea yen arge 
and with more space for feature articles the policy of 
allowin reporters the licence to express opi nions seemis ,. 
to have been curtailed to some extent. Ho v,ev er , the 
me thod of handling this paper, descri bed ab~ove, was 
applied throughout. 
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Guardian in every publishing week and all editions of The 

Sunday Times were measured. The total length of columns 

every calendar month devoted to the crises by each newspaper 

has been tabulated and ~resente d in app~ndices to each 
. . . d 1 8 crisis examine .-

(b) Editorials , feature articles, etc . 

Opinions , judgments and recommendations found 

in these items were quantified and cla ssified on two levels . 

This system accommodated each "value- toned" expression in 

its ovm right , and also treated that same expression in 

terms of the context in which it was found . 

1 . The recording unit - i . e . the smaller 

unit to be recorded .19 

hvery discrete opinion , both descriptive 

and prescriptive , oonstituted one recording unit . No lesser 

recording value wa s ascri bed to an opinion which was 

expressed in a single word or short phrase , than to one 

opinion which took a vvhole paragraph to express . All such 

recorded units were clas sified according to the categories 

belov1 , and described in the narrative of the study . The 

1 8 · News "lineage" alone wa s measured . This included headlines 
but excluded photo graphs, maps and cartoons . Also the 
verbati m repo r ts of Parliamentary debates published 

19 . 
daily in The Times were not mea sured . 
For full description of recording and context units, see 
De rwin P. Carti.,,right "Analysis of ualitative ,laterial" 
i n Festinger , Leon and Daniel Katz (eds . ) Rese arch Methods 
in the Behavioral_Sciences (London , 1954), p . 436 sqq . 
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total number of recording units in each paper on the three 

crises was stated in the appendices to their respective 

chapters accordin; to the same divisions ·as the tables of 

context units below . 

2 . The context unit - i . e . the -larger 

unit to be recorded . 

The context unit represented the burden 

of the whole article, or (if the article was clearly 

arranged in sections) the burden of each of its parts . 

These units were classified by t h e major divisions of the 

ca tegori es below . 20 They were then counted and tabulated 

for presentation in the appendices . These tabl3s Rere 
\ 

arranged in accordance v,ith the sub- divis i ons of the 

chapters to which they referred . 

This is to say , the material analysed 

was quantified in three ways. News- items were simply 

measured in terms of lineage; opinions in editorials and 

the like were classif ied f irst as recording units and 

secondly as context units . The recording units wer e like 

the individual trees of which a forest consists: they have 

been described in full i n t he narrative of this study, and 

each footnoted reference to the sources represents a single 

recording unit. The context units enabled the writer to 

see the larger groupings of "trees" of which the "forest" 

20 . I . e . According to categories IA, I B, IC , etc . , each 
as a whole and not in terms of their further sub­
divisions (IAI, 2, 3, 4, etc . ). 
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was made up. He has endeavoured to oo nvey this in the 

course of the narrative by describing the major emphases 

of concern in the several papers throu6hout the develop ing 
; 

crises. (See below, Illustration of Lle·thod) . 

iv) Measurement of intensity 

Precise mensuration of intensity of opinion calls 

for a highly specialised examination of content, and for a 

well defined rating scale. Although our primary interest 

was not to measure the intensity of the opinions as found in 

each newspaper, it was considered essential that there 

shoulcl be an intensity gauge of some kind . Merely to know, 

for example, that two newspapers advocated the same policy 

was insufficient, as one paper could be very reserved, 

while the other might be quite adamant about the matter. 

Therefore, the context units (above) were also 

given an intensity value xating on a simple 5 point scale 

as follows:-

Those context units regarded as Very 

22'8. 

Favourable 
Those context units regarded as 

... 5 points ) Positive 
) Rating 

Favourable .. . 
Those context uni ts regarded as 

Non-commital . 
'rhose context units regarded as 

Unfavourable . 
Those context uni ts regarded as Very 

Unfavourable . 

4 II 

3 " 

2 11 

1 II 

) Values 

) Negative 
) Rating 
) Values 

We may have found that for one four week period in 

a single major category two newspapers each yielded two 

recordine uni ts. Those of one paper had intensity values 

of 3 and 4 points respectively, while those of the other 



had intensity values of 5 and 5 points. By adding the 

points , we find tha t the first paper wa s in f avour of t h e 

situation or action to the extent of 7 po~nts, whe r eas the 

second newspaper was more enthusiastically in f avour to the 

extent of 10 points . These results wer e also tab ulated 

according to t h e same time periods as the context units and 

presented beside t h em in the appendices . 

A secondary gauge of intensity, which admittedly 

had but limited utility , wa s simply to observe the frequency 

with which an opinion recurred in any paper . No attempt 

has been made to arrive at an equival ence between, by way 

of example, an opi nion expressed once with an intensity 

rating value of 5 po i nts in one paper , as against the same 

opinion occurring twice elsewhe re with a combined value 

rating of 6 points; such an attempt vrnuld have unnecessarily 

raised many theoretic problems. Nevertheless, the reader 

wi ll in all probability find it a convenient guide to the 

individual papers ' major concerns if attention is given to 

the footnotes and t h e predominance of refe r ence to specific 

papers is mark ed . 

v) Categories 

Our categories have been taken extensively from 

Henry C. Bush, who made a similar study , mea s uring opinion 

in Great Britain regarding the. United Sta tes and Russia 

between 1946 and 1950. 21 His categories have been 

21 • Bush , Henry C. British Press and Parliamentary Q.£_inion 
about the United States and theSovi et Union ,1940-1950, 
TUniversTty of. Chicago, 1954;,pp . 37-42 . 
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modified freely to fit our O\ffi purposes, and Sections IG, 

IH, IIG, IIH, IIIC, IVC, VI, and VII, plus their sub­

divisions have been added by ourselves. 

All recording units were classified into the 

following categories:-

22 . 

I. Those 11 descriptive" opinions usually associated 
with a roval (from Great Britain I s point of view). 
Context units falling within this -section all 
received positive intensity rating values. 

A. ffects of (M.E.) upon Britain, Europe and 
the World -~~ 

B. 

1. M •• keeps the peace, adds to Britain ' s 
safety. 

2. I,I . E . helps Britain economically and 
otherwise. 

3. M. E. is not infringing on Britain's 
independence, or fr eedo m of action, and 
is not detracting from Britain's prestige, 
influence and honour . 

4 . M. E. is pro-West . 
5. I\l . E . is helping Europe and the vforld 

economically . 

Internal political and economic 
characteri st ics of (M.E. ) 

1. M. E. is progressive, and legislates vv'isely . 
2. M •• achieves approximate social justice, 

(al though it is not as democratic as 
Britain , and not in the same sense) . 

3. M •. is economically stable, and is not 
boom-or bust- bound . 

C. Norms and I.Iethods of (LI •• ) 

1. I . E. acts legally, observes treaty 
obligations, and obeys the law. 

The abbreviation l •• (Mi ddle ast) has been used throughout 
in the enunciation of the categorie s , but it should be under­
stood that this is a convenience and it was substituted by 
"Palestine 11 , "rabs", "Jews", "Egypt" , "Suez Canal", etc ., to 
fit each cris is as required . 
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D. 

.r.i . 

F. 

2 . VI •• obeys U. N. O. and helps U. N. O. 
3 . I.I . E . does not abuse its power, 

exercises restraint in its dealing s 
with others ; acts multilateral ly 
and do es not thro'w its weight around 
in world .JOli t ics . 

Capacity of (1 • • ) 

231. 

1 . 1 . B. is skilled , experienced, diplomatic, 
and knows rvha t it i s doing . 

2 . LT . 1 • is s trong, and unit ed. 

Personality of (TT .E. ) 

1 . 1 . E. is co-operative, internationalist . 
2 . LI •• is friendly , sympa the tic, generous . 

r. or al it y of ( M. E • ) 

1. II •. is morally right ; possesses moral 
prestige, is just, fair . 

2 . ll . E . is aware of its responsibiliti es , 
is doing its duty in and for the world . 

G. The role of Britain in the (r .E. ) 

H. 

1 . Britain helps the M. E. : to keep the 
peace, economically , etc . ; and deals 
with ti . ~ . in such a way as to rotect 
her own honour . 

2. Britain treats r.:: •• legally , respects 
treai y obligations , and does not bully 
L . E. 

3. Britain is skilled, experienced , and 
knows what she is doing . 

4. Britain is co-o pera tive and sympathetic 
to r, • • 

5. Britain is morally right in her 
dealings with M.E. 

6 . Britain i s successful in the M. E . 

The role of the United I• a tions , America and 
other nation s or bodies in the (hl .E. ) 2~ 

1 . (U .• ) can and does help in the · . E . 
2. (U . N. ) helps and sup orts Britain in 

the I. . E . 

The abbreviation U . N. ( United Nat ions) has been used in the 
enunciation of this category, an d al s o in cat egories IIH,IIIC, 
and others below, but again i t should be understood (a s in 
footnote 22) that it was substituted by the appropriate 
nation or body as each case required . 
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3. (U.N.) is skilled , experienced, co­
operative and sympathetic . 

4 . (U.N . ) is morally ri 5 ht . 
5. These nations or bo dies act lecally 

and support (U . N. ) in the 1 . ~ . 

view . 
Cont ext unit s falling within tliis section all 
received negative intensity rating ~alues • 

A. 

B. 

.t!fff ect s of I, . . upon Bri tain, Europe 
and the World . · 

1. N.E. is a threat to peace . 
2. .i . E. is hurt i ng Britain economi cally. 
3. TT •• detracts from the prestige or 

dignity of Britain or infringes 
upon or reduces Bri tain ' s freedom 
of action . -

4 . I.I • ..i!i . hurts Euro pe , and/or the dorld . 
5 . I. . E . hurts uro e , and/or the ./orld 

economically . 

Internal political and economic 
characteristics of (L .E. ) 

1 . li . E . i s anti-democratic , totalita rian . 
2 . , • . is reactionary, oppo sed to or 

not worki ng f or social change . 
3. ti . ~ . does not achieve so ci al justice ; 

ti •• permits economic inequality , 
allows large rewards for some at 
the expense of many poor; II •• 
exploits its (or other nations ' ) 
people . 

4 . r.: .E. i s economically unstable, 
heading for or in either inf lation 
or deflation . 

C • . Go el s and Norms of (1 • E. ) 

1. t . ~ . acts illegally , i 0nores its 
treaty obligations . 

2 . I. . - . hurts or di sobeys the U. N. 
3 . : . ~. uses deception or violence, 

abus e s its power , bullies other 
nations, and abuses the institutions 
of int ernational affairs . 

4 . M. E. is i mperi alist. 
5 . I.~. E . ' s motiv:e is to get or retain 

markets, loot, or investments which 
belong to others. 
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Capacity of (r • ~ . ) 

1 . M •• is inexperienced , cannot lead , 
lacks ability and does not know 
what it is do'ing . 

2 . Ir • • is weak, unstable , disorganised . 

E. Personality of(~ •• ) 

1 . i.I . E . is unduly sensitive, suspicious, 
und 0.ly secretive . 

2 . I.I . E . i s selfish, stubborn , unco-
operative , not persuadable . 

3 . ll •• i s hostile , hates Britain . 
4 . Ll . E . has a bias against communi sm . 
5. M •• has a Llarxist bias , and co­

operates with the U ••• R. 

F. I.Iorali ty of ( . J5 . ) 

1 . L1 . • is morally wrong , lacking in 
moral prestige , un just , unfair . 

2. I.1 . ' • lacks moral urpose , is 
morally mean . 

3 . M •• is irresponsible, is not aware 
of and is not fulfilling its duties 
to Britain and the ,lorld . 

G. Role of Britain in the ( . E. ) 

H. 

1 . Britain does not help to keep the 
peace in . E. -;--and does no .t act to 
protect her own economic interests, 
p.er prestige and honour in the I. ". 

2 . Britain does not treat Ll . ~ . legally, 
does not respe"cl; treaty obliga tions, 
and bullies ,I .E . 

3. · Britain is not co - operative , 
sympathetic to r.I.E . 

4 . Britain is morally v1rong , is 
deceitful in M. · • 

5. Britain is blundering , Lmsuccessful 
in M. " . 

Role of United Nationsf merica and other 
nations or bodies in tie (M .E. ) 

1 . (U .N. ) cannot or does not help in I; . E. 
2 . (U .N. ) does not help orsupport 

Britain in M:E. 
3 . (U . N. ) doe s not act legally . 
4. (U .N. ) is notskill ed , is inexperiencedi 

Qnco-o perative, irresponsible . 
5 . (U.N. ) is morally wrong . 
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Context unit s -falling within thi s section all 
received po sitive intensity rating values . 

A. (M.E . ) shoul d, will· or must: 

1. Give Britain money . 
2. Lower its trade barriers and import 

from Britain . 
3 . Provide men and money in common 

defence. 
4. Strive to~ards i ts own internal 

stability , removing corruption and 
disturb i ng factors . 

5 . ~furk for social, economic and olitical 
reform. 

6 . Co-operate with U. N. and other nations 
or bodi es . 

B. Bri tain shoul d , will or must : 

C. 

1. Use her best endeavours to solve 
crises in L'f . E . 

2. Increase her t i es to , and co-operate 
wi th M. E.; take pa i ns not to 
alienate r, . • 

3 . Velco me r,I •• inv estment in Bri tain . 
4 . Seek trade and increa s e trade in I.I . ' . 
5. Preserve or restore good rel a tions 

with the r es t of the 1:1orld , and not 
l ose friends on account of her di spute 
in E . ~ . 

Unite d Nat i ons , America , and other nations 
or bo dies should , vn lr@:i -must: 

1. 
2. 
3 . 

Use influence to solve crisis in I. E . 
Sup_)ort and help Bri tain in !I . • 
Give aid , financ i ally or militarily . 

f or 

Context uni ts fall i ng within thi s section al l 
received negative intensity value rat i ng s . 

A. I.I. . should 2 will o r must not: 

1. Co-operate . 
2 . Gi ve Britain money or goo ds . 
3 . Provide men or a rms . 
4. Buy Bri tish goods or increase trade with 

Britain. 
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:s . :Sri tain should, will or must: 

1 . Not increase her ties with I •• but 
seek to lessen or sever them . 

235 . 

2. Not seek or wel come I,1 . E . investment in 

c. 

:Sri tain . ' 
3 . Not trade with~ •• 
4 . Take diplomatic action against II . E. 
5 . Counter I.i . E. threats and action 

likewise . 
6 . Wage propaganda war against hl. E . 
7 . Not compromise . 
8 . Enioargo war materi als and military a id. 

United Nations, Americ a and other nations 
or bodies should , wil l or must not: 

1. Help in the cri s i s in } •• 
2. Interfere in the crisis in M •• 
3. Hel p :Brit ain in the crisis i n :.E. 

Other prescri pt ions . 
Context unit s falling: within thi s section rec eive d 
pos itiv e or negative intensity rating v al ues as 
the sense required . 

A. :Sri tain should/ must be neutral .and not 
interfere in L. E. 

:S . :Brit a in should/must se ek to be an 
independent medi ator in M. ~ . 

C. The cr i s i s in L •• should/must be handed 
ove r to a neutral power or body ( e . g . U. N. ) 
f or solution . 

D. Interested parties shovi d/must not 
interfere in L. E. 

All int ere sted should/must work together , 
make co mpromi ses and he:lp towards succes s . 

F. c tion sho ul d/ must be spe eded up , by 
f ormulating s ome plan or Jolicy and 
reach ing agreement . 
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VI . 
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Special Categories. 24 

Context unit s falling within this section received 
tositive or negative intensi ty rating values as 

he sense required. 

Chap . I: 

Chap . II: 

Partition of PalBst i ne and Establi shment 
of State of Israel . 

A. Some form of federalisation should/ 
must be i nst i tuted in Palestine . 

B. Palestine shoul d/must be partitioned . 

QJ. Terrorism and violence shou;La/must 
cease. 

D. U. N. should/must f orm an inter­
national body to hel p towards or 
enforce a s olut ion in Palestine . 

Opinions expressed about n, r .Bevin . 

F . Pale stine shoul d/must be held as 
trusteeship . 

I 

Revolution i n .c..g;y:£t z 1952-54. 

A. Opinions expressed about Farouk 
the old regi me. 

B. Opinions expressed about General 
Negui b . 

c. lip i nions expressed about Colonel 
Nass er. 

D. Opinion s expressed about the new 
regime (positive) . 

E. Opinions expressed about the new 
re6 ime (negative) . 

and 

F . Opinion s ex~ressed about the 
necotiat ions and agreements over 
the Sudan and the Suez Canal Zone . 

This section was designed for the provision of s ecial 
ca tegories to mee t particular needs of the individual crises . 
It s purpose ~as to offer adequate elasticity wi thout 
di s r uptin 0 ~he abov e schece of categories . Had new 
categories been inserted into Bush ' s frame Hork with evecy 
crisis, the results would hav e no longer be en comparable. 



Chap . III: The Suez Crisis 

Opinions expressed about U. N. 
f orces in t+1e area . 
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B. International security of the Suez 
Canal should/must be ensured . 

C. I s rael should/mus t receive 
guarantees for her security. 

D. The Suez Canal should/must be 
cl eared quickly. 

I srael should/must withdraw from 
area . 

F . The Suez Canal, and the Gulf of 
Aqaba should/must be open to all . 

G. Op inion s expressed about Llr . 
Hammar sk j old. 

H. Sanctions , or other means should/ 
must be used to force the issue. 

I. Colo nel Nasser ' s terms should/must 
be accepted . 

VII . Unclassifiables . 25 

v i ) : 11us tration of IIethod 

First , in the case of the daily newspapers, lots were 

drawn to determine v1h ich editi on r, as t o be rie a sured f or news­

items . Then , all news-items f ound in that editi on apperta ining 

to the crisis 1.7ere noted i n t erms of column lengths for 

subsequent tabulation. 

25 . This cates ory was left undefined to ac comuo date all 
opinions which did not r eadily fit into any of the above 
cate 0 ories. Once an "unclassifiable" theoe began to recur 
an d become significant , it 1as J romoted t o become a 
"spG ci al" catec;ory ( ection VI ab ove) . 
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Illustrating the Derivation of Recording and Context Units. 
Recording {E, L. Art., 4.1, .47) Context 

Units. Units. 
Withdrawal From Palestine 

1. , 

2. I 

3. I 
2A. 

Opinions 

THE statement of the British Government's Palestine policy that was· 
made to the United Nations Assembly by Mr Creech Jones, fast 

week was, in the circumstances, exactly right. If the United Nations .can 
work out a settlement that is accepted by both Arabs and Jews, then 
Britain will take the responsibility for implementing it. If, at the other 
extreme, the Assembly reaches no conclusions and adopts no policy, then 

His Majesty's Government •.. have decided that ... they must plan for 
the early withdrawal of the British Forces and British Administration 
from Palestine. 

If neither extreme course is followed-that is, if there is a United N.-..tioo 
policy but it is not accepted by both Jews and Arabs-then the British 
Government's intentions are necessarily less simply stated. In substance, 
they will neither obs~ the execution of such a policy (for example, 
of the recommendations of the majority of the United Nations 
Commission) nor accept the major role in its enforcement ; whether 
they will take any part at all depends npon their orinion of the policy'i. 
justice. 

That this declaration is a confession of failure, and of tragic failure too, 
it would be useless to ttempt to conceal. · But the failure lies in the past, 
and the great merit of Mr Creech Jones's statement in the present is 
that, for the first time if' the sorry history of the Palestine question, all 
the contending parties are abruptly brought up against the consequences 
of their activities. Jew 1nd Arab face a day when there will be no third 
party in Palestine to take the blame, to repair the damage and to struggle 
in the face of fanatical resistance on both sides to keep intact a structur 
which for all its grievous errors, has permitted the Jews to establish a 
National Home 600,000 strong and the Arab population almost to doubk 
in twenty-five years. The American Administration, content for year~ 
to turn a blind eye to tbe criminally irresponsible activities of a clique 
of American Jews, is nov. confronted with a United Nations problem tOI 
urgent and too complicated to be solved with regard only to the Jcwi r 
vote in New York City. The Assembly itself must now complete th 
work of its Committee by devising the actual means of getting from the 
present impasse to the solution of partition which it recommend , 
Without exception, the various interests have been jolted uu:o a 
reconsideration of their policies by the British statement and that i..\ 
precisely what was most needed in the unbroken deadlock of the last 
two years. 

(numbered above) were classified as ••••••·•••·••••• 

1. " ••• British••• policy ••• was ••• exactly right." 

"··· is a confession ••• of tragic failure " 
2A. But failure was not totals both Jews and Arabs 

have benefittedJ i.e. qualifies previous opinion. 

3. "••• fanatical resistance on both sides •••" 

4. "The American Administration, content for years 
to turn a blind eye·••·" 

5. " ••• criminally irresponsible activities of a clique 
of American Jews•••" 

6. "l'he ~eeembly must now complete the work " 

0ateg. 
I G. 

{Most ~of 
the article 
explains why 
British pol­
icy was 
"exactly 
right".) 

Intensity 
Rating -2.!. 

= Categ. 
II G. 

(Paragraph 
is an 
attempt to 
share blame 
and qualify 
extent of 
failure.) 

•• Intensity 
Rating~ 

CatE;gory 

I G 3. 

II G 5. 

II II II 

II E 2. 

II H 1. 

II F 3. 

V li' . 



238. 

Next , the paper was scrut inized for editorials , etc . , 

deal ing r,i th our topic; say, one such l eading article was 

f ound (see pl ate op osite; . Thi s artici~ was ~ead closely 
I 

and s i x dis crete opinions nere ident i fied ' in it . ( Fi rstly , 

in the ci rcumstances , the British Government ' s policy was 

' exactly right', and secondly, ~n the as t Brit ain had met 

with •,tragic ' - but not total - failure in Palestine. In the 

co ur se of explaining why the Government ' s policy rrns so 

apposite, Jews and Arabs in Palestine were castiga ted , as were 

the Americ an Administr a tion and Jews in the United States . 

All these opinions r,ere "de script i ve 11 , but , in addition , one 

"prescri ptive" opinion - in t he form of a derJ.and - was 

ventured . It wa s that the United rations must devise "the 

actual means of getting from the present i mpa sse to the 

solution o:f partition v1hi ch it recom?nended . " ) Each one of 

these six opinions constituted a recording unit in its own 

riGht , and wa s clas s i f ie d a ccording to the ca tegories above 

(perhaps as I G 3, II G 5, II 2, II H 1 , II F 3, and V F) . 

The bur den of the whole article v1as "Wbofol d : - (a) Britain 

had failed in the pa st , but (b ) her present policy was 

admirable. hat i s to say , we derived two co ntext units from 

this article; context unit (a) [ =' II G; ] had an intensity 

rating of 2 points , while context unit (b) [=I GJ wa s 

rated 5 points . These in t emsity ~a t ing s were recorded alongside 

the classification of the ir resp3ctive context units . 

Having thus analysed the cont ent of the whole sample, 

t he recording uni ts were described in clos e relation vii th the 
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historical events of each crisis, since it is the recording 

units which , taken together, represent the detailed positions 

of the various newspapers as they developed throughout the 

crises . This description forms the majpr part of the 

narrative of this study . Furthermore, in the summaries to 

each chapter an effort has been made to bring out the major 

areas of concern in the press as revealed in the context 

units (and of co ur s e , as reflected in the recording units) . 

Appendices were attached to each chapter , 

containing : 

(1) A chronology of main events app ertaining to 
the c r isis . 

(2) A chronology of contemporaneous im1 ortant news 
reported in the British )res s durir\s the cri.sis . 

(3) The column lengths of news- items devoted by 
each newspaper to the crisis , arranged 
a ccording to the sub-divisions of the chapter . 

( 4) 

(5) 

The total number of recording Dnits about the 
crisis in each paper, similarly arranged 
according to the sub-divisions of the chapter. 

The cont ext units arranged a ccording to the 
major divisions of the categories employed and 
also in terms of the sub- divisions of the chapter . 

( 6) Alongside these context uni ts , their combined 
intensity r atings in numeric al terms according 
to the po ints-scale described above . 

(7) Co mments on , and interpretat ion of these 
t ables and figure s , nhere necessary . 

vii) Evaluation of the rle thod 

The material handled could h ave been treated in 

many ways . Headlines could have been examined to asc~rtain 
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how the news was "slanted"; an inquiry could have been 

made into what news each paper chose to report and what 

news it chose to i gnore; readers' letters might have been 

revierred to test reactions t o the news, and so on. But 

these are really t asks for others, and not for t he · student 

of the I.1iddle ""'a st whose f irst concern lies elsewhere . 

In a sense , these areas which \7e r e left untouched 

demarcate the limits of our inquiry and the limitations of 

our metho d. It is true that the headlines in the papers 

were not quite free from "value-toned" expre ssions, and 

that the news-items in the c2ilies were not 1 00% neutral; 

both headlines and news-i ter:1s could therefore b..a ve been 

subjected to measurement and quantification a s well. This 

would have re quired a compl ex rat ing scale, t h e application 

of which i s surely t he prop er conc ern of anot:1e r study . 

Furthermore, we would contend tha t the ensui11,; results 

would not alter the substan ce o f our findings in a ny 

significant vmy. o it was with the 11 Letter s to the ditor" . 

Certainly, an analysis of these would have r evealed some of 

the rec.de rs' rea ctions to the nev,s , but the obj ecti vi ty of 

this is open to challenge . Since The Ti mes especially and 

al so The h an chester Guardian are "high prestige" nev,spapers, 

they attract corresp ondence f rom distinguished contribllitors, 

whose letters they p refer to print in favour of those from 

" average readers. 11 On account of these papers ' inf l uence, 

p ressur e groups and agencies with vested interests are also 

inclined to " write to the edi tor 11 , usually under con cealed 



names . To a les ser extent the same is true of the other 

_papers in the sample, vrhich by definition rank among 

Britain ' s leading press . 'vb.en there are a·dded to these 

considerations the di fficulties referreq to above (p . 223) , it 

will be understood why we p referre d to examine the manifest 

content of the newspapers , rather than gauge the readers' 

re actions to the news (see Introduction ) . 

Our p urpose was to understand the respective 

positions of the various newspapers , in so far as t hey 

represented different groups of political opinion in Great 

Britain , and to trac e the change s and trends in these 

po sitions as they develo1)ed with the crises . Our me thod 

guided our at tentions directly t o the loca tions where these 

opinion s r1o ul d be mos t cle arly expressed; it pur 2.=>0sely by­

passed other a reas . In so doing , the i nforma tion nhi ch we 
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rn r e seeking was quickly thro wn into relief . This info rmation 

was then recorded in a double manner , an d thereby it could 

be presented quantitat ively as well as in an interpretive 

narrative . These presentations com l ement one another , and 

only have meaning to gether , f or contained in them i s a study 

in pol i tical history which derives from a content a nalysis . 

This was the writer ' s aim . 

************ 
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