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Robert Neil Fulghum. THE SUEZ CANAL CRISIS OF 1956:

ITS IMPACT ON BRITISH PRESS OPINION OF UNITED STATES

(Under the direction ofPOLICY IN THE MIDDLE EAST.

Dr. Kathleen E. Dunlop) Department of History, April,

1981.

The purpose of this study is to examine British

press opinion of United States policy in the Middle

East before, during, and after the Suez Canal crisis of

1956 . More specifically, it is to investigate whether

the Suez crisis may have had an overall redeeming- effect

on British press attitudes towards the United States

position in Middle-Eastern affairs. In addition, this

study will attempt to determine on what occasion during

the crisis the British press was most favorable towards

United States policy, and on what occasion the press was

most opposed to the conduct of United States policy in

the Middle-Eastern crisis.

The nationalization of the Suez Canal by President

Gamal Abdel Nasser of Egypt, the resultant diplomatic

wrangles between Britain and the United States, and

Britain's participation in the invasion of the Canal Zone

The Britishseverely strained Anglo-American relations.

in turn,press reacted strongly to these events, and,

vi



the press' perceptions of United States Middle-Eastern

policy were affected deeply. In reviewing the Suez

crisis, one might anticipate that such events had a

detrimental effect on the press' attitude towards Uni¬

ted States policy. However, evidence gathered in a

close examination of British newspapers supports the

argument that ultimately these events had just the op¬

posite effect. This evidence suggests that the Suez

crisis significantly improved the British press' opinion

of United States Middle-Eastern policy. Following the

crisis, the press recognized and welcomed a new-found

direction and commitment by the United States to Middle-

The crisis had displayed vividly for theEastern affairs.

British press Britain's diminished role as a world power

and had reconciled much of the press to the fact that

only American power could hope to deal effectively with

the fervent Arab nationalism and Soviet expansionism

that threatened the volatile Middle East.

vii



PREFACE

The Suez Canal crisis of 1956 evoked a storm of

emotion in Britain. Rarely, if ever, had an event pro-

duced such an outpouring of emotion from every stratum

of British society. Angry crowds filled the streets of

London, and the quaint pubs erupted in heated debate

over the issue. The House of Commons became so unruly

over the Suez crisis that proceedings were suspended

temporarily, the first such suspension in the long his-
2

tory of that parliamentary body.

Reactions to the Suez crisis in British newspapers

were no less turbulent. However, surveying or gauging

these reactions of the British press during the crisis

presented many more problems than determining the mood

of a chanting crowd or compiling votes cast in the House

of Commons. The problem confronting this study of the

British press first and foremost was the sheer size and

Surveying eachdiversity of Britain's fourth estate.

and every newspaper in Britain in 1956 was certainly

1„ , Eden Must Go' Chant at Rally," The News Chroni-
cle and Daily Dispatch (London), 5 November 1956, p. 5.

2
Great Britain,

(Commons), 5th series, 558 (1 November 1956): 1626 (here-
after cited as Parliament, Parliamentary Debates (Commons).

Parliament, Parliamentary Debates
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not practical; therefore, attempts v/ere made to gather

a limited amount of newspapers that were thought to be

a fair and representative cross section of the British

Twenty-six newspapers eventually were chosen for

this study after carefully considering a variety of fac-
3

tors about the British press.

press.

Ownership was one important factor that was taken

into consideration when selecting newspapers. In 1956,

as today, the British press was controlled privately,

although large publishing chains tended to own sizable

blocks of the country's newspaper system.

Newspapers Limited, Kemsley Newspapers Limited, and

The Daily Mirror Newspapers Limited were three of the
4

largest newspaper chains in Britain at this time.

Associated

Care was taken in this study not to select many

5
newspapers that were under the control of a single chain,

the concern being that the opinion of the publisher per-

haps had forced itself upon associate newspapers during

the Suez crisis and had conformed their editorial positions.

3
The newspapers used in this study will be identi-

fied by their titles as listed in Benn Brothers Limited's
The Newspaper Press Directory and Advertiser's Guide,
1957 (London: Benn Brothers Limited, 1957) , passim (here-
after cited as Benn Brothers, Newspaper Press Directory).

4
Benn Brothers,

5
See appendix A for a listing of the newspapers in

this study and their respective publishers.

71-72.Newspaper Press Directory, pp.
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For instance, the Daily Sketch, Evening News, and the

Sunday Dispatch were all owned by Associated Newspapers

Limited, and all reflected similar editorial positions

during the period under examination. For these reasons

only the Daily Sketch was included in this study. Such

conformity of opinion was not always the case hov/ever.

There were cases where newspapers under common publishers

reflected substantially different editorial policies, or

g
at least different degrees of opinion. The Sunday Times

was under the same publisher, Kemsley Newspapers Limited,

as the Sunday Graphic, but The Sunday Times' opinions

were often quite different and were regarded in journal¬

istic circles as being of greater "quality" than those
7

of the Sunday Graphic. Owing to these differences,

both newspapers were in this case allowed consideration

in this study.

g
Leon D. Epstein, "The Broader Public," British

Politics in the Suez Crisis (Urbana: University of Illi-
nois Press, 1964) , p. 154n (hereafter cited as Epstein,
British Politics in the Suez Crisis).

7
The Sunday Times was not a Sunday edition of The

Times, nor was it in any way connected with The Times in
Kenneth E. Olsen, "Great Britain," The History

Makers: The Press of Europe From Its Beginnings Through
1965 (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University Press, 1966) ,

p. 28 (hereafter cited as Olsen, The History Makers);
Epstein, British Politics in the Suez Crisis, pp. 154-55;
John C. Merrill, Carter R. Bryan, and Marvin Alisky, The
Foreign Press: A Survey of the World's Journalism (Baton
Rouge: Louisiana State University Press, 1970), p. 63
(hereafter cited as Merrill and others, The Foreign Press).

1956 .
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In all, only seven of the twenty-six newspapers

included in this study were associated with common pub-

lishers: two newspapers under Associated Newspapers

Limited, three under Kemsley Newspapers Limited, and

two under The Daily Mirror Newspaper Limited,

maining nineteen newspapers had separate and altogether

different publishers.

The re-

Another factor that was taken into consideration

when selecting newspapers for this study was political

Without this consideration, a random survey of

British newspapers could quite easily result in a dis¬

bias.

torted, unilateral view of press opinions. A wide range

of political opinions was therefore incorporated in this

study, ranging from newspapers with hardline, right-wing

reputations such as the Time and Tide

9
News Chronicle and Daily Dispatch;

8
to the liberal

from The Daily Tele-

graph and Morning Post, "the quasi-official voice of the

„10Conservative party,

organ of the Labour party;

to the Daily Herald, the official
11

and from conservative

8
Epstein, British Politics in the Suez Crisis, p.

9
Benn Brothers,

To conserve space, News Chronicle and Daily Dispatch will
hereafter be referred to as News Chronicle.

166 .

Newspaper Press Directory, 1956, p. 76 .

10
Olsen, The History Makers, p. 32. The Daily Tele-

graph and Morning Post will hereafter be referred to as
The Daily Telegraph.

11
Benn Brothers Limited, Newspaper Press Directory,

1956, passim.
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,.12
newspapers with strong "imperialist orientation such

as the Daily Mail to outspoken proponents of the United

Nations and internationalism such as the Manchester Guard-

13
ian.

Investigations were made to establish the politi-

cal leanings of every newspaper in this study, and the
14

political profile of each was considered. Benn Bro-

thers Limited's The Newspaper Press Directory and Adver¬

tiser1s Guide, 1956 proved to be a reliable, nonpartisan

source for identifying the editorial policies of most

The newspapers were identified in thisnewspapers.

directory as either "Conservative," "Unionist," "Labour,"
,,15"Liberal," "Progressive," or "Independent. Some of

the newspapers that labeled themselves as Independent,

or some variation thereof, required further investigation

to determine their political inclinations. This was ac-

complished largely by cross-checking editorial policies
16

of British newspapers listed in other sources, by

12
Olsen, The History Makers, p. 32.

13
Manchester Guardian, 6 August 1956, p. 4.

14
See appendix B for the editorial policies of the

newspapers in this study.
15
Benn Brothers Limited, Newspaper Press Directory,

1956, passim.
16
Olsen, The History Makers, pp. 21-32; Merrill and

others, The Foreign Press, pp. 59-69; Epstein, British
Politics in the Suez Crisis, pp. 153-172.
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17
investigating the history of several newspapers, and

by personally analyzing the editorial positions of sev-

eral newspapers. The outspoken character of the British

press, in news columns as well as in editorial columns,

usually offered clear indications of the political pre-

ferences of so-called "Independent" papers. This personal

analysis of British newspapers found agreement with the

view of Leon D. Epstein, author of British Politics in

the Suez Crisis (1964):

It must be said. . .that the line between

editorializing and reporting is not so strictly
drawn, or attempted to be drawn, in British as
in American papers. . . . Rather, most papers
editorialized both in their editorials proper
and in their news space.
British practice, but its extent and intensity
over Suez were especially great.18

This is not an unusual

Once editorial positions were established, the news-

papers were grouped into either a conservative or noncon-

servative category. The conservative press encompassed

those newspapers that identified themselves as supporters

of Britain's Conservative party or expressed themselves

frequently as being more sympathetic with the actions of

Prime Minister Anthony Eden's Conservative government.

17
David Ayerst, The Manchester Guardian: Biography

of a Newspaper (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press,
1971), passim (hereafter cited as Ayerst, Manchester
Guardian). Ayerst's work offers excellent insight into
the history and political traditions of a variety of
British newspapers.

18
Epstein, British Politics in the Suez Crisis, p. 153.
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Seventeen of the twenty-six newspapers in this study

fell into the conservative category; the remaining nine

into the nonconservative category, which encompassed

the pro-Labour and more progressive elements of the

British press.

Yet another factor considered in the selection of

newspapers was the British distinction between "quality"

and "popular" journalism. In 1956, again as today,

British newspapers could "be roughly divided into two

n 19main types—quality and popular. Quality newspapers

were distinguished by their thorough coverage and commen¬

tary on important national and international affairs.

These were the elite, thought-provoking newpapers that

appealed to the better educated elements of British so-

ciety, such as journalists, civil servants, business

executives, and to teachers.

„20

The Times, "the prestige

paper of Great Britain, was considered to be at the

forefront of the quality ranks. The Manchester Guardian,

The Sunday Times, The Observer, and the Liverpool Daily

Post were also regarded as quality newspapers in 1956

19
Merrill and others, The Foreign Press, p. 63.

20
Wilbur Schramm, ed., One Day in the World's

Press, Fourteen Great Newspapers on a Day of Crisis,
November 2, 1956 (Stanford: Stanford University Press,
1959) , 129 Thereafter cited as Schramm, ed. , One Day
in the World's Press).

xiv



21
and were a few of those chosen for this study.

While the British press in 1956 included some of

the finest newspapers in the world; it also included
22

some of the world's most lurid scandal sheets. The

,,23"gutter press as Randolph Churchill described it,

included many sensational picture tabloids that devoted

themselves more to human-interest stories rather than

to responsible reporting of national and world affairs.

These included mass-circulation editions such as The

24
People, the Sunday Pictorial, and the Daily Mirror.

Still, not all of the newspapers identified with the

popular press were quite so sensational, nor were they

entirely irresponsible in their reporting. The Daily

Heral d, Daily Mail, Daily Sketch, and the News Chronicle

were but four examples from the popular press that did

focus attention, though sporadically, on national and
25

on Middle-Eastern affairs.

21
Epstein, British Politics in the Suez Crisis,

154-155.pp.

22 5.Olsen, The History Makers, p.

23
Randolph Churchill's description of the popular

press in "Fleet Street Fracas," Spectator (London), 11
July 1958, p. 52.

24
64 .Merrill and others. The Foreign Press, p.

25
Before, during, and after the crisis, these popu-

lar papers offered analyses of United States policy.
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Despite the weaknesses of popular journalism,

these newspapers represented a substantial portion of

the British press in 1956, and their consideration was

thought to be important, if not unavoidable. The Daily

Mirror, for example, enjoyed the largest daily circula-

tion figures in Great Britain at this time, over four
26

million subscribers. Popular newspapers regularly

garnered circulation figures in the millions, which were

figures far in excess of those of quality newspapers.

The opinions of the popular press may not have been con¬

sidered as erudite as those of the quality press, but

their opinions reached far more British households and

likely had a great deal of influence in those households.

A fourth factor that determined the composition of

this survey was the concentric structure of the British

press itself. By far, most of the newspapers examined

were headquartered on London's famous Fleet Street,

where Britain's big national newspaper plants and adver-
27

tising firms were concentrated. Fleet Street was re-

garded by Britons as the national publishing center of

This reputation, combined with the

very compactness of Britain and the high density of

28
Great Britain.

26
For circulation figures, see appendix C.

27
320n.Merrill and others, The Foreign Press, p.

28
62 .Merrill and others, The Foreign Press, p.
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population around London, enabled the national capital

"to dominate British journalism as no American city
m 29could dominate in the United States. Nearly all of

Britain's "national" daily and Sunday editions are still

published in London and are distributed throughout the
30

country.

Awareness of London's domination of British jour¬

nalism prompted efforts in this study to gather some

newspapers that were published outside London and even

outside England. In addition to newspapers from Liver¬

pool, Manchester, and Yorkshire, papers from Cardiff,

Edinburgh, and Glasgow were chosen in order to blunt

the "London bias" that pervaded most available British

publications.

Additional factors were weighed in regard to the

overall structure of the 3ritish press. British news-

papers also can be grouped into either one of four

organizational types: as national dailies, provincial

dailies, national Sunday editions, or as political week-
31

Consideration of these groupingsly journals or papers.

was believed desirable due to the inherent differences

29
Olsen, The History Makers, p. 5.

30
pp. 59-61.Merrill and others, The Foreign Press

31
Epstein, British Politics in the Suez Crisis,

153-70 .PP-
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in their perspectives of events. A newspaper with the

"luxury" of having a week to assess events may be affected

differently than an editorial column that is pressed on

a daily basis to assess events and policies. Further-

more, a nationally circulated newspaper is likely to

have broader considerations of an event than a locally

or provincially circulated newspaper.

Because of their national exposure, national daily

and Sunday editions were given considerable treatment in

this survey of the British press. Sixteen national daily

and Sunday newspapers eventually were surveyed, in addi-

tion to five provincial dailies. Combined, these twenty-

one newspapers represented a significant portion of the

overall total of daily and Sunday newspapers in Britain;

for although Britain had a tremendous newspaper reader-

ship, only 158 daily and Sunday newspapers were published
32

in all of Great Britain in 1956.

The political weekly newspapers that were selected--

the Time and Tide, the Spectator, The Economist, New States-

man and Nation, and The Statist—were valuable periodicals
33

These newspapers dealt largely withto review.

32
Benn Brothers Limited, "Forward: The Press 1956,"

Newspaper Press Directory, 1957, p. 13.

33
Though their formats resembled that of journals,

the political weeklies were considered "newspapers" by
Britons.

165 .

Epstein, British Politics in the Suez Crisis,
P-
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political affairs, both foreign and domestic, and proved

to be very thorough in regard to their analyses of the

Middle East during the period that was examined.

Once the ownerships, political bias, "quality"

factors, and organizational structure of the British

press were considered, and the newspapers chosen, efforts

were made then to establish a format for gauging and con-

trasting British press opinion of United States Middle-

Eastern policy immediately before, during, and after the

Suez Canal crisis. To portray the attitudinal positions
34

and shifts in the press at this time, bar graphs and
35line graphs are included in the appendix. It should be

stressed that the graphs in this study do not presume

to be reflections of British public opinion, nor do they

presume to be precise relections of the entirety of the

British press. Rather, these graphs are provided as a

convenience for the reader in recognizing the attitudinal

shifts that took place within the cross section of British

34The time period for this study embraces April of
1956, three months prior to the Suez crisis, through Jan-
uary of 1957, the month in which the Eisenhower Doctrine
was announced and nearly three months after the ceasefire
in Egypt.

3 3
In addition to graphs depicting the survey group's

overall opinion of United States policy before, during,
and after the crisis, graphs are also included in the
appendix that compare conservative/nonconservative opinions
and quality/popular opinions. As seen, the political and
qualitative aspects of British newspapers are important
considerations when surveying the British press.

xix



newspapers selected for this study.

Traditionally, the political system in Great Bri-

tain has been sensitive to commentaries carried in the

national press. British statesmen and governmental of-

ficials have appeared to respect the power of the press

to influence the thoughts and actions of the country,

as well as its power to advance or damage their own

policies and political futures. On a tour of England

nearly a century ago, James Russell Lowell, noted Ameri-

can essayist, editor and diplomat, recognized this grow-

ing power in the British press and in the American press:

As matters stand it is beginning to be
doubtful whether Parliament and Congress sit
at Westminister and Washington or in the edi-
tors' rooms of the leading journals, so
thoroughly is everything debated before the
authorized and responsible debaters get on
their legs.36

In 1956 in Britain, this power of the British press was

not diminished. In fact, due to the increased technology

of communication and a more literate public, its power was

likely far greater.

36
James Russell Lowell in an address on "Democracy"

at Birmingham, England, 6 October 1884. Quoted in Robert
W. Jones, The Editorial Page (New York: Thomas Y. Crowell
Co., 1930) , p. [14].
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CHAPTER I

PRELUDE TO CRISIS: UNITED STATES MIDDLE-EASTERN

POLICY AND THE BRITISH PRESS (APRIL - JULY 25, 1956)

Following the Second World War, the Middle East

periodically boiled over in armed conflict. It was an

area heated by both the establishment of the state of

Israel among resentful Arab countries and by an aroused

Arab nationalism that was for the most part anti-European

and burning with anticolonialism. In the midst of this

volatile environment lay the Suez Canal, an issue of

emotional as well as strategic and economic importance

to Europeans and Arabs.

In the spring of 1956, the Middle East trembled

During the first week inon the brink of all-out war.

April, Israeli and Egyptian guns blazed along fifteen

miles of the Gaza Strip."'" The border clashes between

the two countries threatened at any time to escalate

into another war, one that could conceivably lead the

Super Powers to a devastating confrontation,

large degree, at least in British eyes, the United States

To a

"'"Daily Herald (London) , 6 April 19 56, p. 1.



2

government shared the blame for the continuing instabili-

ty in the Middle East. The British press in particular

had criticisms and misgivings about America's economic

and political designs on the area. To appreciate these

criticisms and misgivings, it would be helpful to examine

the Anglo-American relationship in the Middle East.

Plagued with violence, blessed with underground

seas of oil, the Middle East proved to be a constant

problem for Anglo-American relations during the decade

prior to the Suez Canal crisis. Both the British Foreign

Office and the United States Department of State professed

to be allied, but, in regard to the Middle East, allied

Soviet penetration, to be sure, was a com-against what?

Yet, the real security threat was fixedmon concern.

internally in the Middle East, with the persistent clash

This continuing threat was not oneof Arab and Jew.

that the Foreign Office and the State Department could

attack unitedly, for underneath the professed Anglo-

American alliance simmered an Anglo-American conflict:

Great Britain's traditional interests in the Middle

East frequently were frustrated by America's ambiguous

policies toward the Arab states and Israel.

The United States prior to the Second World War

had virtually no strategic or political interest in the

By the majority of Americans, the MiddleMiddle East.



3

East was considered a distant, sun-scorched region, re-

membered for its crumbled civilizations and as a scenic

backdrop for Valentino's movie portrayals,

economic interests did begin to sprout in the Middle

American

East prior to the war. In the late nineteen-twenties

and -thirties, American oil concerns gained footholds

in the area. These budding economic ties, as had Bri-

tain's a half-century earlier, made later American stra-

tegic and political involvement in the Middle East diffi-
2

cult to avoid.

In contrast to those of the United States, Great

Britain's interests were rooted deeply in the Middle East

and particularly in Egypt, where Britain held long-standing

positions as primary investor in and protector of the Suez

As an investor, Britain's interest in the CanalCanal.

dated back to 1875, the year the British government pur-

chased from Egypt the controlling shares in the Suez
3

Canal Company. Seven years later, in 1882, Britain

2
Peter Mansfield, ed., The Middle East: A Political

and Economic Survey (London: Royal Institute for Inter-
national Affairs, 1955), pp. 42-43 (hereafter cited as
Mansfield, ed., The Middle East).

3
The Compagnie Universelle du Canal Maritime de

Suez, a company of primarily French investment capital,
completed the 107-mile Canal in 1869. The Khedive of
Egypt had been given a large block of shares in the op-
eration in return for the right-of-way and his concession
of ninety-nine years, after which time the Canal would
revert to the Egyptian government. See Hugh J. Schonfield,



4

became the protector of the Canal when a nationalist

revolt in Egypt prompted the British government to

intervene with 16,000 troops to safeguard its invest-
4

ment and to restore peace. The British occupation of

the Canal Zone was to be temporary, but it turned out

that British troops were to remain in the Zone for over

seventy years, maintaining virtual control over it.

It was inevitable that Great Britain's economic

and military ties in Egypt and in other Middle-Eastern

countries would entangle her in the political and reli-

gious turmoil in the area. During the First World War,

Britain, in an effort to encourage Arab nationalism

against the Ottoman Empire and to gain world-wide support

from Jews, made what turned out to be irreconcilable

promises to the two peoples.^ In 1916, the British gov-

ernment offered to the Arabs an obscure pledge of inde¬

pendence, and the following year it proposed to the Jews

the Balfour Declaration, which expressed Britain's

The Suez Canal in Peace and War, 1869-1969 (Coral Gables,
Florida: University of Miami Press, 1969), chapter I
(hereafter cited as Schonfield, The Suez Canal).

^Walter L.
1830 to the Present (Lexington, Massachusetts: D. C.
Heath and Company, 1976), pp. 147-48 (hereafter cited
as Arnstein, Yesterday and Today).

^Arnstein, Yesterday and Today,

Arnstein, Britain Yesterday and Today,

340-41.pp.



5

support for the establishment of a national home for

the Jewish people in Palestine.^ These offers that

were designed to secure support for Britain and stabilize

the Middle East had just the opposite effect. Fueling

both Arab and Zionist nationalism, Britain soon became

the enemy of both peoples due to London's efforts to
7

define the status and composition of Palestine.

The Second World War brought great change to the

Middle East and to Anglo-American relations. The grow-

ing hostilities in Palestine and a nationalist revolu-

tion in Egypt threatened the position of Britain in the

These were emotionally-charged issues that provedarea.

formidable to Britain, due not only to Arab and Jewish

resentment of Britain's colonialist history in the Mid-

die East, but to the inconsistency and noncommitment of

United States policy in the Middle East. Although the

fate of Palestine aroused American interest, the colli-

sion of Arab and Zionist nationalism was regarded ini-

tially by the United States Department of State as

6
For the text of the Balfour Declaration, 2 Novem-

ber 1917, see Ralph H. Magnus, ed., Documents on the
Middle East (Washington: American Enterprise Institute
for Public Policy Research, 1969), p. 27 (hereafter cited
as Magnus, ed., Documents on Middle East).

7
Anthony Nutting, No End of a Lesson: The Story

of Suez (New York: Clarkson N. Potter, 1967), p. 9 (here-
after cited as Nutting, No End of a Lesson).



6

solely a British problem. In January of 1944, Secre-

tary of State Cordell Hull declared, "I must say that

Palestine is a British responsibility. n 8

After the creation of the state of Israel in

Palestine in 1948, America's seemingly indifferent poli-

cy toward Middle-Eastern affairs gave way to an undis-
9

guised pro-Israeli policy. President Truman's concern

for Israel and concern over the growing arms race in the

region prompted the Administration to participate in the

Tripartite Declaration of 1950. This vague agreement,

signed by Britain, France, and the United States, sought

to guarantee the boundaries in and around Palestine and

to maintain a power balance in the area by regulating
10

the supply of arms. Although the Tripartite Declara-

tion embodied some commitment by the United States, it

as time would reveal, more semblance than substance.was,

The agreement temporarily slowed but failed to halt the

armaments race in the Middle East, and any concerted

8
Frank E. Manuel, The Realities of American-

Palestine Relations (Washington: Public Affairs Press,
1949), p. 310.

9
Nutting, No End of a Lesson, 44-45.pp.

10
For the text of the Tripartite Declaration, see

J. C. Hurewitz, ed., Diplomacy in the Near and Middle
East: A Documentary Record, 2 vols. (Princeton: Van
Nostrand, 1956), 11:308-9 (hereafter cited as Hurewitz,
ed., Documentary Record).
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action by the three signatories was precluded by the

agreement's indefinite terminology concerning referral
11

to the United Nations.

United States policy again shifted under the

Eisenhower Administration. President Truman's pro-

Israeli position had cast the United States as champion

of the Zionist cause. This naturally embittered Arabs,

who found Moscow all too eager to make inroads into
12

this hotbed of anti-Americanism. President Eisenhower

and his secretary of state, John Foster Dulles, were

alarmed by the growing Soviet influence in the Arab

states and decided to de-emphasize American support
13

for Israel by appeasing Arab nationalism. Egypt,

the most influential state within the Arab League, was

14
the prime target for this appeasement policy.

11
When the Suez crisis erupted, the three signa-

tories promptly disagreed as to whether the agreement
permitted action before or only after referral to the
United Nations. Nutting, No End of a Lesson, pp. 114-18 .

12
Randolph S. Churchill, The Rise and Fall of

Sir Anthony Eden (New York: G. P. Putnam's Sons, 1959) ,

230-31 (hereafter cited as Churchill, Rise and Fall
of Eden).
PP •

13
Herman Finer, Dulles Over Suez: The Theory and

Practice of His Diplomacy (Chicago: Quadrangle Books,
1964), pp. 13-14 (hereafter cited as Finer, Dulles Over
Suez) .

^Epstein, British Politics in the Suez Crisis,
31.P-
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In 1952 a nationalist revolution in Egypt had

overthrown the regime of King Farouk I. Gamal Abdel

Nasser ultimately had emerged as Egypt's new leader and

had launched a foreign policy imbued with the same in-

tense nationalism that had gained him power. Sensitive

to this Egyptian nationalism, President Eisenhower and

Secretary of State John Foster Dulles pressed Great

Britain to evacuate its troops from the Canal Zone, be¬

lieving that such a political present to Nasser would

satisfy Arab fervor and would entice Egypt into the
15

Western bloc. To "encourage" the British government

in its protracted withdrawal negotiations, Secretary

Dulles went so far as to reveal that if the Egyptians

attacked the British during this time, the United States
16

government would afford no assistance to Britain. The

Anglo-Egyptian agreement eventually was concluded in

October of 1954; its central provision calling for the

evacuation of British troops from Suez within twenty
17

months.

15
Michael Adams, Suez and After: Year of Crisis

(Boston, Massachusetts: Beacon Press, 1958),
(hereafter cited as Adams, Suez and After).

75P-

16
Finer, Dulles Over Suez, p. 16.

17
For the text of the Anglo-Egyptian Treaty of

1954, see Hurewitz, ed., Documentary Record, 11:383-
84.
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Having appeased Nasser by encouraging Britain's

troop withdrawal, the United States government now hoped

that the Egyptian leader would express approval for a

new alliance system being forged in the Middle East.

The system was the brainchild of Secretary Dulles, who

envisioned a defensive alliance along the northern tier

of the Middle East, specifically among those states

bordering the Soviet Union. Dulles's design soon became

a reality. By October of 1955, Turkey, Iraq, Iran, and

Pakistan were linked by a treaty known as the Baghdad

Pact, as was Britain, who added muscle and joined the

alliance with confidence that the United States would soon

18
The United States, however, did not follow.follow.

Unwilling to estrange Nasser, who loudly condemned the

Baghdad Pact, the United States agreed only to cooperate

In his memoirs, Primewith but not join the alliance.

Minister Eden sharply criticized the United States for

reneging on a promise and failing "to put its weight be-
,,19hind its friends.

As one might gather from the preceding sketch, by

1956 the Anglo-American relationship in the Middle East

18
Finer, Dulles Over Suez, pp. 17-18.

19
Anthony Eden, The Memoirs of Anthony Eden: Full

Circle (Cambridge: Houghton, Mifflin Company, 1960), pp.
374-75 (hereafter cited as Eden, Full Circle).
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was not a harmonious one. The British government under

Prime Minister Eden resented and suspected American poli-

cy in the area. The Arab-Israeli conflict, the Anglo-

Egyptian Treaty, and the disagreements over the Baghdad

Pact signaled a need for a re-evaluation and readjustment

of Anglo-American relations. Both the United States and

Great Britain appeared to be ignoring these signals. The

allies could not, though, ignore the explosion that was

to be detonated in 1956 and was to shake the very founda¬

tion of their alliance.

In the months prior to the Suez Canal crisis,

United States Middle-Eastern policy was largely held in

disfavor by the twenty-six newspapers under examination.

A few of this number were favorable toward United States

policy, and a good many, due either to restraint, confu¬

sion or sheer lack of interest, appeared moderate in

their editorial opinions of America's past and present

policy in the Middle East. Despite this variance in

British press opinion, the American government received

far more criticism than praise from the national dailies,

the provincial newspapers, the Sunday papers, and from

the political weeklies.

Of the ten national daily newspapers surveyed,

five—the Daily Mail, Daily Express, Daily Sketch, Daily

Herald, and the Daily Mirror—were decidedly unhappy
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with United States policy. The Daily Mail was the

harshest of these five in its criticism, asserting that

Britain and America lacked a common policy and were at
20

odds in the Middle East. Noted for its right-wing
21

extremism, the Daily Mail went so far as to charge

that the United States was working with the Soviet Union

against the United Kingdom, and that American influence

was being exerted "to get us out of Egypt and to weaken

H 22
us in Jordan and Persia. The Daily Express and the

Daily Sketch echoed this charge, though less stridently.

In an editorial entitled "A Notice to Trespassers," the

Daily Express advised Britain to be on its guard in the

Middle East, for the United States was engaged in

strengthening "its footholds in formerly British pre-

„23
serves.

While the Daily Mail, Daily Express, and the Daily

Sketch warned of America's excessive concern with the

Middle East, the Daily Herald criticized the United States

Michaelfor displaying too little concern for the area.

20 „Mr. Dulles's Clanger," Daily Mail (London), 4
April 1956, p. 1.

21
See appendix B.

22
Daily Mail (London), 4 April 1956, p. 1.

2 3,, A Notice to Trespassers," Daily Express (Lon-
7 May 1956, p. 6.don) ,
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Foot, political commentator for the Daily Herald, main¬

tained that Secretary Dulles was "deaf" to the sounds of

an imminent blow-up in the Middle East, which Foot de¬

scribed as "the arena for a diplomatic struggle between

British and American oil companies, the West and the

Soviet Union, and between some of the Arab States and

h 2 4Israel. The Daily Mirror also criticized the Ameri-

can secretary of state for being ineffective. The archi-

tect of United States policy was regarded as being locked

in a perpetual state of paranoia, a prisoner of his own

Dulles, whom the Daily Mirror

n 2 5

anti-Communist dogma.

labeled "a persevering pessimist, was said to hold

an uncompromising view of world affairs. This left lit-

tie doubt concerning his ineffectiveness in the Middle

East, where his policy of Arab appeasement materialized

out of a fear of "Reds" behind every sand dune.

Only two of the national dailies expressed favora-

ble opinions about various aspects of United States

Middle-Eastern policy--The Daily Telegraph and the Man-

The Daily Telegraph, unlike the Daily

Mirror, described United States policy as optimistic,

Chester Guardian.

24
Michael Foot, "How Deaf is Mr. Dulles?" Daily

Herald (London), 6 April 1956, p. 6.
25 „Doleful, Doleful Dulles," Daily Mirror (London),

17 May 1956, p. 2.
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not pessimistic. President Eisenhower in particular was

said to be optimistic, offering "non-military, positive
,,26suggestions in the battle against Communism. In

the Middle East, as all over the globe, the United States

„ 2 7doled out foreign aid on a "vast and generous scale.

This aid, argued The Daily Telegraph, would not purchase

friends for the West, but it would underscore the West's

superiority in the world of ideas and in the latest scien-
28

tific techniques. The Manchester Guardian, although

on the opposite side of the political fence than The Daily
29

Telegraph, agreed. The Manchester Guardian had high

praise for American foreign aid, both for its practical

application in preventing the extension of Communist in¬

fluence and for its liberal spirit in contributing to the

"History," observed the Guardian, "willless fortunate.

recognise [American aid] as one of the most humane forms
„ 30

ever known of exercising international leadership.

26 „Eisenhower Aid," The Daily Telegraph (London),
2 6 May 19 5 6 , p. 6.

27
The Daily Telegraph, 26 May 1956, p. 6.

28
The Daily Telegraph, 26 May 1956, p. 6.

29
As mentioned earlier, The Daily Telegraph sup-

ported the Conservative party, while Manchester Guardian
was traditionally a liberal newspaper.

30 „American Aid," Manchester Guardian, 8 June
1956 , 8 .P-
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The three remaining national dailies appeared

moderate in their editorial opinions of United States

policy. The News Chronicle, the Financial Times, and

The Times seemed neither confused nor indifferent but

restrained in their pre-crisis assessments of America's

position in Middle-Eastern affairs. The News Chronicle

pointed to the instability of the Middle East and to

the open disunity of the Western allies, but the news-

paper pointed to no one country as being the culprit

behind this instability and disunity. Urging that Anglo-

American policy be coordinated, the News Chronicle

stressed that a common policy was vital if hostile Arab

nationalism, Soviet incursion, and war were to be checked

31
in the Middle East.

The Financial Times was tempered in its judgments

of United States policy by economic concerns. Although

it held absolutely no fears of American expansion, the

Financial Times did fear that excessive displays of

British nationalism against America would damage invest-
32

ments between the two countries.

The last of the moderate national dailies was The

Times, which was characteristically reserved in both

its criticism and praise of United States policy.

31,, The Increasing Menace," News Chronicle (London),
5 April 1956, p. 4.

32
Financial Times (London), 9 June 1956, p. 4 .
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.1 3 3The Times recognized a "new emphasis on economic aid

to the Middle East by the Eisenhower Administration,

but the newspaper reserved comment as to the effective-

ness of this policy. The Times, however, did question

the effectiveness of Secretary Dulles's footloose style

of diplomacy. Rather than traveling so extensively

abroad, Dulles, suggested a Times editorial, should

show more confidence and delegate more responsibility
34

to his ambassadors.

The five provincial newspapers chosen for this

survey were all conservative editions, but this politi-

cal congruity did not conform their opinions of the

United States' pre-crisis policy in the Middle East.

One of these provincial newspapers was consistently

unfavorable in its comments about United States policy;

one was favorable; and the remaining three were at this

time either reticent or unconcerned about American in-

volvement, or lack thereof, in the Middle East.

In line with the British government's past criti-

cisms of United States policy, The Scotsman censured

the American government for its "habitual unwillingness

. .to decide on a course of action or commit itself

33
The Times (London), 19 May 1956, p. 7.

34 „Too Mobile," The Times (London), 14 July 1956,
7.P-
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ii 35to any line. The Scotsman, which circulated throughout
36

eastern and northern Scotland, also doubted the efficacy

of the Tripartite Declaration, which the newspaper regarded

neither as a guarantor of concerted action in the Middle

East nor as a real commitment on the part of the United
37

The effectiveness of Secretary Dulles in theStates.

Middle East was also questioned.
„38

"Frozen into outmoded

attitudes was how The Scotsman described the American

secretary.

Whereas The Scotsman had doubts about Dulles's ef¬

fectiveness, the Western Mail, a Welsh provincial paper,

The Western Mail in 1956 was the only morning

newspaper published in Wales, and it circulated through-

had none.

39
out the whole of Wales and Monmouthshire. In its

editorial columns before the crisis, the Western Mail

staunchly defended Dulles's commitment and ability to

stem Soviet penetration of the Middle East:

Mr. Dulles has never taken the Communist menace

lightly. . . . And it should be remembered that

35,,What Next?" The Scotsman (Edinburgh), 4 May
1956, 6.P-

36
Benn Brothers Limited, Newspaper Press Directory,

1956, p. 261.
37

The Scotsman, 4 May 1956, p. 6.

38,,Waiting For Dulles," The Scotsman, 24 July
1956, p. 6.

39
Benn Brothers Limited, Newspaper Press Directory,
242 .1956 , P-
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the American Secretary of State does more for
[Western solidarity] than sometimes meets the
eye.
no right to overlook his hard and patient work
for the American foreign-aid programme,
is practical internationalism, and still the
best answer to Communism.4Q

His critics in Western Europe. . .have

This

These words were by far the most charitable printed

about Secretary Dulles prior to the Suez crisis.

The remaining three provincial papers--the
41

Yorkshire Evening Post, the Glasgow Herald, and the

Liverpool Daily Post—offered little comment about the

American government's conduct in the Middle East in the

The Yorkshiremonths prior to the Suez Canal crisis.

Evening Post appeared to be at this time the most "pro-

vincial" of the provincial newspapers surveyed. The

newspaper focused its attention on local affairs and

was much less attentive toward United States policy and

The Glasgow Herald,circumstances in the Middle East.

on the other hand, did express concern about the situa-

tion in the Middle East, but its concern was focused on

40 „ A portent," Western Mail (Cardiff), 28 June
1956, p. 4.

41
All of the newspapers examined in this study

were well-established in the British press by 1956.
The average age of these newspapers was nearly ninety
years old. Time and Tide, established in 1920, was
the youngest newspaper surveyed, while Glasgow Herald,
established in 1783, was the eldest. Benn Brothers
Limited, Newspaper Press Directory, 1956, passim.
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the United Nations' inability to cope with the Arab-

Israeli problem. Possessing little faith in the United

Nations, the Glasgow Herald put its faith in the Tripar¬

tite Declaration and called on its three signatories to

"remain ready to fulfil their exclusive responsibilities
,,42under the Three-Power Declaration.

The Liverpool Daily Post, the last of the provincials
43

surveyed, expressed an opinion about foreign affairs that

few conservative British newspapers were willing to admit

to at this time. The Liverpool Daily Post believed that

Britain was deluded in its efforts to maintain a high

level of responsibilities in world affairs. In a politi¬

cal commentary, Sir Stephen King-Hall advocated that Bri¬

tain desist with its "impossible" efforts to keep pace

with the United States and the Soviet Union, and to stop

„ 4 4"trying to play in the top division.

42,,U.N. and Palestine," Glasgow Herald, 6 June
1956 , p. 6.

43
Liverpool Daily Post had a reputation as being

the newspaper of responsible business and professional
classes throughout northwestern England and throughout
the northern and middle portions of Wales.
Limited, Newspaper Press Directory, 1956, p.

Benn Brothers
168 .

4 4
Sir Stephen King-Hall, "There are just two Great

Powers—and we’re not one," Liverpool Daily Post, 20
July 1956, p. 6.
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The next category of the British press that was

examined is the national Sunday editions. Of the six

Sunday papers canvassed, only one, the Reynolds News and
45

Sunday Citizen, was opposed, and extremely so, to

United States policy. Reynolds News repeatedly blistered

the American government for its impetuosity and for its
46

bulldozing of British interests in the Middle East.

In the opinion of Reynolds News, the cold-war mentality

of the United States, as well as that of the Soviet

Union, bordered on the psychotic. Only Britain was said

to be in the position to spare the world from these two

giant fanatics:

Britain is still able to have a powerful ef-
feet on America and Russia. We restrained Ameri-
ca during the Korean fighting from action which
might have resulted in an all-out war with China
—and which would have turned into the third
world war. Frequently America is held back from
falling over the edge of the precipice, and tak-
ing the world with her, by calming British coun-
sel. The Americans are acutely uneasy if they
feel that Britain disapproves. . . . With Russia
and America standing at opposite extremes, given
to violent and almost uncontrollable emotions
about each other, and each heavily armed with
nuclear weapons, anything could happen.

It is Britain's cushioning effect that keeps
the world steady.4V

45
Hereafter cited as Reynolds News.

46 „Has Britain Got a Future?" Reynolds News (Lon-
don), 27 May 1956, p. 2.

47
Reynolds News, 27 May 1956, p. 2.
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The other five Sunday newspapers—the Sunday Graphic,

The People, the Sunday Pictorial, The Sunday Times, and

The Observer—appeared neutral toward, or at least unde¬

cided about, the conduct of United States policy in the

Middle East. Of the five, only The Sunday Times and The

Observer afforded substantive commentary. The Sunday

Times recognized but did not openly criticize the Ameri-

can government's reluctance to accept definite commitments
48

in the Middle East. The Observer was also soft-spoken

In its view,in its remarks about United States policy.

the North Atlantic Treaty Organization was of primary
49

Tightened poli-importance to Middle-Eastern security.

tical coordination among the NATO powers was deemed essen¬

tial now that Soviet attention had shifted to the Arab

Portending the Suez Canal crisis, Alistaircountries.

Buchan of The Observer pointed to the necessity of unified

action by the NATO powers in the event of a major conflict

in the area:

If Britain unilaterally took some action which
caused Colonel Nasser to close the Canal, every
western European country would have to impose
stringent petrol rationing. . . .

. . .Above all, NATO must be in a position
to see that a member nation does not take unilateral

48 „West's Two Views of Middle East," The Sunday
Times (London), 8 April 1956, p. 9.

49
"NATO in Trouble," The Observer
10.

Alistair Buchan,
(London), 6 May 1956, p.
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action, in Asia, Africa or the Middle East,
which could be injurious to the interest of
the West as a whole.50

The other three Sunday newspapers mentioned

should be classified as "undecided" toward United States

policy. The Sunday Graphic, The People, and the Sunday

Pictorial, all of which were mass-circulation tabloids

and were part of the popular press, paid very little

attention to Middle-Eastern affairs in the months prior

to the crisis.

The final category of newspapers is the main poli-

tical weeklies. Of all the categories surveyed, the

political weeklies were the most unfavorable toward

All five of the political weeklies—United States policy.
51

The Statist, The Economist, the New Statesman and Nation,

Time and Tide, and the Spectator—generally were critical

of the American government's conduct in the Middle East.

The Statist vigorously denounced the United States

for being indecisive in the Middle East and called upon

Britain "to be decisive and to seek to carve some sort

H 52
of order out of the chaos in that area of the world.

50 Alistair Buchan, "NATO in Trouble," The Observer
(London), 6 May 1956, p. 10.

51
Hereafter cited as New Statesman.

52 „New Tests of Anglo-American Alliance," The
Statist (London), 163 (7 April 1956): 394.



22

This indecisiveness, this vagueness on the part of the

United States, was also a source of concern for The

Economist, a journal widely respected in Britain for its

coverage of political and economic affairs at home and
53

abroad. The Economist recognized the incompatible

interpretations of the Tripartite Declaration, an agree-

n 54ment that the paper said had "no teeth, and pointed
„55to the American government's "lack of lucidity. The

New Statesman likewise criticized Washington for reject¬

ing a solid, tripartite approach to the area and, as a

consequence, for allowing Soviet intrusion into Middle-

Eastern affairs. "It is now clear," insisted the New

Statesman, "that Washington is prepared to accept Russia
„56formally as a Middle Eastern power.

The other political weeklies lambasted Secretary
57

The Time and Tide, a hardline, right-wing paper,Dulles.

felt that Dulles was pitifully underestimating Nasser's

53
Benn Brothers Limited, Newspaper Press Directory,
338.1957, P-

54 „Policy for the Cold War," The Economist (Londoni,
179 (28 April 1956): 378.

55 „ Inside Story," The Economist, 179 (16 June 1956):
1093.

56,,Towards a Middle-Eastern Settlement?" New States-
man (London) , 51 (21 April 1956) : 402 .

5 7 .

Epstein, British Politics in the Suez Crisis, p.
166 .
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ambition and considered the secretary of state's Arab-

,,58appeasement strategy "asinine. To the Spectator

Dulles was much like an ostrich with its head buried

deep in the sand of the Middle East:

Everybody in the world except Mr. Dulles
knows that a first-rate crisis is building up
in and over the Middle East,
clear to everybody except Mr. Dulles, not only
that the Middle East might blow at any moment
but also that American dilatoriness and reluc-
tance to look at the Middle East as it is im-
pose the severest possible strain on Western
unity.59

It is painfully

These examinations of the national daily, provin¬

cial, national Sunday, and political weekly newspapers

provide multi-faceted interpretations of United States

policy in the Middle East. However, based upon the

trends of opinion revealed in the spring and early sum¬

mer of 1956, United States policy was largely held in

disfavor by the British press. Before assessing in

depth the significance of this opinion, further exami¬

nation needs to be devoted to two major events that

took place later in the summer of 1956.

Under the provisions of the Anglo-Egyptian Treaty

of 1954, Great Britain was required to withdraw its

58 „Up To The Fence," Time and Tide (London), 37
(7 April 1956): 374.

59,,Arms for Israel," Spectator (London), 196 (6
April 1956): 428.
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troops from the Suez Canal Zone by June 18, 1956, ex-

actly twenty months subsequent to the treaty's rati.fi-
60

cation. Britain fulfilled its withdrawal obliaation

five days in advance of the June 18 deadline. On June

13, Brigadier John H. S. Lacy, commander of the last

contingent of British soldiers in Egypt, handed over

the keys of his headquarters to Lieutenant Colonel

Abdullah Azouni of the Egyptian army. The Union Jack

was solemnly lowered, and the flag of Egypt with its

white crescent and three stars was raised over the last

British base in the Canal Zone. Thus ended Britain's

61
seventy-four-year occupation of the area.

In 1954 the ratification of the Anglo-Egvptian

Treaty had created a wave of controversy in the British

Many newspapers, particularly those conservatively

inclined, had mourned what they regarded as the death

knell of British influence in the Middle East.

press.

62
In

contrast, in the summer of 1956 only a ripple of con-

cern was visible in the press when the last British

troops evacuated Suez. At this time, news accounts

concerning the withdrawal were completely absent in

Of thenine of the twenty-six newspapers perused.

6 0
Hurewitz, ed., Documentary Record, 11:383.

61,,Britain's Withdrawal From Suez," New York
Times, 14 June 1956, pp. 1, 8.

6 2 „Expression of Woe," News Chronicle (London),
22 October 1956, p. 4.
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remaining seventeen newspapers, ten scarcely devoted
63

newsprint to the evacuation. These ten papers pro-

vided only small, back-page accounts. Typical of this

coverage was that of the Daily Mirror: "The last Bri-

tish soldier left the Suez Canal Zone yesterday when

eleven officers and seventy-seven other ranks sailed

,,64for Cyprus. This notice, entitled "Last Out of

Suez," was the extent of the Daily iMirror's coverage.

Only seven newspapers--the Daily Mail, News Chroni¬

cle, The Daily Telegraph, The Times, Glasgow Herald, The

Scotsman, and the Time and Tide—paid, ample attention

to the withdrawal. A common anxiety among these papers

was that of Soviet expansion in the Middle East follow¬

ing Britain's departure. The Scotsman was particularly

concerned:

By our attempts to appease Egypt through evacu-
ating the Canal Zone we have lost, effectively if
not fully, a long-established base equipped at
enormous cost and of immense strategic importance.

- . .We have opened the door to skilful Russian
exploitation of the Middle-Eastern situation.65

This concern of Soviet expansion in the Middle East was

not surprising, considering Nasser's growing relationship

63
Although the final evacuation received little fan-

fare in the press, when the Suez crisis erupted the with-
drawal scene would be relived in conservative columns and
the United States would be blamed for the woes of the "de-
fenceless" region.

64 „

June 1956,
Last Out of Suez," Daily Mirror (London), 14

24.P-
65
The Scotsman (Edinburgh), 13 June 1956, p. 6.
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66
with the Eastern bloc in 1956. What may be considered

surprising in retrospect is that not one of the twenty-

six newspapers recriminated or even considered the United

States' role in encouraging Britain to conclude the 1954

withdrawal agreement.

The 1954 agreement to withdraw Britain's troops

from Suez was significant symbolically as well as mili-

For Egyptians a glaring symbol of colonialism

was being removed at last from their land,

and Washington hoped that this gesture would have a

tranquilizing effect on Egypt.

tarily.

Both London

67
It did temporarily.

For a while there were flickering signs of Egyptian

friendship with the West, but these quickly dimmed as

Nasser began to exploit the East-West rivalry in the

When the West refused Nasser military aid,

he promptly turned to the East,

troops left Suez, Soviet Foreign Minister Dimitry

Shepalov joined President Nasser in Port Said to witness

Middle East.

When the last British

the withdrawal, and afterwards "Russian weapons were

!, 6 8paraded through the streets.

66
Ann Williams, Britain and France in the Middle

East and North Africa, 1914-1967 (London: Macmillan and
Company, 1968), p. 121 (hereafter cited as Williams,
Britain and France in the Middle East) .

67
Epstein, British Politics in the Suez Crisis,

31-32.pp.

68
Harold Macmillan, Riding the Storm, 1956-1959

(New York: Harper and Row, 1971), p. 98 (hereafter
cited as Macmillan, Riding the Storm).
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Nasser's continued dealings with the Eastern

bloc and his verbal assaults on Western influence in

the Middle East finally incited Washington and London

to withdraw their offers of financial assistance to

Egypt in building the Aswan High Dam, a mammoth pro¬

ject that sought to increase dramatically the irriga-

tion of the Nile Valley and the generation of hydro-
69

electricity. On July 19, 1956, the United States

government retracted its $56 million offer to Egypt,

and on the following day, the British government with-
70

drew it $14 million offer. Economic motives were

cited for these retractions. Prime Minister Eden

later explained that Egypt's arms commitments had mort-

gaged her national income so heavily as to leave insuf-
71

ficient revenues for the dam project. Although

Egypt's financial position was indeed unreliable, the

primary motive for the Anglo-American withdrawal was

one of politics rather than economy. President

Eisenhower admitted in his memoirs that he was weary of

Nasser's "blackmailing" tactics and of his dickerings
72

behind the Iron Curtain.

69 234-35.Churchill, Rise and Fall of Eden, pp.
70 103.Magnus, ed., Documents on Middle East, p.
71
Eden, Full Circle, pp. 468-70.

72
Dwight D. Eisenhower, Waging Peace, 1956-1961

(New York: Doubleday and Company, 1965), pp. 30-32
(hereafter cited as Eisenhower, Waging Peace).
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Notwithstanding Prime Minister Eden's economic

motives, the British government was also largely moved

by its disdain for Nasser and his anti-Western politics.

Harold Macmillan, Chancellor of the Exchequer, supported

the withdrawal:

Was it right that we should make so great
a sacrifice. . .to help a government becoming
daily more unfriendly, and passing more and
more under Russian influence?
better to confine ourselves to the support of
our many friends?7^

Would it not be

This repudiation of the Aswan offers caused some concern

in the British press. A few newspapers—particularly the

Financial Times, the Daily Herald, and the Glasgow Herald--

worried about the resultant spread of Communist influence
74

Yet most of the newspapers that were reviewedin Egypt.

justified the decision, either economically or politically.
,,75Nasser had created his own "dam jam.

The American government's initiative in withdrawing

from the Aswan project evoked generally favorable com-

ments from the British press, most of which were delighted
ii 7 6to see Nasser "cut down to size. Several of the

73
Macmillan, Riding the Storm, p. 99.

74
Financial Times (London), 23 July 1956, p. 3;

Daily Herald (London), 20 July 1956, p. 1; Glasgow
Herald, 21 July 1956, p. 4.

75 „Nasser in dam jam," Sunday Pictorial (London),
22 July 1956 , p. 2.

76 „ A rebuff for Nasser," Western Mail (Cardiff),
21 July 1956, p. 4.
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77
newspapers surveyed applauded America's initiative.

The Daily Mail, for example, which in the past had

condemned United States policy repeatedly and even

had charged that there was American-Soviet collusion

against Britain in the Middle East, now heartily

praised the United States "for first calling [Nasser's]
.17 8 Wilson Broadbent, the Daily Mail's Washing-bluff.

..79ton correspondent, reported "a new and tougher attitude

on the part of Washington, one that would henceforth

cause a paralleling of President Eisenhower's Middle-
80

Eastern policy with that of Prime Minister Eden.

It interpretedThe Glasgow Herald was not so sure.

the American decision as merely a "political convenience"

that would succeed only in forcing Nasser to rely more

81
heavily on the Soviets.

777 7 IIDollars and the Dams," Daily Express (London),
21 July 1956, p. 4; "The Little Pharoah," Daily Mail
(London), 21 July 1956, p. 1; "Rebuff To Egypt," The
Scotsman (Edinburgh), 21 July 1956, p. 6; "Nasser's
Rebuff," Spectator (London) , 197 (27 July 1956) : 131?
"High Dam, Low Laughter," Time and Tide (London), 37
(28 July 1956): 893.

78
Daily Mail, 21 July 1956, p. 1.

79
Wilson Broadbent, "Borrow From Russia And Be

Damned," Daily Mail, 19 July 1956, p. 1.
80
Daily Mail, 19 July 1956, p. 1.

81,.The Aswan Refusal," Glasgow Herald, 21 July
1956 , 4.P*
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The primary aim of this opening chapter has been

to establish the range of British press opinion, par-

ticularly unfavorable opinion, towards United States

Middle-Eastern policy just prior to the Suez Canal

crisis. One half of the newspapers surveyed clearly

disapproved of the American government's conduct in

the Middle East at this time. A significant portion

of the remaining newspapers appeared neutral or moder-

ate towards United States policy. This seeming neu-

trality, however, was founded largely on their indif¬

ference to circumstances in the Middle East prior to the

crisis. Several popular newspapers, such as the Sunday

Graphic, The People, and the Sunday Pictorial, provided

no news coverage or editorial commentary about United

States policy in Middle-Eastern affairs. In all, only

three newspapers--The Daily Telegraph, the Manchester

Guardian, and the Western Mail—expressed much support

for United States policy immediate to the Suez crisis,

and this support was attached for the most part to the
82

alleged benefits of the American foreign aid program.

Based upon the unfavorable opinions of the news-

papers in this study, the British press felt threatened

32
In this and other tables

included in the appendix, figures are rounded off to
the nearest whole percentage; therefore, totals may
slightly fall short of or exceed one hundred percent.

Refer to appendix D.
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by the course of United States Middle-Eastern policy by

the spring and early summer of 1956. In a broad sense,

there appeared to be two incompatible press opinions

about the United States in the region, both of which

would be altered drastically by the upcoming crisis.

On one hand, there were those editorial columns that

blasted the United States for showing too little concern

with the Middle East and for being indecisive. The Uni-

ted States displayed, as in the words of The Scotsman,

"a habitual unwillingness. . .to decide on a course of

>.83action or commit itself to any line in the region.

On the other hand, there were those newspapers that

blasted the American government for showing too much

concern with the Middle East and for encroaching on

.. 34"British preserves. In spite of Britain's recent

military withdrawals from the Middle East, several

newspapers maintained that Britain still exercised con¬

siderable power in the Middle East, a region where even

Britain's allies were considered "trespassers." Perched

between two impetuous Super Powers, Britain was viewed

by these papers as being the power most likely to exert

a stabilizing influence on the Middle East.

83,.What Next?" The Scotsman (Edinburgh) 4 Mayr

19 5 6 , p. 6 .

84,. A Notice to Trespassers," Daily Express (Lon-
don), 7 May 1956, p. 6.
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Even before the crisis, there appeared tc be little

confidence expressed in the British press about the effec¬

tiveness of the Tripartite Declaration or about the United

Nations' ability to handle the problems in the Middle East.

Neither did there appear to be much confidence placed in

Secretary Dulles, who was not a popular figure in most

British editorial columns, but who, instead of President

Eisenhower, was regarded as the primary force behind

United States foreign policy. As seen, the major criti-

cism of the American secretary of state was that his

fervent anti-Communist philosophy burdened him with an

uncompromising view of world affairs. The Suez crisis

would also alter drastically this perception of Secretary

Dulles; for during the crisis he would be severely cri¬

ticized by most of the press for wavering, constantly

compromising his positions, and even for cooperating

In addition, Dulles's part inwith the Soviet Union.

the Aswan Dam decision, though it was generally approved

of at the time, later would be used against him in the

British press.

Comparisons of conservative and nonconservative

editorial opinions indicate that among the newspapers

in this survey, conservative columns were more critical

of United States Middle-Eastern policy. Furthermore,

in contrasting the popular and quality press, the popular
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newspapers, when commenting on United States policy,

tended to be more critical than the newspapers class!-
35

This might be ex-fied as part of the quality press.

plained in that United States policy allegedly was con¬

tributing to the undermining of traditional British

interests in the Middle East, and that sympathies for

the remnants of British colonialism in the Middle East

appeared more fixed in those newspapers, such as the

86
Daily Mail and Daily Express, that were categorized

in both the conservative and popular presses. It was

in these newspapers where the Middle East was still

viewed—diplomatically, economically, and militarily--

as a region subject to principally British power. In

the words of the Daily Mail: "The Middle East! . . .we

.187have no intention of letting it go!

The preceding opinions of the British press also

reveal that in the spring and early summer of 1956,

many newspapers anticipated an imminent "blow-up" in

the Middle East. The United States government was

85
Refer to appendixes E and F for tables that il-

lustrate conservative and popular press opinions of
United States Middle-Eastern policy prior to the Suez crisis.

86„Mr. Dulles's Clanger," Daily Mail (London), 4 April
1956, p. 1; "That Oil: Where Will It End?" Daily Express
(London), 13 June 1956, p. 1.

87
Daily Mail, 4 April 1956, p. 1.
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thought to be unprepared for such an event. Except

for The Observer, which portended Nasser's seizure of
88

most believed that this conflict wouldthe Suez Canal,

be primarily between Arab and Jew. No newspaper, though,

not even The Observer, was prepared for a blow-up that

would involve such direct and serious confrontations

between the United States and Great Britain.

88
Alister Buchan, "NATO in Trouble," The Observer

(London), 6 May 1956, p. 10.



CHAPTER II

HOT HEADS AND COLD FEET:

FROM THE NATIONALIZATION OF THE SUEZ CANAL THROUGH

THE FIRST LONDON CONFERENCE (JULY 26 - AUGUST 31, 1956)

The Suez Canal was eighty-seven years old in 1956.

Built by a Frenchman, guarded by the British, the Canal,

like the people of the Middle East, had long been the

pawn of European politics and economics. Although the

Treaty of Constantinople (1888) guaranteed the interna-

tional status of the waterway,^ the Canal actually was

operated by an Egyptian joint-stock company. The head-

quarters of the company, however, was in Paris, and of

the company’s thirty-two directors the nine who owned

controlling interest were British.
2

and only five were Egyptian.

Sixteen investors

The Canalwere French,

through which passed one half of Europe's oil supply
3

was managed by Europeans. To Arabs, then, despite the

1
Hurewitz, ed., A Documentary Record, 1:202-5.

2
Three of the nine British directors represented

the British government, which held 196,034 capital shares
and 157,470 ordinary shares out of 437,002 and 362,988
respectively. The Times (London), 27 July 1956, p. 10.

3Finer, Dulles Over Suez, p. 13.
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withdrawal of British troops from the Zone, the Suez

Canal continued to be a symbol of lingering colonialism,

of government by distant rulers, and of the exploitation

of rich oil resources by foreign economies.

The withdrawal of Anglo-American support from the

Aswan Dam project infuriated President Nasser, who re-

garded the West's financial retraction as an arm-twisting

tactic.^ The power of the dollar was pitted clearly now

against the power of Egyptian nationalism. Washington

and London realized Egypt’s dire economic situation and

were confident that the Egyptian president would reassess

his relations with the West and soon would sever his ties

with the Soviet bloc.^ Yet, rather than dousing the fires

of nationalism, the Anglo-American rebuff of Nasser stoked

Nasser seized this opportunity to advance thethe flames.

position of Egypt and his own position as the emerging

leader of the Arab world.^ A bold, defiant gesture was in

order, one that would enhance Arab sovereignty and would

undercut further Western influence in the Middle East.

4
Michael Adams,

After: Year of Crisis (Boston: Beacon Press, 1958), pp. 1-
3 (hereafter cited as Adams, Suez and After).

^Hugh Thomas,

"Nasser Defies the West," Suez and

Suez (New York: Harper and Row, 196 7) ,

25-26 (hereafter cited as Thomas, Suez).pp.

^Adams, 6 .Suez and After, p.
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His response was to nationalize the Suez Canal on July
7

26, 1956.

In Britain the reaction to the nationalization

was one of immediate outrage. Her Majesty's Government

blasted Egypt's expropriation of the Suez Canal Company

as being a violation of the spirit if not the letter of
8

the 1954 Anglo-Egyptian Treaty. The Eden Ministry

labeled the Egyptian president an international brigand,

a thief who reflected the same ruthless image as one

who had disregarded international agreements and had
9

grabbed the Rhineland twenty years earlier. This view

was shared in Parliament, where initially all parties

were united in their indignation over Nasser's move.

Hugh Gaitskell, leader of the Opposition in the House

"On this side of the House, weof Commons, asserted,

deeply deplore this high-handed and totally unjustifiable

7
For the text of Nasser's nationalization speech,

see Carol A. Fisher and Fred Krinsky, eds. , Middle East
in Crisis: A Historical and Documentary Review (New York:
Syracuse University Press, 1959), pp. 136-40 (hereafter
cited as Fisher and Krinsky, eds., A Historical and Docu-
mentary Review).

8
The Times (London), 27 July 1956, p. 1.

9
Throughout the Suez crisis, the Eden Ministry, many

members of Parliament, and the press drew parallels between
Nasser and Hitler. Eden in particular pointed to the al-
legedly Hitlerian tactics of the Egyptian leader, including
his use of concentration camps, his Goebbels-style propa-
ganda, and even his "propagation of Mein Kampf among his
officers." Eden, Full Circle, p. 481.
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..10
step by the Egyptian Government.

No less united in its indignation of the Canal's

nationalization was the British press. Pro-Conservative,

pro-Labour, quality, and popular newspapers alike de-

nounced Nasser, with many calling upon the British govern-

..11ment to teach "the Little Fuehrer,

..12

"the Hitler of the

Nile, a lesson.

Although the press was united initially in its

indignation over Egypt's takeover of the Suez Canal Com¬

pany, it was not united in its opinions of how Nasser's

There was widespread disagree-move should be countered.

ment in the newspapers examined on whether Britain should

take a military, economic, or diplomatic course of action

against Egypt. Cracks in the press' "unity" also developed

over whether Britain should act outside or within the con¬

fines of the United Nations. In the main, conservative

newspaper opinion leaned more toward the application of

military force outside the United Nations; those newspapers

regarded as nonconservative advocated the use of economic

and diplomatic measures within the framework of the world

10
Parliament, Commons, Parliamentarv Debates, 5th
557 (27 July 1956); 777.series,

11.,Nasser: His Sphere of Influence," Daily Express
(London), 28 July 1956, p. 2.

12..Hitler of the Nile," Daily Mail (London), 27
July 1956, p. 1; "Eden's Last Chance," Sunday Pictorial
(London), 29 July 1956, p. 11.



39

organization.

Few British newspapers openly pushed for an im-

mediate military assault against Nasser. Only three

of the twenty-six newspapers in this survey held this

extreme position: the pro-Conservative Sunday Graphic,
14

the right-wing Daily Mail,

13

15
and the Time and Tide.

Time and Tide appeared quite willing to accept the con¬

sequences for such an assault:

Strength, demonstrated rapidly and with de-
termination, could bring [Nasser] and his whole
pasteboard regime toppling down,
the reoccupation of the Suez Canal Zone and, in
all probability, of the whole of metropolitan
Egypt by Britain, as guardian for the rest of the
free world. . . .16

This would mean

Though few newspapers were this candid in their sugges¬

tions of military force, its implication pervaded the

editorials of many conservative papers. Eight other news-

papers leaned toward the use of military force at this
17

time. "Firmness," intimating armed intervention, became

their catchword. The Daily Telegraph, for instance, urged

13„Are we going to let this brigand get away with
it?" Sunday Graphic (London), 29 July 1956, p. 1.

Hitler of the Nile," Daily Mail (London), 27
July 1956, p. 1; "We Must Slap This Man Down," 30 July
1956 ,

14 „

1.P-
15
Time and Tide (London) , 37 (4 August 1956) : 923-24.

16
Time and Tide, 37 (4 August 1956): 923-24.

17
These eight conservative papers were The Times,

The Daily Telegraph, Financial Times, Daily Express, Daily
Sketch, Liverpool Daily Post, Western Mail, and The Statist.
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18
that Britain's response "should be prompt and firm";
the Daily Sketch instructed, "[Nasser] must be stopped

19
by the firmest joint action"; The Times, which serious-

ly doubted the effectiveness of the United Nations or of

the use of economic measures against Nasser, advocated
20

"Firmness and care"; and the Liverpool Daily Post ad-

"Consulting our allies is all very well, but itvised,

should not be allowed to delay firm and independent ac-

n 21tion.

Whereas some conservative newspapers either urged

or intimated advocacy of Britain's use of armed force,

others preferred economic sanctions as an initial re-

The common suggestion was the blocking of Egypt'ssponse.

governmental and individual sterling balances in Britain.

Proving that not all conservative papers were anxious to

start swinging the sabre, the Glasgow Herald, in true

conservative parlance, favored "firm" economic then
22

The Scotsman, too, wrote ofdiplomatic pressures.

18
The Daily Telegraph (London), 27 July 1956, p. 6.

19 „Act Now Together," Daily Sketch (London), 30
July 1956, p. 2.

20,,Time For Decision," The Times (London), 28
July 1956, p. 7.

21,,The Bandit of Suez," Liverpool Daily Post, 28
July 1956, p. 4.

22^ I!

Egypt And The West," Glasgow Herald, 28 July
1956, p. 4; "Pressure On Egypt," 31 July 1956, p. 4.
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23
firmness but clearly ruled out armed force; and The

Sunday Times regarded armed intervention in the Canal

ii 2 4Zone as "neither right nor necessary.

Economic retaliation against Nasser was preferred

by most nonconservative newspapers. Labour's Daily

Herald dismissed any thoughts of military actions "as
,,25

empty of sense as Nasser's own speeches. The Reynolds

News and the News Chronicle did recognize military action
26

though The People, a truly independentas a last resort,

"Independent" newspaper, was confident that "if other

countries follow Britain's example [economic sanctions],
„27

Egypt will literally be starved out. Complaining that

such sanctions would prove illegal in terms of interna¬

tional law, the pro-Labour New Statesman suggested a

diplomatic recourse: to convince the United States to
28

initiate negotiations with Nasser.

23,, Suez Crisis," The Scotsman (Edinburgh), 28 July
1956, p. 6.

2 4 „Piracy," The Sunday Times (London), 29 July
1956, p. 6.

2 5 „Answer To Nasser," Daily Herald (London), 30
July 1956, p. 4.

2 6 „Nasser's Move: To grab British ship?" Reynolds
News (London), 29 July 1956, p. 2; "The Necessities For
Defence," News Chronicle (London), 31 July 1956, p. 4.

27' !lVital Supplies," The People (London), 29 July
1956 , 1.P-

O O

New Statesman (London) , 52 (4 August 1956) : 125 .
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Economic and diplomatic reactions to Nasser were

not supported by all nonconservative editorial columns.

In fact, of the nine newspapers classified as "noncon-

servative" in this study nearly half regarded the nation-

29
alization as a fait accompli. Along with the liberal

Manchester Guardian, the pro-Labour Daily Mirror and the

Sunday Pictorial, The Observer rejected any retaliation

based on "the same childish anger that Nasser has dis-
i. 30 As did the Manchester Guardian, The Observerplayed.

suggested that Britain make her oil supplies less depen-

dent on the Suez Canal by constructing more pipelines

through Syria and Saudi Arabia, and by constructing huge

supertankers to transport her oil around the Cape of Good
31

Hope.

The diversity of opinion in the British press re-

vealed that underneath the general furor in editorial

columns lay deep divisions about how the Suez problem

should be solved. With such divisions it was a certainty

2 9 „ Suez," Manchester Guardian, 28 July 1956, p. 4;
Richard Crossman, "But what can Eden do anyway?" Daily
Mirror (London), 28 July 1956, p. 6; Wilfred Fienbaugh,
"Warn Him," Sunday Pictorial (London), 29 July 1956, p. 2;
"Comment," The Observer (London), 29 July 1956, p. 6.

30
The Observer, 29 July 1956, p. 6.

31
Manchester Guardian, 28 July 1956, p. 4; The

Observer, 29 July 1956, p. 6.
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that any forthcoming American involvement in the crisis

would meet oppositon in many British newspapers.

From day one of the crisis, the United States

government strove to be a restraining influence on the

British government, as well as on the French government,

which also strongly condemned Nasser and his grabbing of
32

the Suez Canal. President Eisenhower and Secretary

Dulles encouraged their allies to examine calmly the
33

situation and discouraged any talk of armed action.

A number of considerations outlined this pacific policy.

Eisenhower and Dulles contended first of all that London

and Paris were grossly exaggerating the threat of the
,,34"Hitler of the Nile. The president and his secretary

of state also expressed their doubts concerning the legal

position put forth by Britain and France. The power of

eminent domain, as exercised by Egypt, was thought to be
35

an inherent right of any sovereign nation.

32
The French government openly despised Nasser, who

well before the Suez crisis had alienated France from

Egypt by continually denouncing France's ongoing struggle
with rebels in Algeria and by furnishing aid to these reb-
els. This aid and the nationalization enraged the French
government, which now longed for the overthrow of Egypt's
"little pharoah." Williams, Britain and France in the
Middle East, pp. 123-24.

Robert Murphy, Diplomat Among Warriors (New York:
Doubleday and Company, 19 64) , p7 379 (hereafter cited as
Murphy, Diplomat Among Warriors).

33

34
Eisenhower, Waging Peace, pp. 38-40.

35
Eisenhower, Waging Peace, pp. 39-40.
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Despite the moralistic tone of President Eisenhower's

arguments, one practical consideration dominated United

States policy: 1956 was an election year. With his elec-

tion but three months away, the president could ill af-

ford to have his reputation as a peacemaker tarnished.

He was lauded as having silenced the guns of Korea three

A war in the Middle East involving Ameri-years earlier.

ca' s allies, or perhaps even America itself, certainly
36

would jeopardize his re-election.

To keep America's allies talking, Secretary Dulles

arranged a Three-Power meeting in London on August 1. In

his meeting with British Foreign Secretary Selwyn Lloyd

and French Foreign Minister Christian Pineau, Dulles

reaffirmed the American position—that negotiation and
37

patience would prevail over Suez,

stronger legal position had to be established and sug-

gested that an international conference be called to

discuss the status and operation of the Canal.

He stressed that a

Lloyd

A joint com-and Pineau hesitated but finally agreed,

munique was issued that professed the international charac-

ter of the Canal and proposed the international conference,
38

which was to convene in London on August 16.

36
Thomas, Suez, pp. 48-49.

Murphy, Diplomat Among Warriors, p. 386.
37

38
Twenty-four countries—the eight signatories of

the Constantinople Treaty of 1888 and the sixteen principal
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In the British press, America's initial involve-

ment in the Suez crisis had created widespread confusion.

The early statements out of Washington and Dulles's par¬

ticipation in the Three-Power meeting had caused news¬

papers to fluctuate almost daily in their opinions of the

conduct of the United States government. At the begin¬

ning of the crisis, many newspapers merely had assumed

that Britain and France would receive wholehearted support

from America. After all, America's old allies were clash-

ing with a fanatic who essentially had declared a jihad

against Western interests and influence in the Middle

Other newspapers had expected American support,East.

not because of America's ties to its allies but because

of its responsibility in having precipitated the crisis.

Newspapers such as the Financial Times, Daily Express,

The Observer, and the New Statesman pointed to American

pressure on Britain to withdraw from Suez and to America's
39

Aswan decision as being responsible. Even the usually

pro-American Manchester Guardian had expected American

participation "since the United States Government started

users of the Canal--were to be invited to the conference.
United States Department of State, The Suez Canal Problem,
no. 6392, October 1956 (Washington: U.S. Governmental
Printing Office, 1956), p. 34 (hereafter cited as U.S.
Department of State, Suez Canal Problem).

39 „Suez," Financial Times (London), 28 July 1956,
. .And the Policeman," Daily Express (London),4; "P-
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H 4 0the avalanche by withdrawing its Aswan dam offer.

The press' expectations of immediate American

support rapidly faded. Within a matter of a few days,

words such as "reluctant," "non-commital," and "diffi¬

cult" began to appear in most of the editorial columns

that described the behavior of the United States govern-

41
Dulles's arrival in London had offered hopesment.

in the press that something would be done, that America's

footdragging would turn to a united charge against a

common enemy.

The Three-Power meeting and the joint communique

issued at its conclusion only heightened confusion in

the British press. There was no consensus of opinion

concerning the meeting, its results, or, in particular,

the position of the United States. Some newspapers,

conservative and nonconservative alike, perceived a

30 July 1956, p. 4; "Suez: U.S. Awaits British Lead,"
The Observer (London), 29 July 1956, p. 6; "Suez Reali-
ties," New Statesman (London), 52 (4 August 1956): 124-25.

40„Before The Debate," Manchester Guardian, 1
August 1956, p. 6.

41
Some of these editorials were "Peace is the

Slogan," Daily Express (London), 2 August 1956, p. 4;
"A Hinge of History," The Times (London), 1 August 1956,
p. 9; "Marking time for Mr. Dulles," Western Mail (Car-
diff), 2 August 1956, p. 4; "Defiance From Cairo," The
Daily Telegraph (London) , 30 July 1956 , p. 6; "Suez:
U.S. Awaits British Lead," The Observer (London), 29
July 1956, p. 5; and "No Faint Hearts This Time," Sun-
day Graphic (London), 5 August 1956, p. 6.
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new-found solidarity among the three allies; others saw

continued disagreement. Papers such as The Daily Tele-

graph, The Times (to a moderate degree), the Daily Mail,

Financial Times, Glasgow Herald, News Chronicle, and

the Daily Sketch believed that the United States had
42

been won over at the Three-Power meeting. "United on

the Canal" was the editorial headline in The Daily Tele-
43

"U.S. BACKS 'WAR' ON NASSER," broadcasted thegraph.
44

Guy Eden, Daily Sketch's foreign edi-Daily Sketch.

tor, even envisioned American military support:

It is believed that Mr. Dulles has been fi-

nally won over to promise U.S. Navy, Army and
Air Force support for British and French mili-
tary intervention if it should be necessary.45

Quite the contrary, other newspapers detected no

such solidarity emerging from the Three-Power meeting.

The aggressive Sunday Graphic, a paper usually in line

with the thoughts of the Daily Sketch, criticized United

42 „United on the Canal," The Daily Telegraph (Lon-
don), 3 August 1956, p. 6; "Resisting the Aggressor," The
Times (London), 3 August 1956, p. 9; "This Is An Ultima-
turn," Daily Mail (London), 3 August 1956, p. 1; "Egypt's
Menace," Financial Times (London), 3 August 1956, p. 6;
"Choice For Colonel Nasser," Glasgow Herald, 3 August
1956, p. 6; "Agreement in Principle," News Chronicle
(London), 3 August 1956, p. 4; "U.S. BACKS 'WAR
NASSER," Daily Sketch (London), 3 August 1956, p. 1.

ON

43
The Daily Telegraph, 3 August 1956, p. 6.

44
Daily Sketch, 3 August 1956, p. 1.

^Daily Sketch, 3 August 1956, p. 1.
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States policy during these early days as being as "weak-
46

kneed" as ever. The Scotsman also had grave doubts

about America's role and felt that Britain's ally failed
47

to appreciate the need for firmness and unity. A

number of papers were highly skeptical that such firmness

and unity could ever be realized. The Daily Express,

Liverpool Daily Post, and the Daily Herald, for example,

maintained that Britain had little, if any, prospect of

obtaining assistance from the American government during
48

an election year. A political campaign was on Presi-

dent Eisenhower's mind, not a military one.

While there was disagreement in the British press

concerning the solidarity of the three allies, there was

also disagreement concerning the upcoming London Conference.

Some newspapers, especially the Daily Mail, viewed it as

49
an ultimatum to Nasser; others regarded the conference

as merely a long-winded resignation. With the exception

of the Daily Mail, conservative newspapers bent on or

46,,No Faint Hearts This Time," Sunday Graphic (Lon-
don), 5 August 1956, p. 6.

47,, Suez Issues," The Scotsman (Edinburgh), 3 August
1956, p. 6.

48,,Peace is the Slogan," Daily Express (London), 2
August 1956, p. 4; Liverpool Daily Post, 3 August 1956,
p. 4; "Russia Is Invited To The Suez Talk," Daily Herald
(London), 3 August 1956, p. 1.

49 „This Is An Ultimatum," Daily Mail (London), 3
August 1956, p. 1.
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leaning toward military action were most cynical about

the conference. Conferences were described by the Time

and Tide as nothing but "Dreary, complicated little ar-

it 50 Even The Times echoed this dis-rangements. .

heartened view. Before the conclusion of the Three-

Power meeting, The Times dismissed conferences as result-

ing too often "in only a melancholy, long, withdrawing

ii 51 After the meeting, The Times continued itsroar.

dismissal, implying that the London Conference would most

52
likely be a graveyard for any clear or decisive policy.

The Sunday Graphic considered the upcoming conference as

a distinct advantage for Nasser, who now had, as the

Graphic put it, "a chance to find vociferous friends

„53
among the malcontents of the world. A final example

of press cynicism was the Liverpool Daily Post. The

Daily Post considered the conference a futile exercise

since America was unwilling to assume a forceful position

50Time and Tide (London), 37 (4 August 1956): 924.

51„ A Hinge of History," The Times (London), 1 Au-
gust 1956, p. 9.

52 „Resisting the Aggressor," The Times, 3 August
1956, p. 9.

53,,No Faint Hearts This Time," Sunday Graphic (Lon-
don), 5 August 1956, p. 6.
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54
alongside Britain and France.

The two weeks prior to the convening of the Lon-

don Conference gave the press time to reassess Britain's

position. The Suez Canal continued to operate; and con-

trary to many predictions, its nationalization had not

created economic chaos. As Secretary Dulles had hoped,
55

heads cooled, at least some heads.

During this interval, press opinion in Britain

became further polarized along political lines. The

jingoism that affected most of the press in the opening

days of the crisis now gave way to party sympathies and

to political opportunity. Pro-Labour and pro-Liberal

newspapers endeavored to portray themselves and their

party representatives as cool, rational opponents of an

overly-heated, irrational Conservative government. Typi-

cal of this portrayal was an article written by a Labour

M.P. for the Sunday Pictorial entitled "Labour must halt

,,56
Tory wild men. Other nonconservative newspapers

raised their editorial voices against the "wild men."

The pro-Labour Reynolds News, Daily Herald, New Statesman,

54 „Mr. Dulles Backs Down," Liverpool Daily Post,
4 August 1956, p. 4.

5 5
Murphy, Diplomat Among Warriors, pp. 386-88.

^Wilfred Fienburgh, "Labour must halt Tory wild
men," Sunday Pictorial (London), 12 August 1956, p. 2.
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The Observer, and the pro-Liberal Manchester Guardian

and News Chronicle, all of which decried the continuing

threats of military force, intensified their calls for

the assertion of international law through the United
57

Nations.

During the two weeks before the London Conference,

press opinion of United States policy also became more

clearly defined. As before, opinion generally began to

split along party lines. Nearly every newspaper that

sympathized with the Conservative party reproved Secre-

tary Dulles for his mecurial position. One day he would,

according to these newspapers, give the impression of

fully supporting the Eden Ministry; the next he would

give the opposite impression. "Blow-hot, blow cold" was

58
how the Daily Mail described Dulles's attitude.

On the pro-Labour or nonconservative side, many

papers now commended Dulles for his soothing influence

on overwrought British and French officials, and for his

emphasis on negotiation rather than on military intimidation

57.. Suez: What We Think," Reynolds News (London), 5
August 1956, p. 4; "No Time For Folly," Daily Herald (Lon-
don), 7 August 1956, p. 4; "What Sort of Diplomacy?" New
Statesman (London), 52 (11 August 1956): 149; "What to
Do?" The Observer (London), 12 August 1956, p. 6; "Words
of Caution," Manchester Guardian, 6 August 1956, p. 4;
"Confusion Over the Canal," News Chronicle, 7 August
1956 , 4.P-

58 „Fancy," Daily Mail (London), 6 August 1956, p. 1.
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59
or confrontation. Still, not all nonconservative

papers commended Dulles. The Sunday Pictorial, for one,

felt "America's misguided missile i. 60 could best contri-

bute to the lessening of tension and confusion by keeping

his mouth shut. Another was The Observer, which criticized

Dulles's lack of determination in carrying out economic

sanctions against Egypt, specifically the payment of tolls

by American ships to the new Egyptian company rather than
61

to the displaced Suez Canal Company.

With the British press opinion of Secretary Dulles

so split, it seemed inconceivable that his performance

at the London Conference would draw the applause of both

conservative and nonconservative newspapers, but it would.

True, a few scattered editorial boos would be heard, but

on the whole the conference would set the stage for the

American secretary's finest hour in the British press.

The London Conference lasted one week, from the

In that week, eighteen of16th to the 23rd of August.

the twenty-two nations attending subscribed to a plan

59,,Words of Caution," Manchester Guardian, 6 August
"No Time For Folly," Daily Herald (London),

"What Sort of Diplomacy?" New States-
1956 ,

7 August 1956, p. 4;
man (London) , 52 (11 August 1956) : 149 .

4;P-

6 0 „Dulles Has Told the Americans," Sunday Pictorial
(London), 5 August 1956, p. 3.

61„ Suez Choice," The Observer (London), 5 August
1956 , 4.P-
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that reaffirmed the basic principles of the Constantinople

Convention of 1888 and proposed that an international

board be established to govern the operation, maintenance
62

and development of the Suez Canal. The plan, largely

the formula of the American delegation, that is to say,

of Secretary Dulles, also included a number of assurances

for Egypt. The eighteen backers of the plan decided at

the conclusion of the conference that Prime Minister

Robert G. Menzies of Australia should lead a small com-

mittee to Cairo to convey their proposals to the Egyptian

Menzies was to be accompanied by representa-government.

63
tives of Ethiopia, Iran, Sweden, and the United States.

On Fleet Street the response to the outcome of the

London Conference was very favorable. All the newspapers

that were surveyed were impressed by the conference's

speedy diplomacy and general agreement. Most were no

less impressed by Secretary Dulles. He received praise

from every quarter for both his plan and his performance

Nonconservative papers admired hisat the conference.

lawfulness, while a number of conservative newspapers

extolled the American secretary's resurrected toughness.

Not one of the nonconservative newspapers examined

attacked Dulles's work at the London Conference. The

62
U.S. Department of State, Suez Canal Problem,

34-35.pp.
63 35 .U.S. Department of State, Suez Canal Problem, p.
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Daily Mirror, The People, and the New Statesman were

rather matter-of-fact in their editorial columns con-

cerning Dulles, but the rest heartily applauded him.

The Daily Herald called his plan for an international
,,64board "sane, simple and commendable. The Manchester

Guardian, News Chronicle, Sunday Pictorial, and The

Observer credited him with smothering war talk and

leading the other Western governments in the proper

65
direction—toward the United Nations. In summing up

the views of the nonconservative elements in the British

press, perhaps the greatest accolade was offered by the

leader of the Labour party, Hugh Gaitskell, who wrote

in a lengthy article for Reynolds News:

It is pleasant to be able to say of a man
who has been the subject of much criticism in
Europe that everyone agrees that he did a very
good job at the conference--tactful, sympathetic,
persuasive and yet firm.66

The London Conference was for most conservative

newspapers a pleasant surprise. The pre-conference

cynicism of many yielded to guarded optimism following

64 „Now We Can Hope," Daily Herald (London), 17
August 1956, p. 4.

6 5 „ , Responsibility,'" Manchester Guardian, 21
August 19-56, p. 6; "Principles & Practice," News Chroni-
cle (London), 22 August 1956, p. 4; "Five men in search
of peace," Sunday Pictorial (London), 26 August 1956,
p. 2; The Observer (London), 26 August 1956, p. 6.

^Hugh Gaitskell, "Suez," Reynolds News (London),
26 August 1956, p. 4.
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Dulles's achievement. In their opinions, his new-found

resolution and conversion to realism over Suez lifted

the issue out of the mire of Arab appeasement and inject¬

ed substance into the hollow cries for upholding interna-

tional law. The Times, which had prejudged the conference

as likely ending "in only a melancholy, long, withdrawing
„67

now praised it for consolidating the will of theroar,

Canal users and establishing a bridge to sincere negotia-
68

tions with Nasser. Dulles was commended by The Times
,,69for his "acceptable formula and by the Time and Tide

for combining "peaceful intentions with the resolution
„ 70to preserve essential rights and responsibilities.

Other conservative newspapers that reacted similarly

were the Financial Times, Daily Mail, The Daily Telegraph,

Daily Sketch, The Scotsman, Glasgow Herald, and The Econo-
71

mist. The remainder were either noncommittal in their

opinions toward Dulles and his plan or, as was the Sunday

Graphic, neglectful in reporting about the American

6 7 „ A Hinge of History," The Times (London), 1 Aug-
gust 1956, p. 9.

68,,A Beginning," The Times, 29 August 1956,

Five Emissaries," The Times, 24 August 1956, p. 9.

7 .P-

69,,

70 „First Act—Curtain," Time and Tide (London), 37
(25 August 1956): 1003.

71HThe Conference," Financial Times (London), 22
August 1956, p. 6; "The Ball m the Net," Daily Mail (Lon-
don), 23 August 1956, p. 1; "Mr. Dulles Sees It Through,"
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presence at the conference. Only two of the conservative

newspapers surveyed clearly disfavored Dulles's plan.

Although it admired Dulles's firmer position, the Spec-
72

tator was certain of the plan's failure. The Western

Mail recognized the plan as only a minimal response to

a massive threat:

. . .although specific in its terms [Dulles's
plan] ends by wobbling off into the kind of pla-
catory wooliness which has distinguished the
United States' approach to the crisis from the
beginning.7 3

British press opinion of United States policy dur-

ing the first month of the Suez crisis was a veritable

rollercoaster ride. Up and down went opinion, a majority

of newspapers unfavorable then favorable, pessimistic then

optimistic about the conduct of the American government.

These dramatic fluctuations in press opinion were brought

about primarily by two conditions: severe miscalculations

of American support for the Anglo-French position, and

the rapid polarization of conservative and nonconservative

The Daily Telegraph (London), 21 August 1956, p. 6; "Dulles
Warns: Agree or We'll Act I" Daily Sketch (London) , 21 Au-
gust 1956, p. 2; "Suez Plans," The Scotsman (Edinburgh), 21
August 1956, p. 6; "The Suez Conference," Glasgow Herald,
23 August 1956, p. 4; "Users in Unison," The Economist,
180 (25 August 1956) : 613-14.

72' IIHigh Stakes," Spectator (London), 197 (24 August
1956): 251.

737 JllReservations & Realities on Suez," Western Mail
(Cardiff), 21 August 1956, p. 4.
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opinions.

In the opening days of the crisis, nearly all

of the newspapers surveyed indicated that the Anglo-

French position on the Suez Canal's nationalization

would receive immediate and full American support. As

seen, many newspapers, particularly the conservative

editions, were disappointed by what they perceived as

hesitation on the part of the American government in

responding to the crisis and exercising its power on

74
the Suez issue. Even the papers that before the crisis

criticized the United States for having too much involve¬

ment in the Middle East reversed themselves and now cri¬

ticized Britain's ally for being reluctant to involve
75

itself and take the lead in the Middle-Eastern crisis.

Charges, such as the Daily Mail's, that Britain and America

.,76
were quickly forgotten"were at odds in the Middle East

74
For examples: "A Hinge of History," The Times

(London), 1 August 1956, p. 9; "Fifth Day on the Canal,"
The Daily Telegraph (London), 31 July 1956, p. 6; "Re-
percussions," The Scotsman (Edinburgh), 30 July 1956,

6; "Marking time for Mr. Dulles," Western Mail (Car-
diff), 2 August 1956, p. 4; "Mr. Dulles and Egypt,"
Glasgow Herald, 4 August 1956, p. 4.

P-

75
Compare the reversals in opinion as illustrated

by the following: "A Notice to Trespassers," Daily Ex-
press (London), 7 May 1956, p. 6; "Peace is the Slogan,"
Daily Express, 2 August 1956, p. 4; "Mr. Dulles's Clanger,"
Daily Mail (London), 4 April 1956, p. 1; "Fancy," Daily
Mail, 6 August 1956, p. 1.

76 „ Dulles's Clanger," Daily Mail, 4 April 1956,Mr.
1.P-
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or apparently overwhelmed by the threats posed by Nasser's

expropriation of the Canal.

The Reynolds News is but one other example of a

newspaper whose view of United States policy quickly

changed in the opening days of the crisis. Before the

nationalization, Reynolds News portrayed the United States
77

as impetuous and in need of constant restraint by Britain.

Yet, a week into the crisis, Reynolds News admitted that

it was the United States, not Britain, that was showing

restraint:

The boot is really on the other foot when
Americans accuse their British friends of giv-
ing in to hysteria. But that's the burden of
many comments [in the United States] on London's
reaction to Nasser's seizure of the Suez Canal.

It is a big reversal for John ('brink-of war')
Dulles to act as a peacemaker. But many papers
here credit him with soothing excitable British
and French statesmen. ”78

The two weeks preceding the London Conference were

truly a critical period in the overall development of

British press opinion about United States policy during

During this time, commentariesthe Suez Canal crisis.

in the twenty-six newspapers revealed a rising confron-

tation that pitted nationalism against internationalism.

The conservative or pro-Eden editions held the

77,,Has Britain Got a Future?" Reynolds News (Lon-
don), 27 May 1956, p. 2.

78 „ Room for a deal—American view," Reynolds News,
5 August 1956, p. 1.
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nationalistic position, consequently were less tolerant

of internationalists rhetoric, and were openly contemp¬
79

tuous of United Nations' authority in a crisis situation.

Most nonconservative newspapers held just the opposite
80

positions. These differences would as a result have

a profound effect on the press' perception of the future

course of United States policy. In the coming months,

the United States ' growing identification with interna-

tionalism and finally the United States' support of the

United Nations over the British government would estrange

most conservative elements of the British press but would

please most nonconservatives.

The favorable response of the British press to the

United States' participation at the First London Conference

suggests that Secretary Dulles's diplomacy was able to

satisfy temporarily both the press' nationalistic and

internationalistic positions. A clear majority of the

survey group—in conservative as well as in nonconservative

79
The major criticism of conservative papers con-

cerned the United Nations' reaction time during a crisis.
Many agreed with Lord Hailsham in the Sunday Graphic:
"The brutal fact is that the United Nations is useless in
an emergency of this kind. When quick action is needed,
it is impotent." Lord Hailsham, "Why Eden Didn't Go to
UNO," Sunday Graphic (London), 12 August 1956, p. 6.

See "Words of Caution," Manchester Guardian, 6 Au-
gust 1956, p. 4; "The Path of Patriotism," News Chronicle
(London), 13 August 1956, p. 4; "Suez: What We Think,"
Reynolds News (London), 5 August 1956, p. 4; "Labour must
halt Tory wild men," Sunday Pictorial (London), 12 August
1956,

80

2.p.
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columns, and in the popular as well as in the quality
81

press-—supported Secretary Dulles's eighteen-nation plan.

In contrast to Dulles's pre-crisis image in the Bri-

tish press, he was no longer described as ineffective,

n 82uncompromising, or a "persevering pessimist. There

were in the press widespread expressions of support for

the direction of Dulles's policy at the end of August,

and for the American secretary's apparent commitment to

a quick settlement of the crisis. Even the most militant

newspapers, such as the Time and Tide, expressed a willing-
ri 8 3

ness to negotiate and support "peaceful intentions if

they effected a quick settlement. Soon, however, the

Time and Tide and most of the other forementioned news¬

papers would indict American policy for deviating and

often reversing its course, and in doing so, scuttling

opportunities for a quick settlement of the Suez Canal

crisis.

81
For indications of the general approval of Dulles's

"firm" but lawful performance at the First London Confer-
ence, refer to tables G, H and I in the appendix.

82,, Doleful, Doleful Mr. Dulles," Daily Mirror (Lon-
don), 17 May 1956, p. 2; "Waiting For Dulles," The Scots-
man (Edinburgh), 24 July 1956, p. 6; "Too Mobile," The
Times (London), 14 July 1956, p. 7; "Up To The Fence,"
Time and Tide (London), 37 (7 April 1956): 374; "Arms
for Israel," Spectator (London), 196 (6 April 1956): 428.

83,,First Act—Curtain," Time and Tide, 37 (25 August
1956): 1003.



CHAPTER III

TALKING THE LAST MILE:

FROM THE MENZIES MISSION THROUGH THE INITIAL UNITED

NATIONS NEGOTIATIONS (SEPTEMBER 2 OCTOBER 28, 1956)

In the days prior to the departure of the Menzies

mission for Cairo, the British press expressed mixed

emotions about the mission's chances for success in

dealing with President Nasser. Most of the newspapers

surveyed appeared ambivalent about the mission's chances,

although the Manchester Guardian and the Sunday Pictorial

were two of the nonconservative newspapers that were certain

that the Egyptian leader would reject the London Conference's

eighteen-nation plan for guaranteeing the international

status and operation of the Suez Canal."'' On the conserva-

tive side, the Spectator, which had been the only newspaper

to predict the plan's failure during the London Conference,

continued to express doubts that the plan would succeed in

Cairo.2

1"Egypt's Reply," Manchester Guardian,
p. 4;

29 August
"Five Men in Search of Peace," Sunday Pic-1956,

torial (London), 26 August 1956, p. 2.
2
"Portrait of the Week," Spectator (London), 197

(31 August 1956): 277.
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Other newspapers did hope that the Menzies mission

would succeed and expressed confidence that Nasser would

negotiate with the committee. The Daily Sketch, in fact,

viewed the mission as one delivering an ultimatum to the
3

Egyptian leader. With unbridled optimism, the Daily

Sketch stated that the Menzies mission "should dispel

any doubts in Nasser's mind that we are in earnest. THE

H 4 The Times, the Liverpool Daily Post, andHEAT IS ON.

the Daily Mirror were also optimistic about the mission's

chances, not as an ultimatum but simply as a bridge to

negotiations with Egypt.^
On September 2, the five-member committee appointed

by the First London Conference arrived in Cairo and began

a week of conferring and exchanging memorada with Presi-
g

dent Nasser and his officials. In the end, the mission

failed to gain Egyptian acceptance of its proposals, for

Nasser rejected the eighteen-nation plan as "collective
■I 7

as camouflage for the resubjugation ofcolonialism,

3 „Now Face to Face!" Daily Sketch (London), 24 Au-
gust 1956, p. 2.

^Daily Sketch, 24 August 1956, p. 2.

"A Beginning," The Times (London), 29 August 1956,
"Nasser Will Say Yes," Liverpool Daily Post, 28 Au-

gust 1956, p. 4; "Mr. Menzies takes command," Daily Mir-
ror (London), 29 August 1956, p. 2.

^Adams,
7
Kennett Love,

McGraw-Hill Company, 1969), p. 416 (hereafter cited as Love,
The Twice-Fought War).

7;P-

Suez and After, pp. 33-37.

Suez: The Twice-Fought War (New York:
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his country.

Many British and French officials blamed the Uni¬

ted States government for the failure of the Menzies mis-

sion. Days before Prime Minister Menzies landed in Cairo,
g

British and French forces began concentrating on Cyprus.

The British and French governments believed that this

show of force would give credence to the warnings that

had poured out of London and Paris and would assist

Menzies in making "some impression" on Nasser to accept
9

the eighteen-nation plan. Menzies warned Nasser that

10
this show of force was not a bluff; nevertheless,

statements out of Washington, in tone and in content, con¬

tradicted the Anglo-French sabre-rattling. Just before

and during the Cairo talks, Secretary Dulles and Presi¬

dent Eisenhower made statements that doubtlessly committed

the United States to a peaceful solution of the Suez crisis.

In a news conference on August 28, Secretary Dulles

de-emphasized the "primary" importance of the Canal as an

8
If negotiations failed, the British and French

governments were prepared to exercise military force in
Egypt. Since the nationalization, London and Paris had
continued development of a joint military operation to
resecure the Canal Zone. Codenamed "Operation Musketeer,"
this plan outlined an attack involving some 50,000 Bri-
tish troops, 30,000 French, and a combined fleet of over
130 warships. See Williams, Britain and France in the
Middle East, pp. 125-26; Eisenhower, Waging Peace, p. 36.

9
Macmillan, Riding the Storm, p. 116.

10
Macmillan, Riding the Storm, p. 116.
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11
American interest. That same day, just four days

prior to the Menzies mission, Eisenhower stated during

a press conference: . .we are determined to exhaust

every possible, every feasible method of peaceful settle-
n 12 Again, on September 5, during the height of thement.

Cairo talks, the American president related that his coun-

13
try was "committed" to peace.

Prime Minister Eden was furious with the American

government's overuse of the olive branch during a time

when a little sabre-rattling was thought to be in order.

In his memoirs, Eden blamed Dulles and Eisenhower for

subverting the Menzies mission by making the Egyptians
14

Prime Minister Menzies agreedfeel safe to say no.

In his memoirs, Afternoon Light,with Eden's assessment.

Menzies maintained that Eisenhower's statement of Sep¬

tember 5 scuttled any chances that his mission may have

"I knew it was all over," complainedhad in Cairo.

11
Transcript of Secretary Dulles's news conference

of 28 August 1956. United States Department of State,
The Department of State Bulletin, 10 September 1956 (Wash-
ington: U.S. Governmental Printing Office, 1956), 406 .P-

12
Transcript of President Eisenhower's press con-

ference of 31 August 1956. United States, President,
Public Papers of the Presidents of the United States
"("Washington: Office of the Federal Register, National
Archives and Records Service, 1958) , Dwight D. Eisenhower,
1956, p. 720 (hereafter cited as U.S. President, Public
Papers).

13
U.S. President, Public Papers, p. 737.

14
Eden, Full Circle, p. 524.
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ii 15Menzies, "President Eisenhower had spoken.

The prime ministers' complaints about the conduct

of American policy during the Menzies mission were not

equalled in the British press. The failure of the

Menzies mission did not create widespread condemnation

of the United States. Of the twenty-six newspapers sur-

veyed, only two were openly critical of the United States

government's behavior during the Cairo talks, and two

were suggestively critical. The conservative Western

Mail, which had criticized the United States during the
16

was again strident in its criticism.London Conference,

The newspaper charged that the United States had conducted
17

"back-door discussions" with Nasser in Cairo. The at-

titude of the United States was still, in Western Mail's

18
opinion, unrealistic and wholely self-centered. Be-

cause of considerations for the upcoming presidential

election, Eisenhower was said to have forsaken Western

unity and provided Nasser with an opportunity to play

his own game, that of playing one side against the other,

15
Sir Robert Gordon Menzies, Afternoon Liaht: Some

Memories of Men and Events (New York: Cowara-McCann,
1968), p. 165.

16 „Reservations & Realities on Suez," Western Mail
(Cardiff), 21 August 1956, p. 4.

17,, Suez crisis challenge for U.S.," Western Mail
10 September 1956, p. 4.

I O

Western Mail, 10 September 1956, p. 4.
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19
ally against ally.

The right-wing Daily Mail was the other critical

newspaper of American policy. In an editorial entitled

"The Hour of Indecision," it censured President Eisenhower

for reassuring Nasser and for implying during his press

conference of August 31 that Egyptian rights were equal
20

to, if not in some ways superior to, international rights.

The only other newspapers that appeared critical of

the United States government during the Menzies mission

were also conservative—the Daily Express and The Times.

A Daily Express correspondent wrote of Dulles's handling

.,21of Nasser "with kid gloves. Restrained and circumven-

tive as usual, The Times imparted reports from Paris that

blamed the United States for the failure of the talks

and also accused the American delegation in Cairo of con-

22
ducting rival discussions with Nasser. These accusations

were French, but its extensive coverage in The Times and

the article's placement near the editorial page suggest

some sentiment from the editorial desk of The Times.

19,, Suez crisis challenge for U.S.," Western Mail
(Cardiff), 10 September 1956, p. 4.

2 0 „ The Hour of Indecision," Daily Mail (London),
10 September 1956, p. 1.

21
Don Ludlow, "Now Dulles is Searching for Alter-

natives," Daily Express (London), 8 September 1956, p. 1.
22^ ^ ItMr. Dulles Blamed In France For Failures of

Talks," The Times (London), 11 September 1956, p. 8.
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The remaining conservative newspapers lay fragmented

in their opinions of the fate of the Menzies mission.

None of these papers, however, openly criticized the con-

duct of the United States. The Yorkshire Evening Post,

for one, rejected the notion that American dithering had

botched the talks:

French opinion is that United States dither-
ing caused the failure of the Menzies mission.
But we doubt that. It failed simply because, as
was evident all along, Nasser will not have in-
ternational control. Menzies did not go to
negotiate, anyway, but to explain,
plained and he has Nasser's view on his explana-
tion. That is all.23

He has ex-

The Sunday Graphic took exception to this view. In its

2 4
opinion, "Left-Wing ranting" doomed the talks. Sunday

Graphic expressed the belief that the anti-Eden, anti-

military posture of the nonconservative press was demoraliz-

ing Britain and thereby sapping the country's strength dur-

ing the crisis. The left wing was doing the dividing while
25

Nasser was doing the conquering.

Some other conservative papers looked right, not

to find the cause for the mission's failure.left, The

Economist found fault with the Eden Ministry's negotiating

23,,Nasser Jumps In," Yorkshire Evening Post, 10
September 1956, p. 6.

24,,Are We Really Near War?" Sunday Graphic (London),
9 September 1956, p. 1.

25
Sunday Graphic, 9 September 1956, p. 1.
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tactics. How, asked The Economist, could Eden secure an

agreement with Nasser while at the same time proclaiming
26that agreements with the Egyptian leader were valueless?

The Spectator disapproved of the British government's

tactless military preparations on Cyprus, which the news-

paper believed only broadened Third-world support for
27

Egypt and made a mockery of British peace efforts.

While the conservative press lay fragmented in its

opinions about the outcome of the Cairo mission, the non-

conservative press closed ranks around its criticism of

the Eden Ministry, support for United Nations referral,
28and generally for America's policy of restraint.

Richard Crossman, the political columnist for the Daily

Mirror, summed up this support for the actions of Presi-

dent Eisenhower and Secretary Dulles:

What they have done, therefore, is to veto
any warlike solution—unless Nasser himself starts

26„Ends and Means at Suez," The Economist (London),
180 (8 September 1956): 771.

27,,Nasser Stands Fast," Spectator (London), 197
(14 September 1956): 340.

28
See "War Or Peace?" Daily Herald (London), 8 Sep-

1; "Personal Policy," Manchester Guardian,tember 1956,
10 September 1956, p. 6; "Dulles Acts On Suez Crisis," News
Chronicle (London), 8 September 1956, p. 1; "Suez for U.N.,
say 4 in 5 from all Parties," News Chronicle, 11 September
1956 ,

No," Daily Mirror (London), 11 September 1956, p. 2;
ment," The Observer (London), 2 September 1956, p. 8;
Big Bluff Has Failed," The People (London), 16 September
1956, p. 1.

P-

p. 1; Richard Crossman, "Has America Let Us Down?--
"Com-
"So
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trouble, which is most unlikely. . . .I am
convinced that, though their motives may be
a bit mixed, the President and Mr. Dulles
are doing the right thing.29

The Menzies mission was over. Its unproductive

conclusion had created no violent stir in the British

press; nor had the United States been held accountable

for the failure of the mission. Barring Egyptian aggres-

sion, the United States verbally committed itself to a

peaceful solution to the crisis. Few of the newspapers

surveyed at this point denounced this position. The non-

conservative press heightened its promotion of the United

Nations, and despite its implications of the use of force,

the conservative press seemed to be slowly yielding to

the idea of a negotiated settlement. Talk of war over

Suez was subsiding in the press. Only the Sunday Graphic

persisted in open calls for the occupation of the Canal
30

and a localized war with Egypt.

Despite the rejection of the eighteen-nation plan

at Cairo, Secretary Dulles could find some solace in that

For nearly six weeks, Dulleswar had so far been averted.

had guided United States policy through a tortuous course

of events—turning left, turning right, turning in any

Dulles himselfdirection that might maintain the peace.

29
Richard Crossman, "Has America Let Us Down?--No,"

Daily Mirror (London), 11 September 1956, p. 2.
30
Aidan Crawley, "We daren't leave it to the U.N.,"

Sunday Graphic (London), 2 September 1956, p. 9.
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admitted this capricious strategy, confiding to a White

House official: "Every day that goes by without some

outbreak is a gain, and I just keep trying to buy that

I don't know anything to do but keep improvising.

Considering the intense emotions surrounding the

M 31day.

Suez issue, the British press to date had been tolerant

of the American secretary's indefinite path. The conser-

vative press in particular had been restrained in its

criticism during the Menzies mission, apparently due to

the press' continued refusal to believe that the United

States and her European allies were actually on such

divergent paths. Dulles's maneuverings in the past

several weeks were explained by many of the conservative
32editions as merely election-year politicking. Despite

this politicking, several of these newspapers continued

to hope that the United States would soon unite with

Britain and France, and together the allies would ring

down the curtain on the Suez problem.

With the proposals of the First London Conference

effectively laid to rest, Secretary of State Dulles

31
Emmet John Hughes, The Ordeal of Power: A Poli-

tical Memoir of the Eisenhower Years (New York: Atheneum,
1963), pp. 177-78 (hereafter cited as Hughes, Ordeal of
Power).

32 „Mr. Dulles And Egypt," Glasgow Herald, 4 August
4; "The United States And The Suez Crisis," The1956,

Statist (London), 164 (18 August 1956): 216; Liverpool
Daily Post, 3 August 1956, p. 4; "Marking Time for Mr. Dulles,"

P-
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once again had to "improvise." The British and French

governments were bitter over the Cairo mission, and

they were left feeling that they were getting nowhere
33

in arriving at a settlement of the crisis. To afford

America's allies hope and forestall potential armed con¬

flict, Dulles devised yet another elaborate scheme--the

Suez Canal Users' Association (SCUA). In short, SCUA,

which was to be debated and worked out at a second London

Conference, was put forth as an international organization
34

for collective bargaining with Nasser. Unlike the

eighteen-nation plan, SCUA concentrated specifically on

assuring passage through the Canal, not on overall man-

The association would employ its own pilots,agement.

collect transit dues, and provide an equitable service

Above all, passage of association mem-payment to Egypt.
35

bers was to be assured whether Egypt cooperated or not.

SCUA would in the event of a lack of Egyptian assistance

Western Mail (Cariff), 2 August 1956, p. 4; "Peace is the
Slogan," Daily Express (London), 2 August 1956, p. 4;
"Suez & the United Nations," The Daily Telegraph (London),
7 September 1956, p. 6.

33
Macmillan, Riding the Storm, pp. 118-19.

34
Remarks made by Secretary of State Dulles at a

news conference, 13 September 1956. U.S. Department of
State, American Foreign Policy: Current Documents, 1956
(Washington: U.S. Governmental Printing Office, 1957) ,

pp. 624-26 (hereafter cited as U.S. Department of State,
Current Documents).

35
U.S. Department of State, Current Documents,
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station ships at either end of the Canal to administer

36
transportation.

The September 12th announcement of the SCUA plan

created a good deal of excitement in the British press.

On conservative editorial pages the plan met either

strong approval or, at the very least, restless neu-

trality. A portion of the conservative press did sit

quietly, hoping against hope that a solution to the

crisis had finally been found. Others, a good many,

were unreserved in their hope and approval. "Bold and

37
imaginative," applauded the Daily Sketch. "Now Ameri-

38
ca is With Us," proclaimed the Daily Express. The

outspoken Glasgow Herald described SCUA. as having
,,39"great virtue, and even the softspoken Financial Times

praised the plan's virtue, that is its solid legal and
40

The Daily Mail also put aside themoral foundations.

resentment it held for the American government after the

Menzies mission:

36 626 .U.S. Department of State, Current Documents, p.

37 „Well, Little Hitler?" Daily Sketch (London), 13
September 1956, p. 1.

38,,Now America is With Us," Daily Express (London),
13 September 1956, p. 1.

39 „The Next Step," Glasgow Herald, 13 September 1956,
6 .P-

40 „Users' Club," Financial Times (London), 13 Septem-
ber 1956, 6.P-
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The great thing is that America is whole-
heartedly behind this plan--indeed, she in-
spired it. She is not dragging her feet in
this matter. Here is the support we hoped to
see. 41

Several times before conservative papers had expressed

much the same hope as the Daily Mail, and several times

the American government had disappointed them. Little

did they know that disappointment was again approaching.

A few nonconservative newspapers, the News Chroni-

cle for example, admitted SCUA had "the great merit of

it 4 2being supported by the Americans, but most resented

the plan as another obstruction blocking United Nations

negotiations. There may have been another reason, one

more political, that nonconservatives resented SCUA.

Nonconservative newspapers were probably uneasy over the

prospect of the plan's success outside the United Nations.

If the plan succeeded, Britain's political scales would

likely tip in favor of the Eden Ministry, and the Oppo-

sition would be deprived of a powerful issue, an issue

that quite possibly could force Eden out of office,

however, the crisis ended peacefully in the United Nations,

If,

nonconservatives could boast that it was their relentless

pressure on the government that forced Eden to submit to

41,,Towards A Climax," Daily Mail (London), 13 Sep-
tember 1956, p. 1.

42“ II The Gulf Widens," News Chronicle (London), 13
September 1956, p. 4.
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the world body. In this last scenario, the Opposition

had a role; it had input. It had no such claim to input

in the SCUA plan.

The day after the formal announcement of the SCUA

plan, Secretary Dulles clarified America's position on

the use of force by the proposed association. Dulles's

clarification was evidently prompted by what he regarded

as overstatements by the British and French governments
43

In Parliament on September 12, Prime Ministeron SCUA.

Eden in describing SCUA gave the impression that the

association was prepared to use force if Nasser inter-
44

ferred with the plan's operation. As a result, the

left side of the British press also grew more uneasy

45
while the right side of the press now ful-about SCUA,

ly expected the United States to travel with her allies
46

through the Canal, with guns blazing if necessary.

"This procedure [SCUA]," remarked the Yorkshire Evening

43
Finer, Dulles Over Suez, pp. 228-29.

44
Parliament, Parliamentary Debates (Commons), 5th

series, 558 (12 September 1956) : 10-15.
45

See "Other Means," Manchester Guardian, 13 Sep-
8; "What We Say," Daily Herald (London),

"The Gulf Widens," News Chroni-
tember 1956,
13 September 1956, p. 1;
cle (London), 13 September 1956, p. 4; and "What Comes
Next?" The Observer (London), 16 September 1956, p. 10.
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46
See "Well, Little Hitler?" Daily Sketch (London),

13 September 1956, p. 1; "The Next Step," Glasgow Herald,
13 September 1956, p. 6; "Towards A Climax," Daily Mail
(London), 13 September 1956, p. 1; "Now America is With
Us," Daily Express (London), 13 September 1956, p. 1.
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,,47Post, "may well bring the dispute to flash point.

"Flash point?" This was certainly the last thing Secre-

tary Dulles wanted. Consequently, he stepped back; he

improvised. During a press conference on September 13,

the American secretary stated that rather than meeting

force with force, America would elect to send its ships

around the Cape of Good Hope. "We do not intend to shoot

48
our way through [the Canal]," he declared.

On September 14, invitations for another meeting in

London were sent out to the eighteen powers of the First

London Conference. The second conference, which was to

convene on September 19, was expected to evaluate the

report of the Menzies mission and to discuss the estab-
49

lishment of SCUA. By the time Secretary Dulles returned

to London, hopes for a decisive, meaningful conference

had withered. British and French officials complained

that Dulles's flip-flopping style of diplomacy had ruined
50

Regarding the Americanhopes for SCUA's success.

47,,A Suez cleavage," Yorkshire Evening Post, 13
September 1956, p. 8.

4 8
U.S. Department of State, Suez Canal Problem,

335ff.P-
49
Finer, Dulles Over Suez, pp. 255-60.

50
For the views of British and French officials, see

Nutting, No End of a Lesson, pp. 62-65; Macmillan, Riding
the Storm, pp. 126-29; and Churchill, Rise and Fall of
Sir Anthony Eden, p. 252; and Eden, Full Circle, p. 539.
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secretary's pacific declaration of September 13, Prime

Minister Eden later wrote that "The words were an adver¬

tisement to Nasser that he could reject the project with
n 51impunity.

The Second London Conference ended somberly after

three days of intense discussion. The American delega¬

tion, at least in the view of the British and French

governments, had succeeded only in emasculating SCUA

and in downplaying the obligations of the association's
52

prospective members. On September 21, a declaration

was published by the conference that proposed SCUA's

establishment and proposed yet another conference, a

Third London Conference, to convene on October 1 to

53
draw up the precise rules of the association.

Unlike the First London Conference that found

Dulles basking in the glowing praises of the British

press, the Second London Conference ended with the

press holding a very dim view of the American secretary

Both he and his devices of postponement wereof state.

reviled by both conservative and nonconservative news-

Eden, too, was criticized by both sides forpapers.

his subservience to the indecision and inaction of

51
Eden, Full Circle, p. 539.

52
Nutting, No End of a Lesson, pp. 64-65.

53
U.S. Department of State, Suez Canal Problem,

362 .P-
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54
Washington.

Of the seventeen conservative newspapers under

consideration, only the Financial Times and The Statist

were apparently encouraged by the conference's outcome.

These two newspapers viewed SCUA not as a strong-arm

organization but as a "new approach to negotiations
,,55with the Egyptians. The Statist was, however, the

only conservative paper that even indirectly cast a

glimmer of praise on Secretary Dulles's contributions,

alluding only to the merits of the plan's clarity, flexi-
„ 56bility, and its "easy modification.

The vast majority of the conservative newspapers

expressed disgust and felt betrayed by what they re-

garded as the Second London Conference's inconclusive,
57

watered-down version of SCUA. As for Dulles, he was

considered a treacherous schemer whose maddening twists

54
For examples, see "Profit and loss on Suez,"

Western Mail (Cardiff), 24 September 1956, p. 4; "Where
Do We Go From Here?" The Daily Telegraph (London), 23
September 1956, p. 6; "Britain Is Leaderless," Daily
Herald (London), 21 September 1956, p. 4.

55,,Users' Decision," Financial Times (London), 22
September 1956, p. 4.

56 „ A Developing Situation," The Statist (London),
164 (22 September 1956) 360-61.:

57
For examples, see "A Time to Take Stock," Daily

Mail (London), 24 September 1956, p. 1; "Where Do We
Go From Here?" The Daily Telegraph (London), 23 Septem-
ber 1956, p. 6; "Poker Play for Canal Users," The Econo-
mist (London), 180 (29 September 1956): 1023-24; "No
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58
and turns had left America's allies immobile. There

was widespread resentment among conservatives that after

,,59two months of "humiliating negotiations, Britain and

DuringFrance were no nearer to a Suez settlement.

this time Dulles had, as The Times alleged, succeeded

in confusing everyone and now had "deflated the tires

„60of the new vehicle.

The nonconservative press reacted with neither

anger nor delight over the results of the Second London

Conference; there was only relief. Most nonconservative

newspapers expressed relief that Dulles had removed SCUA's
,i 61 and that he had taken the lead out of Prime"teeth

longer can we go on taking Dulles at his word," Sunday
Graphic (London), 23 September 1956, p. 11; "Keep Time
On Our Side," The Sunday Times (London), 23 September
1956, p. 8.

58
See "Mo longer can we go on taking Dulles at

his word," Sunday Graphic, 23 September 1956, p. 11;
"57 Wasted Days," Daily Express (London), 22 September
1956, “
September 1956, p. 7; "The Dulles Mixture," Yorkshire
Evening Post, 20 September 1956, p. 8.

"A Diluted Plan," The Times (London), 294;P-

59 „No longer can we go on taking Dulles at his
word," Sunday Graphic, 23 September 1956, p. 11.

60,,New Phase," The Times (London), 22 September
1956 , 7 .P-

61
For example, see "Second Start," Manchester

Guardian, 22 September 1956, p. 6; "Persist," The Ob-
server (London), 23 September 1956, p. 8; "Any More
For the Cape?" New Statesman (London), 12 (22 Septem-
ber 1956) : 329; "Half a promise and no pledge," Reynolds
News (London), 16 September 1956, p. 4.
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„62Minister Eden's "incompetent hands. Still, nonconser-

vative newspapers did not as before heap praise on the

American secretary, for they too had become distrustful

of his inconsistent policies. In editorials describing

Dulles and his policies, former backers of American poli-

cy like the Manchester Guardian and The Observer began

ii 6 3employing words such as "tentative" and "vagueness.

The Observer, however, did continue to make apologies

for Dulles by emphasizing the strains of the upcoming

American presidential election: "It is a tribute to Mr.

Dulles that he has shown as much initiative as he un-

M 64doubtedly has.

Efforts to establish the administration of the

SCUA at the Third London Conference were slighted by

the British press. Very little ink was spent in relat-

ing the proceedings of the conference, and none was

spent in expressing hope that SCUA would safeguard in-

ternational rights or force Nasser's hand. Newspaper

after newspaper bemoaned the endless, seemingly fruit-
65

less prattle of conference after conference. The

62,,Britain Is Leaderless," Daily Herald (London),
21 September 1956, p. 4.

6 3 „ Second Start," Manchester Guardian, 22 Septem-
ber 1956, 6.P*

64 „Persist," The Observer (London), 23 September
1956, p. 8.

65
Many appeared to agree with Daily Express's
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Daily Telegraph declared with finality that the organi-

zation of SCUA "has become as harmless to [Nasser] as a

„ 66jester's bladder. Based upon the lack of'press in-

terest in the Third London Conference, conservative

and nonconservative newspapers alike agreed with The

Daily Telegraph.

With Secretary Dulles's credibility in the British

press exhausted, most newspapers now supported the Anglo-

French decision to refer the Suez crisis to the United

67
Nations Security Council. The United Nations seemed

at this late stage to be the only possible recourse for

finding a peaceful solution to the Canal problem.

Throughout the crisis, nonconservative newspapers had

strongly urged United Nations referral; and just as

strongly, conservative papers had urged against it, cit-
,,68ing the world body as "useless and vulnerable to

69
Soviet influence. However, it was believed throughout

observation: "The problem of Suez will never be solved
by the diplomatic arts of word-spinning, phrase-finding
and machinery-making." "57 Wasted Days," Daily Express
(London), 22 September 1956, p. 4.

6 6 „Socialists, Suez, and S.C.U.A.," The Daily Tele-
graph (London), 2 October 1956, p. 6.

67
For a discussion of the British government's de-

cision to go to the United Nations, see Macmillan, Riding
the Storm, pp. 127-29.

A Day To Forget," Daily Sketch (London), 20
September 1956, p. 2.

68,,

69
See "Over To U.N.," The Scotsman (Edinburgh), 24

September 1956, p. 6; "Suez & the United Nations," The



81

the press that too much time had passed to advocate or

seriously to threaten the use of force over Suez. Con-

servative newspapers such as The Times, the Western Mail,

The Scotsman, and even the hot-tempered Daily Mail be-
70

lieved it was now time to go to the United Nations.

Discussion of the Suez crisis commenced in the

Security Council on October 5, and for over a week the

foreign ministers of Britain, France, the United States,

Egypt, and the Soviet Union rehashed their positions on

the nationalization. At first there was very little

headway. Bolstered by the Soviet veto on the Council,

the Egyptian foreign minister, Mahmoud Fawzi, rejected

Western attempts to specify requirements under which
71

the Suez Canal would be operated by Egypt. British

Foreign Secretary Selwyn Lloyd breeched this impasse

by working out a set of "Six Principles" that general¬

ized the conditions for the Canal's operation and the

rights of both the international community and Egypt.

Daily Telegraph (London), 7 September 1956, p. 6.
70,,New Phase," The Times (London), 22 September

1956, p. 7; "Profit and loss on Suez," Western Mail (Car-
diff), 24 September 1956, p. 4; "Over To U.N.," The Scots-
man (Edinburgh), 24 September 1956, p. 6; "A Time To Take
Stock," Daily Mail (London), 24 September 1956, p. 1.

71
U.S. Department of State, United States Policy in

the Middle East, September 1956-June 1957 (Washington: U.S.
Governmental Printing Office, 1957), p. 127 (hereafter
cited as U.S. Department of State, U.S. Policy in the
Middle East).
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Egypt accepted the Six Principles, as did the rest of
72

the Security Council in a unanimous vote on October 13.

The Security Council's adoption of Lloyd's Six

Principles offered fleeting hope that further negotiations

might actually result in a satisfactory settlement. Pre-

dictably, complications quickly arose, and the Soviet

Union and Yugoslavia vetoed an Anglo-French resolution

that tied the implementation of the principles to the
7 3

watered-down but Western-dominated SCUA. This veto

effectively ended any prospect of a United Nations solu-

tion, though there was a widespread assumption that Suez

negotiations would resume later in the month, possibly
74

in Geneva.

The United States' participation in the Security

Council negotiations caused no let-up of resentment in

the British press toward America's Suez policy. After

months of enduring frustrations and let-downs by Sec-

retary Dulles, British newspapers, especially conservative

newspapers, almost instinctively pointed their fingers at
pi 7 5

Dulles, "that crazy mixed-up corporation lawyer, for

72
United Nations, Security Council, 11th year, 742nd

meeting, 13 October 1956, Security Council Official Record
(S/3675) , p. 3ff (hereafter cited as United Nations, SCOR) .

73
U.S. Department of State, U.S. Policy in Middle

East, p. 127.
74

101.Thomas, Suez, P-

75
1204 .Time and Tide (London) , 37 (13 October 1956) :



33

the lack of success in the United Nations. Nonconserva-

tive papers, which had for so long sought United Nations

referral, were disheartened by Dulles's performance in

This continued erosion of Dulles's reputationNew York.

in the nonconservative press was most evident on the edi-

torial page of the Daily Mirror:

Mr. Dulles may well have helped to stop
Buta war and for that let him be praised,

the cost has bemused and disheartened Western

Europe, encouraged Colonel Nasser, endangered
the whole of the Middle East, risked American
oil in Arabia, got the Republican Party out
of a hole during election year and revealed
himself as one of the greatest quick-change
artists of modern times.

John Foster Dulles is a sad tattered

figure on the world stage,
taker burying the reputation of himself as a
steadfast, unwavering honest man.76

He is an under-

For all intents and purposes, the Suez crisis was

over in the British press by the middle of October. The

thunder that once rolled across the editorial pages of

Britain's major newspapers was now fading in the distance.

Threats of "firmness" had failed, as had the drone of

negotiations.

In contrasting British press opinion of United

States policy in the middle of October with that of late

August, one can immediately appreciate the deteriorative

The failureeffects of Dulles's strategy on this opinion,

of the Menzies mission, the false hopes of SCUA, the

76„Dull, Duller, Trickiest," Daily Mirror (London),
10 October 1956, p. 6.
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reversals at the Second London Conference, and finally

the ineffectual efforts of the Security Council combined

to alter drastically overall press opinion of United

States policy. At the beginning of the crisis, many

newspapers in this study had expressed doubts about

America's commitment to her allies and to maintaining

stability in the Middle East, but the upshot of the

First London Conference temporarily ended such doubts.

At the end of August, America's Suez policy was clearly

disapproved of by only eight percent of the newspapers

surveyed. By the middle of October, unfavorable opinion
77

had risen nearly eight-fold, to sixty-five percent.

Only two of the survey group still held favorable

views of America's handling of the crisis. The News

Chronicle continued to be optimistic, recognizing Bri-

tain and France's commitment to negotiation and Dulles’s
78

"forthright" and "clear-headed" guidance. The Man-

Chester Guardian also continued to find redeeming quali¬

ties in the American secretary of state:

Negotiation from the strongest possible posi-
tion has always been the objective of Mr. Dulles,
but he has come in for hard and brutal words in
Britain lately. . . .

When the record of the Suez crisis is written,
Mr. Dulles is likely to come out of it well. It

77
Compare tables G and J in the appendix.

7 8
News Chronicle (London), 10 October 1956, p. 6.
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was his turn to pull us back from the brink,
and the alliance should be no weaker because
of that.

The moderate or neutral segment of opinion was

composed primarily of nonconservative newspapers such

as the Daily Herald, The Observer, Reynolds News, Sunday

Pictorial, and the New Statesman, which for so long had

urged referral to the United Nations and were disenchanted
80

by the lack of success in the Security Council. The

only two conservative papers that remained somewhat neu-

tral toward United States policy were the Financial Times

and the Glasgow Herald. Since day one of the crisis, the

Financial Times had been preoccupied with what effect the
81

Suez crisis would have on Britain's teetering economy.

Consequently, the Financial Times had urged restraint and
82

had frowned upon rash, unsettling moves by all parties.

"Britain," Financial Times advised, "must accept the de-

lays and the slow progress which are [negotiation's] in-

,,83evitable concomitants. The Glasgow Herald, in spite

of earlier criticisms of America, had adopted a matter-

of-fact attitude toward the lack of progress in dealing

7 9
Manchester Guardian, 8 October 1956, p. 6.

80
See table K in the appendix.

81,,Egypt's Menace," Financial Times (London), 3 Au-
gust 1956, p. 6; "Suez," 28 July 1956, p. 4; 24 August
1956, p. 6.

82 „The Conference," Financial Times, 22 August 1956,
"Users' Decision," 22 September 1956, p. 4.p. 6;
83 8 .Financial Times, 16 October 19b6, p.
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To the Glasgow Herald it was simply unfor-with Egypt.

tunate that the crisis had occurred at this point in

time, for Dulles, his policies, and all of America

were bound by "the rigidity of the American political
,,84timetable.

September and October had been trying months for

the British press, much more so than had been August.

During the opening month of the crisis, anxiety over

American irresolution had arisen in the press; but for

the most part, August had been a decisive, hot-tempered

month for the press. Conservative newspapers had known

that they wanted "firmness," and nonconservative papers

had known they wanted the United Nations. The draining

events of September and October now left both conserva-

tives and nonconservatives in indecisive, tepid states,

neither knowing exactly where to go or what to do to end

the weary Suez affair. This state of despair in which

the press found itself was once again to be rocked by

decisive, hot-tempered action in the Sinai. The Suez

crisis was far from being at an end.

84
Glasgow Herald, 20 October 1956, p. 4.



CHAPTER IV

THE SABRE IS DRAWN

(OCTOBER 29 - NOVEMBER 7, 1956)

On the 29th of October, Israeli forces smashed in-

to the Sinai, sending Egyptian units reeling. A war was

on, or as Israel viewed it, a "preventive war" was on.

Anxious over the increasing number of Egyptian-Israeli

border clashes and Nasser's growing arsenal of Soviet

weaponry, the Israeli government sought to forestall a

potential military offensive by Egypt. On the following

day, Britain and France drew up a suspiciously hurried

ultimatum that called upon both Egypt and Israel to cease

hostilities and to withdraw to lines ten miles each side

of the Suez Canal.^ The ultimatum went on to say that

if at the expiration of twelve hours either failed to

comply, "British and French forces would intervene in

^Since the Israeli offensive provided a pretext
for intervention in the Canal Zone, it is now generally
agreed that the Israeli government was in collusion with
the British and French governments. In his autobiography,
Moshe Dayan describes in detail Israel's participation
in secret meetings on October 24-25, 1956, at Sevres,
France, where an actual tripartite treaty was signed
that outlined the attack on Egypt by the three countries.
See Moshe Dayan, "The French Connection II," Moshe Dayan:
Story of My Life (New York: William Morrow and Company,
1976) , pp.* 209-234.
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2
whatever strength might be necessary"

Canal Zone and to restore peace in the area,

who regarded the ultimatum as a bluff, promptly rejected

to safeguard the

Nasser,

it. As a result, "Operation Musketeer" was put into ac-

tion. On October 31, after a further warning to Nasser,

an Anglo-French invasion fleet set sail from Malta while

British and French aircraft bombarded the Egyptian air-

fields at Port Said and Port Fuad. The Anglo-French

bombing continued for the next four days while Israeli

forces were active in mopping up the routed Egyptian

units in the Sinai. With Egyptian air resistance now

eliminated, British and French sea- and air-borne forces

landed on November 5 and 6 at the northern end of the

Suez Canal, occupied Port Said and Port Fuad, and pro-

ceeded southward along the Canal to El Cap, a distance of

There their advance came to an abrupttwenty-two miles.

halt. A cease-fire had been adopted. The fighting was

3
over.

The nine-day war in the Middle East jolted the

British press. News of Royal Air Force Canberras straf-

ing Egyptian airfields seemed incredible. Thoughts of

such an event had been entertained by various British

newspapers, but these thoughts had melted away weeks ago.

2
Macmillan, Riding the Storm, p. 150.

3
Thomas, Suez, pp. 123-24.
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4
Information of troop movements from A. J. P. Taylor,

gen. ed., Purnell's History of the Twentieth Century, lo
vols. (London: B.P.C. Publishing, 1972) , vol. 9: "'T’he Suez
Crisis," by Geoffrey Warner, p.
Taylor, gen.

2260 (hereafter cited as

ed. , Hi story of the Twentieth Century) .
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Equally, if not more incredible to the press, was the

news of an Anglo-French veto of a United Nations peace

resolution, one initiated by the United States and sup-

ported by the Soviet Union.

The Israeli invasion of Egypt on the eve of an

American presidential election created obvious problems

for the Eisenhower Administration. President Eisenhower

was bound to the Tripartite Declaration, which pledged

to guarantee the boundaries in and around Palestine, ^
and recently in an oblique guarantee to Israel, the

president had pledged the American government "to assist
g

the victim of any aggression in the Middle East." But

who was the "victim?" A case could certainly be made

for Israel, which had endured assault after bloody as¬

sault by Egyptian commandos. Nevertheless, Israeli

troops were the ones that had broken the boundaries and

invaded the Sinai, a move that President Eisenhower viewed

as a calculated land grab rather than a temporary reprisal
7

against Egypt.

To complicate further the international scene,

Soviet T-34 tanks had invaded Budapest, Hungary, on

5
Hurewitz,

g
White House press release dated October 29, 1956.

U.S. Department of State, Current Documents, p. 646.

^Hughes, Ordeal of Power, p. 212.

308-309 .ed., Documentary Record, pp.
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October 24. The Soviet invasion was in response to a

revolt by Hungarian nationalists who sought not only to

liberalize Hungarian Communism but ultimately to repudi-

ate the Warsaw Pact and establish their country as a

neutral between the Eastern and Western blocs. The

fighting that followed shortly thereafter in the Middle
ii 8East proved to be a "heaven-sent coincidence for the

Kremlin. World attention was not focused solely on the

fighting in Budapest, where on November 4 Soviet troops

and tanks finally crushed the main resistance to Soviet
9

authority.

Concentrating its efforts to halt the Sinai war,

the Eisenhower Administration on October 30 introduced

a resolution in the United Nations Security Council. The

resolution requested that Israel withdraw its troops from

Egyptian territory and warned all other nations to refrain
10

from using force. In an unusual twist, the Soviet Union

8
Love, The Twice-Fought War, p. 582.

9
The Soviet invasion of Hungary weighed heavily on

President Eisenhower's mind during the Suez fighting.
American radio broadcasts encouraged the hopes of Hun-
garian revolutionaries, but in the end the Administration
accepted the fact that the Kremlin was totally committed
po suppressing the revolt, that United Nations peace ini-
tiatives were futile, and that only "all-out nuclear war"
could "save" Hungary. Murphy, Diplomat Among Warriors,

430; Love, The Twice-Fought War, pp. 580-84.
10 „

P-

Failed
to be adopted by Council, 30 October 1956, meeting 749."
Columbia University in Cooperation with the United Nations,

United States draft resolution, S/3710.
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supported the United States resolution; Britain and

11
France, which had other plans, vetoed it. In Parlia-

ment on the following day, Prime Minister Eden vigorously

defended Britain's first United Nations veto by defending

Israel and condemning Egypt's "violent campaign against

ii 12Israel, against this country, and against the West.

The effort by the United States to secure an immedi-

ate cease-fire in the Middle East was not initially sup-

ported in the British press, where confusion, suspicion,

and a sense of vengeance reigned. Nonconservative elements

of the press appeared shell-shocked by the sudden Israeli

invasion of Egypt. Into the quiet tedium of the protracted

Suez negotiations burst this bystander with guns blazing,

and nonconservatives appeared indecisive in the confusion

that ensued. Except for the News Chronicle, which in an

unusual expression of force suggested "the rapid deploy-
it 13ment of British power in the Canal Zone, major noncon-

servative papers failed to offer clear-cut suggestions of

what to do. Doubts about the effectiveness of the United

Yearbook of the United Nations, 1956 (New York: Columbia
University Press, 1957) , pT 34 Thereafter cited as Colum-
bia University and United Nations, Yearbook).

11
Columbia University and United Nations, Yearbook,

34.P-

12
Parliament, Parliamentary Debates (Commons), 5th

series, 558 (31 October 1956): 1446.

13„War In The Middle East," News Chronicle (London),
30 October 1956, p. 4.
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Nations had apparently creeped into the minds of even

the most ardent defenders of the world body. This doubt

and perhaps doubts about America's motives accounted for

the fact that not a single nonconservative newspaper under

examination immediately pushed the American cease-fire

resolution or roundly condemned the Eden Ministry for

vetoing it. In any event, at the beginning of the crisis

it was the Israeli government, not the British government,

that many nonconservative columns accused of destroying
14

the effectiveness of the United Nations. "Everything

the United Nations stands for," charged the Daily Mirror,
.115"has been ripped apart by this cornered and violent nation.

As for conservative newspapers, suspicion and a

sense of vengeance were the predominant attitudes in

their editorial columns. After months of what they viewed

as American finagling over Suez, conservative newspapers

were deeply suspicious of any move by the United States,

especially any made within the exasperating confines of

Most of the conservative press atthe United Nations.

any rate took delight in Israel's drubbing of Nasser.

The Daily Telegraph readily admitted one's tendency "to

14 „ 0 Israel! 0 Israel!" Daily Mirror (London), 31
October 1956, p. 6; "Border Fire," Manchester Guardian,
30 October 1956,
Chronicle (London), 30 October 1956, p. 4.

6; "War In The Middle East," NewsP-

15 „ 0 Israel! 0 Israel!" Daily Mirror, 31 October
1956, p. 6.
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m 16cheer Israel on from the sidelines. "The provocation
17of Israel has been great and deliberate," noted The Times;

and the Daily Sketch referred to the Jewish state as that

M18"harassed nation.

Despite expressed sympathies for Israel, conserva-

tive papers advocated an immediate end to the dangerous

conflict, proposing, unlike the United States, solutions

outside the United Nations. The Daily Express, which
„19tersely stated that the "UNO is no good, proposed that

Britain take the lead and immediately safeguard its inter-

ests in the Middle East, specifically its oil supplies
20

and the Suez Canal. The Daily Sketch, The Scotsman,

the Liverpool Daily Post, and other conservative papers

also advocated the need to occupy the Canal and to separate

the combatants, and condemned the United States for press-

21
ing the solution in the United Nations. The Liverpool

16,,How Far Will Israel Go?" The Daily Telegraph
(London), 30 October 1956, p. 6.

17„ Israel's Thrust," The Times (London), 30 October
1956 , 9.P-

18,,
Step in, stop it!" Daily Sketch (London), 30

October 1956, 2 .P*

19 „ Eden Serves Notice," Daily Express (London), 31
October 1956, p. 6.

20
Daily Express, 31 October 1956, p. 6.

21 „
Step in, stop it!" Daily Sketch, 30 October

1956, p. 2; "Middle East Crisis," The Scotsman (Edin-
burgh), 30 October 1956, p. 6; "Israel Attacks," Liver-
pool Daily Post, 30 October 1956, p. 4.
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Daily Post, for example, described the "atrophied" state

of American policy and praised the Eden Ministry for tak-

ing the lead to end the Middle East war outside the United
22

Nations. Even the Financial Times, to date the most

conciliatory of conservative newspapers, believed that

diplomatic processes over Egypt had been carried to their
23

limit in the United Nations. Of all the conservative

editions surveyed, only one, the Western Mail, printed

hopes that mediation by the United Nations might succeed
2 4

in bringing an end to the hostilities.

The White House and the State Department were en-

raged by the news of October 30 that Anglo-French ulti¬

matums had been presented to the Egyptian and Israeli

Secretary Dulles was so angered by news ofgovernments.

the ultimatums that he was reported to have been "close

,,25 As the United Nations began discussionsto apoplexy.

of the ill-fated American cease-fire resolution, the White

House issued a press release that reiterated the American

government's commitment to "peaceful means" and tactfully

2 2 „Teeth Not Tongues," Liverpool Daily Post, 31
4.October 1956, P-

2 3 II The Second Crisis," Financial Times (London),
30 October 1956, p. 6.

24,, Israel turns at last," Western Mail (Cardiff),
30 October 1956, p. 4.

25
Observation reported by a State Department offi-

cial, 30 October 1956. Finer, Dulles Over Suez, p. 370.
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but clearly rapped Britain and France for not consulting
26

with American officials about the ultimatums. Presi-

dent Eisenhower was described in this release as having

received his first knowledge of the move through press

27
reports.

While the American government seethed over the

Anglo-French ultimatums, the British press scrambled in-

to ranks—conservatives generally supporting or reluctantly

accepting the move by the Eden Ministry; nonconservatives

forcefully denouncing it.

The conservative press support for Britain's ulti-

matum was not nearly as fervent as was nonconservative

opposition to it. This guarded conservative support was

likely due to concern over the rumblings from the United

A number of conservative newspapers expressedStates.

their anxieties about the damage being done by the ultima-

turn to Britain and to its relationship with her traditional

ally. The Economist actually disapproved of the isolating
,,28effect of the "outmoded and questionable ultimatum.

The Times also questioned the timing of the ultimatum

26
Statement issued by the press secretary to Presi-

dent Eisenhower, 30 October 1956. U.S. Department of State,
Current Documents, p. 647.

27
646 .U.S. Department of State, Current Documents, p.

2 8 „Splenetic Isolation," The Economist (London), 181
(3 November 1956): 391-93.
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and was disquieted by the charges that Britain had ignored
29

consultations with the United States. The Spectator,

too, found fault with the timing of the ultimatum:

And it is true that American policy has been
irritatingly inconsistent.
inconsistent to the point when a breach was becom-
ing inevitable, was this the time to make it?
only decisive and legal argument in favour of inter-
vention was the tripartite pact, whereby Britain,
France and the United States undertook to take ac-

tion if Middle East frontiers were violated.30

But even if it were

The

The Daily Sketch disagreed with the Spectator, was clearly

anti-American, and was one of the few conservative news¬

papers that even at the beginning of the conflict vigor¬

ously approved of the ultimatum, excusing it since "Our

Government found itself harassed and crippled by the

n 31facing-both ways of Foster Dulles. Others, like the

Glasgow Herald, the Financial Times, The Scotsman, and

the Liverpool Daily Post pointed to the Tripartite Declara-
32

tion as a responsibility that warranted the ultimatum.

"The Tripartite Declaration," declared Glasgow Herald,

29,, Intervention," The Times (London), 31 October
1956 , 9 .P-

30 „The Valley of Decision," Spectator (London),
197 (2 November 1956): 595-96.

31
Guy Eden, "We're Going In," Daily Sketch (Lon-

don), 31 October 1956, p. 1.
32^ ^ IIPreserving The Peace," Glasgow Herald, 31 Octo-

6; "A Decisive Period," Financial Timesber 1956,
(London), 31 October 1956, p. 6; "Action Stations,"
The Scotsman (Edinburgh), 31 October 1956, p. 6; "Teeth
Not Tongues," Liverpool Daily Post, 31 October 1956,

P-

4.P-
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"to be more than an empty form of words, must be imple¬

mented while there are still frontiers to restore and a

H 3 3
peace to be saved.

The bombardment of Egyptian airfields by Anglo-

French air forces was certainly a decisive action, and

one that left little room for neutrality about the policy

of the Eden Ministry. Emotions became supercharged in

the press as support for and opposition to Eden's "police
„34action intensified. Prime Minister Eden and Foreign

Secretary Lloyd continued to miscalculate American reac-

tion to the Anglo-French action. They believed that once

the allied force had taken Suez, and the American election

was over, President Eisenhower and Secretary Dulles would

accept the move, if not with enthusiasm, at least with
35

neutrality. The election, though, was still days away,

and the American political challenge could never abide

such neutrality. This military move seriously complicated

Eisenhower's re-election, and as a result, the president's

chief speech-writer later described the atmosphere at the

White House as being "thick and heavy with the righteous
„36wrath against Britain.

33,,Preserving The Peace," Glasgow Herald,
ber 1956, p. 6.

31 Octo-

34
Eden, Full Circle, p. 604.

35
Churchill, Rise and Fall of Sir Anthony Eden, p. 293.

36
Hughes, Ordeal of Power, p. 218.
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The rousing defense of the Eisenhower Administra-

tion by some nonconservative British newspapers would

have made the grimmest of Republicans smile.

,,37

As the tur-

moil of "Eden's War grew in nonconservative editorial

columns, the past transgressions of America's Suez policy

dwindled, without the slightest recognition of the politi¬

cal expediency that dictated that policy's past and present

For most nonconservatives, however, it was poli-conduct.

tical expediency that spurred them to draw and quarter

Eden and his Conservative government. The time was ripe

for Labourites and Liberals to rip the prime minister

apart as a blundering conspirator who misled America and

used the Israeli attack as a pretense to apply force and
33

The British veto in the Unitedto overthrow Nasser.

Nations two days earlier was now fitfully denounced. The

News Chronicle was one of several that marveled at Eden's

„ 39 of uniting America and the Soviet"incredible feat

Sympathy for America's position and esteem for
,,40

Union.

were expressed in theher "unsullied reputation

37 „Eden's War," Daily Mirror, 1 November 1956, 1.P-
38
For examples see "U.S. Wasn't Told Al>out Our Plans,"

Daily Herald (London), 1 November 1956, p. 1; "Eden's War,"
Daily Mirror (London), 1 November 1956, pp. 1-2; "Only a
miracle can save Eden now," News Chronicle (London), 1
November 1956, p. 4.

39 „

Only a miracle can save Eden now," News Chroni-
cle, 1 November 1956, p. 4.

40,, A Disaster," Manchester Guardian, 1 November 1956,
8.P-
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Manchester Guardian and in The Observer, but the greatest

point-by-point defense of American policy was carried in

the Daily Herald. Quoting passages from the United Nations

Charter, the Anglo-Egyptian Treaty, and the Tripartite

Declaration, the Daily Herald built an impressive case

that America was in no way negligent of these agreements,

but that Britain's military operation against Egypt was

41
in gross violation of all three documents.

Blind patriotism in much of the conservative press

countered the blind rage of nonconservatives. The Daily

Mail, for one, freely admitted that Britain was acting

without legal sanctions; but Britain was now in it, and
42

While some news-it was up to Britons to press ahead.
43

papers, like the Liverpool Daily Post, downplayed the

Anglo-American split, others grossly overstated it and

The Scotsman even hinted thatits future implications.
44

the American Sixth Fleet might be used on Egypt's side.

The prevailing attitudes, though, were simply that Ameri-

ca's recent policies and the paralysis caused by the

41,,
Stop This Folly!" Daily Herald (London), 1

November 1956, p. 4.

42,,Stopping a War?" Daily Mail (London), 31 Octo-
ber 1956, p. 1; "Britain At War," 1 November 1956, p. 1.

43,, A Time For Unity," Liverpool Daily Post, 1
November 1956, p. 6.

44

November 1956, p. 8.
Intervention," The Scotsman (Edinburgh), 1
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presidential election had made it natural that Britain

and France should act on their own, and that they had a

right and duty within the Western alliance to exercise
45their independence in matters of vital concern. "This

country," preached The Daily Telegraph, "is still sovereign.

It cannot be conceded that because of the alliance, Ameri¬

can approval has to be secured for every important act of
,,46British foreign policy.

The rising conservative sentiment for Britain to

47
"go it alone" if necessary concerned The Times and

thoroughly disgusted The Economist, which believed that

the United States was justified in expressing its dis-
48

pleasure about the Anglo-French action. At this point,

these were the only conservative newspapers surveyed that

openly criticized the advocates of Britain's new-found

"freedom" in foreign policy.

The superiority of American military power in 1956

probably nourished the conservative delusion that Britain's

4 5 „ A Matter Of Life And Death," Time and Tide (Lon-
37 (3 November 1956): 1315-16; "The Die Cast," Glas-

"To Stop the War," The
"No Time

don) ,

gow Herald, 1 November 1956,
Daily Telegraph (London), 1 November 1956, p. 6;
For Delay," Financial Times (London), 1 November 1956, p.

6;P-

6 .

46 „To Stop the War," The Daily Telegraph, 1 Novem-
6.ber 1956, P-

47,,Over The Brink," The Times (London), 1 November
11.1956 , P-

4 8 „Splenetic Isolation," The Economist (London),
181 (3 November 1956): 392.
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foreign policy could succeed as an independent from the

Western alliance. In spite of their bitter differences

with the United States, the British government and the

conservative press were comfortable in making their as-

,,49sertions of "going it alone, knowing that all were

nestled snuggly under America's nuclear umbrella. For

the Soviet Union made threats, monstrous threats, against

Britain; but these threats, as we shall see, were not

really taken seriously in governmental circles or in the

conservative press.

In a declaration published in Pravda on November 1,

the Soviet government accused Britain, France, and Israel

of collusion and premeditated aggression against Egypt

and "held London, Paris and Jerusalem fully responsible

for the 'dangerous consequences' which may result from

,,50[their] aggressive actions. Four days later, Soviet

Premier Nikolai Bulganin dispatched messages to the heads

of state of the United States, France, Israel, and Great

Britain. In his letter to President Eisenhower, the

Soviet premier suggested a joint Soviet-American armed

Eisenhowerintervention in Egypt to force a cease-fire.

49 „The Anglo-U.S. Alliance Will Survive," The Sun-
day Times (London), 4 November 1956, p. 10.

50
0. M. Smolansky, "Moscow and Suez: A Reapprai-

sal," Political Science Quarterly, 80 (December 1965) :
581.
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ii 51rejected the proposal as "unthinkable. In his irate

notes to the British, French, and Israeli governments,

Bulganin threatened to send "volunteers" to Egypt and even

52
implied the use of missies against London and Paris.

Officials in the Eden Ministry unanimously dismissed

Soviet threats. Harold Macmillan, Chancellor of the Ex¬

chequer; Viscount Kilmuir, Lord Chancellor; and Lord

Gladwyn, British Ambassador to France, regarded the
53

Eden himself laterthreats as merely routine bluster.
54

wrote that Bulganin's note was not taken literally.

This unwavering confidence in the hollowness of Soviet

threats was undoubtedly bolstered by the ranks of U.S.

Air Force Atlas missies trained on Moscow itself.

Macmillan admitted that he and his colleagues disregarded

Bulganin since all were convinced that a nuclear attack

on Britain would have "led to a general nuclear war in
„55which the Americans could not have failed to take part.

51
Statement issued by the White House, 5 November
U.S. Department of State, Current Documents, p. 665.1956.

52
U.S. Department of State, U.S. Policy in Middle

East, pp. 184-85.
53
Macmillan, Riding the Storm, p. 165; Earl of

Kilmuir, Political Adventure: The Memoirs of the Earl of
Kilmuir (London: Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 1964) , p~. 2 80;
Lord Gladwyn, The Memoirs of Lord Gladwyn (London: Weiden-
feld and Nicolson, 1972), p. 283.

54
Eden, Full Circle, p. 621.

55
Macmillan, Riding the Storm, p. 165.
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In the British press, Premier Bulganin's threats

of "volunteers" and "rocket equipment" were reported by

some newspapers with nonchalance, by others with mild

apprehension, and still others with contrived horror.

Whatever the reaction, there lay an undercurrent of sure-

ness in the press that Britain and France would not be

forced to got it alone against the Soviet Union. American

support and involvement would certainly be forthcoming in

the event of Soviet intervention. Considering the Soviet

Union's troubles in Hungary, such intervention was highly

improbable.

Conservative newspapers generally dismissed the

credibility of Bulganin's threats. To have done other-

wise would have cast Prime Minister Eden in the irrespon-

sible role of rushing Britain headlong toward nuclear

destruction, the same indictment that nonconservative

newspapers were heaping upon the shoulders of the prime
56

In its editorials, the Daily Sketch was saidminister.

to be impressed not by Soviet threats but by "The Cheek

„ 5 7 The Daily Telegraph, The Scotsman,of Russia's Mr. B.

and the Time and Tide were a few of those papers that
58

The Yorkshirefollowed Daily Sketch's nonchalant line.

56 „The Threat," Daily Herald (London), 6 November
1956 , 1.P-

57 „The Cheek of Russia's Mr. B.," Daily Sketch (Lon-
don), 6 November 1956, p. 16.

58 6 .The Daily Telegraph (London), 7 November 1956, p.
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Evening Post, despite its use of sensational headlines

about the Soviet threats, described Bulganin's message

„59
as only "patent mischiefmaking.

There was not a total lack of concern in the con¬

servative press over the Kremlin's missle rattling.

There was some mild concern, much like that displayed

when in the presence of some swaggering bully who is

wildly swinging a pistol to gain attention. However emp¬

ty his threats, in such a situation the "bully's" pistol

could discharge accidentally. The Times, Western Mail,

Glasgow Herald, Daily Mail, and the Liverpool Daily Post
60

were aware of this and advised some caution. All,

however, expressed or implied their confidence in the

United States' ability to deter the Soviet Union. The

Times drew attention to Washington's "firm counterwarn-
61

ing" to Moscow's threat. The Liverpool Daily Post

maintained that irrespective of Soviet actions, the fate
62

of the world hung on America. Even the Glasgow Herald,

59,,A time for unity," Yorkshire Evening Post, 6
November 1956, p. 8.

60 „ A Rocket From Moscow," The Times (London) , 6
November 1956, p. 11; "Russia Threatens Britain," Western
Mail (Cardiff) , 6 November 1956, p. 1; "Gathering Tensions,"
Glasgow Herald, 6 November 1956, p. 6; "The Crisis Widens,"
Daily Mail (London), 6 November 1956, p. 1; Liverpool Daily
Post, 6 November 1956, p. 4.

61,, 6 November 1956,A Rocket From Moscow," The Times,
11.P-

62
4.Liverpool Daily Post, 6 November 1956, p.
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which days earlier had felt that the United States com-

63
pletely misunderstood the Anglo-French position,

felt that Washington's rejection of Soviet moves demon-

now

strated that there was "no basic division among the
,.64Atlantic community. Along with other conservative

newspapers, the Glasgow Herald went on to say that the

Anglo-French moves in Egypt were far less severe than

the "Hungarian bloodbath" from which the Soviets were

65
trying to divert world attention.

Many nonconservative newspapers appeared to exploit

Soviet threats to their fullest. Hyperbole abounded as

66
nonconservatives portended the coming of World War III.

Such sensationalism was doubly beneficial for Labourite

and Liberal editions, since it lifted their circulation

figures and at the same time dashed Eden's so-called

I. 67"foolish policy.

63,,The Die Cast," Glasgow Herald, 1 November 1956,
p. 6.

64 „Gathering Tensions," Glasgow Herald, 5 November
1956, p. 6.

65
Glasgow Herald, 5 November 1956, p. 6; "The Rape

of Hungary," Liverpool Daily Post, 5 November 1956, p. 6;
"A Rocket From Moscow," The Times (London), 6 November 1956,
p. 11; "Martyrdom of Hungary," The Daily Telegraph (London),
5 November 1956, p. 6.

66
See "This could start World War 3," News Chronicle

(London), 6 November 1956, p. 1; "Russia Warns Britain,"
Daily Mirror (London), 6 November 1956, p. 1; "Russia Warns
Eden," Daily Herald (London), 6 November 1956, p. 1.

6 7 „The Threat," Daily Herald, 6 November 1956, p. 1.
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Since October 30, efforts had continued in the

United Nations to secure a cease-fire. When efforts in

the Security Council had been paralyzed by British and

French vetoes, debate had shifted to the United Nations

General Assembly, where vetoes did not apply and where

only a two-thirds majority was required to pass a resolu-
68

tion. In a special emergency session on November 2,

the General Assembly approved a United States resolution

that called for a cease-fire. The resolution was over-

whelmingly passed, with only Britain, Israel, France,
69

Australia, and New Zealand voting against it. On

November 4, yet another resolution, this time introduced

by Canada, was passed by the Assembly. This resolution

called for the creation of a United Nations force that

70
would secure and supervise the ending of hostilities.

The actions of the United Nations continued to

disgust the conservative wing of the British press. Few

conservative editorial columns curtailed their attacks

against the United Nations. Like Secretary Dulles's

ill-fated SCUA plan, the world body was thought to have

68
132 .Nutting, No End of a Lesson, p.

69,,Resolution 996 (ES-1), as submitted by the Uni-
ted States, A/3256, adopted by Assembly on 2 November
1956, by roll-call vote of 64 to 5." Columbia University
and United Nations, Yearbook, pp. 35-36.

70,,Resolution 998 (ES-1), as submitted by Canada
A/3276, adopted by Assembly on 4 November 1956, meeting
563, by roll-call vote of 57 to 0, with 19 abstentions.”
Columbia University and United Nations, Yearbook, p. 36.
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no teeth and was therefore undeserving of any real respect

for its pronouncements. Interestingly, however, the Uni¬

ted States' participation in the United Nations against

Britain drew less and less criticism from the conservative

press as the war progressed. One might have expected that

as the heat of the battle intensified, America's past Suez

"crimes" would take on gigantic proportions in conservative

newspapers and would be retried and further condemned as

a means of taking the heat off Prime Minister Eden. Ac-

tually, owing to growing misgivings about the entire Suez
71

operation, few of the conservative newspapers that were

Recriminationssurveyed dragged America back into court.

against past United States policy were again sounded by

the Daily Express, The Daily Telegraph, Western Mail, and
72

The Sunday Times, but the Yorkshire Evening Post was

the only conservative newspaper that continued to denounce

the United States for its actions in the United Nations:

The United States went in to stop the North
Korean advance before it had United Nations per-
mission. But that permission was given a little

71
See "The Valley of Decision," Spectator (London) ,

197 (2 November 1956): 595; "The Portent of Hungary,"
The Statist (London), 164 (3 November 1956): 524; "Over
The Brink," The Times (London), 1 November 1956, p. 11;
"Splenetic Isolation," The Economist (London), 181 (3
November 1956): 392.

72 „Here Are Our Friends—1," Daily Express (London),
3 November 1956, p. 4; "Clearer & Stronger," The Daily
Telegraph (London), 2 November 1956, p. 8; "The dangers
of Mr. Dulles," Western Mail (Cardiff), 2 November 1956,
p. 4; The Sunday Times (London), 4 November 1956, p. 10 .
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later and an American, MacArthur, was ap-
pointed to the United Nations Command!73

While conservative criticism of United States

policy began to lose much of its fiery glow, nonconser-

vatives--all but The People—continued to refrain from

leveling any criticism against the United States. The

United Nations and international law were the lofty ban-

ners of nonconservative editorials, under which the United

States ostensibly stood. There was therefore little cause

at this point to praise the United States for adhering to

the moral dictates of the United Nations. Afterall, non-

conservatives, at least on the surface, expected such ad-
74

herence from all nations, including the United States.

Only The People, which stood with other nonconservatives
t. 7 5in blaming Eden for his "crime against humanity, broke

the benign silence over America's own past and present

"crimes." The People criticized United States policy

for failing to work out a constructive policy for the

Middle East and for succumbing to pressures from Jewish

73,, The heart of it," Yorkshire Evening Post, 2
November 1956, p. 8.

7 4
See "What We Say," Daily Herald (London), 3

November 1956, p. 1; "World Opinion," News Chronicle
(London), 3 November 1956, p. 4; "Eden," The Observer
(London), 4 November 1956, p. 8.

75,,
November 1956, p. 8.

Man of the People," The People (London), 4
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76
voters and oil interests.

The pressures exerted on Britain and France by the

United Nations were seemingly decisive in forcing the

two allies to adopt the cease-fire on November 6. Yet,

according to various and well-placed sources in the Eden

Ministry, it was American financial pressures on Britain

that ultimately forced an end to the Suez fighting.
77

The prevailing opinion among top British officials was

that a run on the pound, aggravated by the United States,

was the decisive factor in bringing a halt to "Operation

Musketeer." The run on British currency was so severe

by November 5 that the Eden Ministry found it necessary

to request a one billion dollar loan from the United
78

Washington agreed toStates to support the pound.

extend the loan to Britain if Prime Minister Eden ac-

79
ceded to a cease-fire. He did.

76 „Man of the People," The People (London), 4
November 1956, p. 8.

77
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78
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Only two of the newspapers under examination even

considered financial pressure from the United States as

a probable cause for the cease-fire, and even these two

backed away from any contention that this pressure was

the decisive one in those final days of the Suez campaign.

As early as November 3, the Financial Times expressed deep

concern over the rapid drain on Britain's gold and dollar

reserves, observing: "The financial structure makes us

80
vulnerable, therefore, to political events. However,

following the cease-fire on November 7, the Financial Times

made no mention of possible financial considerations in

the government's decision. Britain was said to be merely
81

following conditions worked out in the United Nations.

The News Chronicle was the only other newspaper that

was found to be concerned with Britain's immediate econo¬

mic position and with the potential effects of an Ameri¬

can refusal to support Britain financially at that time.

On the eve of the cease-fire, the News Chronicle remarked,

"The Americans, outraged by our treaty-breaking, will

probably refuse the dollar credits by which we would re-

,,82
place Middle Eastern with Caribbean and Texan oil.

80 „Gold Reserves," Financial Times (London), 3
November 1956, p. 4.

81„ 7 November 1956,Cease-Fire," Financial Times,
6 .P-

82,, The Cost of Continuing," News Chronicle (London),
6 November 1956, p. 4.
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News Chronicle's prediction of possible economic repri¬

sals was replaced the following day by the suggestion that

United Nations' pressure, not American economic pressure,

83
prematurely ended Eden's designs.

One could not expect the British press to be privy

to the behind-the-scenes pressures that weighed on the

Eden Ministry. Still, one might expect, considering Bri-
84

tain's delicate economic position in 1956, more educated

speculation about the strains that were being put on the

economy by military expenditures and by the disruption of

world trade and oil, and also speculation about how these

strains might be used as political leverage by the United

Instead, conservative newspapers, with the ex-States.

ception of the Financial Times, ignored any possible ef-

fects of American pressure on the cease-fire. Most held

that the end of the fighting was not the result of any

,,85The cease-fire was proclaimed "EDEN'S VICTORY,

„ 86

pressure.

"his hour of triumph,
„ 87

and the result of Eden's "saga-

cious magnanimity. The purpose of the Anglo-French

8 3 „ Sabotage Of Peace," News Chronicle, 7 November
1956, p. 4.

84
Eden, Full Circle, pp. 347-53, 362-64.

EDEN'S VICTORY," Daily Sketch (London), 7 Novem-
85 „

ber 1956, 1.P-

86,, EDEN ORDERS CEASE-FIRE," Western Mail (Cardiff),
1.7 November 1956, P-

87,,Well done, Eden!" Yorkshire Evening Post, 7
November 1956, p. 6.
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Suez operation was said to be first and foremost to con¬

tain the conflict and thereafter to establish a beachhead

for the United Nations force. This was done; therefore

83
the fighting could stop. Nearly all conservative edi-

tions—even The Times, which expressed some suspicion

about the Eden Ministry's real motives--served up this
89

sugar coating.

Nonconservative, anti-Eden newspapers naturally

perceived the cease-fire quite differently. The end

was in their opinion definitely forced upon, not honora-

bly calculated by, Prime Minister Eden. Some in the

nonconservative press congratulated the United States

for being a contributing pressure that forced the cease-

fire, but not specifically for being the applier of any

90
decisive financial pressure on Eden. "President

Eisenhower's warnings to Eden played a big part in bring-
n 91ing him to his senses, announced the Daily Mirror,

88
For examples, in addition to the above, see "Ob-

jective Achieved," Daily Mail (London), 7 November 1956,
p. 1; and "Fire and Cease-Fire," Time and Tide (London),
37 (10 November 1956); 1347. “

89,, Cease-Fire," The Times (London), 7 November 1956,
11.P-

90,,
ber 1956,
7 November 1956,
Guardian, 7 November 1956, p.

Back to Sanity," Daily Mirror (London), 7 Novem-
1; "Black Art of Brinkmanship," Daily Mirror,

p. 6; "Voters in Shadow," Manchester
P-

6 .

91„Back to Sanity," Daily Mirror, 7 November 1956,
p. 1.
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which also credited the United Nations, the Labour party,

public opinion, world opinion, and all other "forces of

„92decency for the cease-fire. Other nonconservative news-

papers, such as Labour's Daily Herald and the Sunday Pic¬

torial, repeatedly stressed the roles of the Labour party

and the storm of public criticism in compelling Eden to
9 3

capitulate to the United Nations. Still others pointed

to the Soviet threats, not of rocket weapons but of Soviet

"volunteers," as the heaviest pressure on the prime minister.
H 9 4The Manchester Guardian found this "highly probable,

and the New Statesman maintained that without "firm sup-

„95port from America, Eden was unable to continue the

gamble that the Soviet Union would not send volunteers in¬

to the Middle East.

The sum of British editorial comments about United

States policy during the Suez war indicates that overall

press opinion of that policy actually improved during

the conflict. In striking a stance in the United Nations

against the Anglo-French Suez operation, the United States

92 „ Back to Sanity," Daily Mirror (London), 7 Novem-
ber 1956, 1.P •

93
Daily Herald (London), 7 November 1956, pp. 1, 4;

"Ike tells Russia—Keep Out," Sunday Pictorial (London),
11 November 1956, p. 2.

94,, Condition," Manchester Guardian, 7 November 1956,
6.P-

95,, London Diary," New Statesman (London), 52 (10
November 1956): 578.
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reclaimed some support from the nonconservative press.

In addition, the decisiveness of the American position

in the United Nations appeared to moderate the pre-war

criticism of several conservative columns. To be sure,

there was bitterness, and laurels were certainly not

heaped upon the United States by the press. Analysis

of British press opinion during the week of fighting re¬

veals that no more than four of the twenty-six newspapers

in this study could have been considered clearly favorable
96

towards the United States' position. However, what may

be considered surprising is that a significant portion of

the survey group was on balance neutral in their opinions

of United States policy, which resulted in a significant
97

drop in negative opinion.

What may have caused this moderation in press cri-

ticism of United States policy in such an immoderate

situation? Perhaps the answer lies within the question

Moderation seemed to be required, at least to-itself.

ward an old and all-powerful ally, when the entire world

was collapsing on Britain and France for their Suez ven-

At the very beginning of the conflict, it appearedture.

96 „ The Cost of Folly," Daily Herald (London), 8
November 1956, p. 4; "A Disaster," Manchester Guardian,
1 November 1956, p. 8; "Middle Eastern Aims," The Qbser-
ver (London), 11 November 1956, p. 8; "Back to Sanity,"
Daily Mirror (London), 7 November 1956, p. 1.

97
For an overall tally of press opinion during

"Operation Musketeer," see appendix M.
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that neither conservative nor nonconservative newspapers

could convince themselves that America truly opposed its

European allies. America's high-sounding rhetoric in

the United Nations was thought to be more for domestic
98

consumption in the upcoming presidential election.

Words, though, quickly turned to action as Security Coun-

cil and General Assembly resolutions to halt the Anglo-

French operation were introduced and vigorously pushed

by the United States. In line with their promotion of

a United States solution to the crisis, nonconservatives

generally welcomed the United States' strong campaign in

the United Nations. This attitude was in sharp contrast

to what was perceived as the United States' weak and in-

effectual performance in the United Nations during the

early days of October.

As for conservative editorials, despite criticism

by some of Washington's role in the United Nations, the

United States' position was no longer in question. After

months of alleged vacillation, United States policy was

finally clear-cut. Statements out of Washington and in

the United Nations clearly established the intent of

98,. The Valley of Decision," Spectator (London), 197
(2 November 1956): 595; "Mr. Eisenhower Re-elected,"
Glasgow Herald, 8 November 1956, p. 6; "Man of the People,"
The People (London), 4 November 1956, p. 8; "The Anglo-
U.S. Alliance Will Survive," The Sunday Times (London) ,

4 November 1956, p. 10; "Teeth Not Tongues," Liverpool
Daily Post, 31 October 1956, p. 4; "On Being Wrong,"
Daily Mirror (London), 1 November 1956, p. 6.
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America's policy, if not the method, of securing a cease-

As a result, conservative papers, such as The Times,f ire.

The Economist, and the Spectator, found themselves ques-

tioning the British government's involvement in "Operation
,,99Musketeer.

Criticism of Secretary Dulles also abated somewhat

in the press, although there were some newspapers that
100

continued to excoriate the American secretary of state.

The Western Mail, for one, described Dulles during the

crisis as "a man who has proved himself one of the most

equivocal and, therefore, most dangerous, Secretaries of

,.101State that America has had in this century. In part.

the abatement of such harsh criticism was probably caused

by Dulles's imposed absence from the scene during much of

the Suez fighting. Racked by chills and stomach pains,

which proved to be the early signs of stomach cancer,

Secretary Dulles had been hospitalized and had undergone
102

surgery on November 3. Consequently, until his return

99,,Over the Brink," The Times (London), 1 November
1956 , p. 11; "The Valley of Decision," Spectator (London) ,

197 (2 November 1956): 595; "Splenetic Isolation," The
Economist (London) , 181 (3 November 1956) : 392 .

100 „Doing U.N.O.'s Business," The Sunday Times (Lon-
don), 4 November 1956, p. 10; "We're Going In," Daily
Sketch (London), 31 October 1956, p. 1; "The dangers of
Mr. Dulles," Western Mail (Cardiff), 2 November 1956, 4.P-

101„
ber 19 56 , p. 4.

The dangers of Mr. Dulles," Western Mail, 2 Novem-

102
Dulles eventually died of stomach cancer in 1959.

See Finer, Dulles Over Suez, pp. 398-99.
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to the State Department on December 3, Dulles's name was

not as prominent in British press discussions of United

States policy.

Table N in the appendix illustrates the moderation

of conservative press criticism of United States policy

during the Suez fighting. On the eve of the Sinai war,

conservative press support for the United States had
103

totally collapsed. By November 7, conservative opinion

of the United States had improved, or at least criticism

had been subdued by the threats posed by the conflict.

With the smoke now clearing over Suez, many newspapers

saw the immediate needs of shoring up the cracks in the

Anglo-American alliance and of constructing a unified,

more coherent Western policy toward the entire Middle

Britain evidently could not "go it alone."East.

103
For comparison of conservative press opinion

just prior to the Suez conflict, refer to appendix K.



CHAPTER V

THE DICTATES OF POWER:

BRITISH WITHDRAWAL, AMERICAN ADVANCE

(NOVEMBER 8, 1956 JANUARY 5, 1957)

The Suez war was over,

had clearly lost the conflict.^
forces of Britain, France, and Israel, Egypt never had

Militarily speaking, Egypt

Against the combined

a chance. Yet, where stood the victors? And were they

victors? Israeli troops bivouacked in the Sinai and

were intent on staying, while British and French units

were intent on lingering along the Canal despite United

Nations pressure for a speedy withdrawal and the arrival
2

of the United Nations Emergency Force. The British

government in particular was anxious to use its presence

along the Canal to pry concessions from Nasser on inter-
3

national rights regarding the waterway. The cooperation

^In regard to losses in territory, personnel, and
The Canalmateriel, Egypt was statistically the loser,

and the Sinai were occupied; Egyptians killed were at
least 2,650, compared to 22 British killed, 10 French,
and 200 Israelis; and Egyptian aircraft losses were con-
firmed at 260, while the allies lost only 10 aircraft.
See Thomas, Suez, p. 151.

2
Schonfield, The Suez Canal, p. 160.

3
In memoranda to its allies, Her Majesty's Govern-

ment defended the Canal's occupation ostensibly as the
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or at least the forebearance of the United States was

expected by Britain and France now that the American

presidential race was decided. Such expectations, how-

quickly faded as the Eisenhower Administration per-

sisted in its role as antagonist to its European allies.

The United States continued to support the United Nations

ever,

and through a series of pressures—diplomatic, monetary,

and oil--forced Britain, France and Israel to yield to

the demands of the world organization. On December 22,

1956, British and French troops left the Canal Zone, and

three months later the last contingent of Israeli troops

left the Sinai.^
In the weeks following the conflict, the British

press debated the virtues and evils of Britain's partici-

pation in the occupation of the Canal Zone. Conservative

newspapers were for the most part consistent in defending

the occupation, and nonconservatives were consistent in

condemning it. In regard to United States policy following

the cease-fire, both newspaper camps advocated, to varying

degree, an increased role for the United States in the

Middle East, particularly as a bulwark against encroaching

assertion of international authority. In a cable to Presi-
dent Eisenhower on November 4, 1956, Eden cited the impend-
ing occupation as "the first step towards re-establishing
authority in this area for our generation." Love, Suez:
The Twice-Fought War, p. 645.

^Epstein, British Politics in the Suez Crisis, pp.
36-37.
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Communism and as protector of Western oil supplies. Bri-

tain's vulnerability to American financial pressure and

its consequences on British foreign policy came into

clearer focus for most of the British press in the weeks

following the cease-fire. In the press there were illu-

sions of continued British pre-eminence in the Middle East,

as well as some illusions of a new United Nations pre-

eminence in the area. The reality, though, was American

power, which now had to face the threat of Soviet expan¬

sion into the vacuum left by Britain and France, and the

challenge of growing Arab nationalism.

Paranoia over Soviet expansion in the Middle East

seized all of the newspapers surveyed in the weeks follow¬

ing the Suez fighting. Editorial columns in conservative

newspapers warned of growing Soviet influence in Egypt
5

before and throughout the entire crisis period, but at

no time were their fears so loudly expressed or so wide¬

spread as after the fighting. The Daily Sketch maintained

that Britain's Suez action had exposed the "Red plot" in

the Middle East.^ The Western Mail agreed, saying "our

campaign has uncovered a large-scale and frightening plan

hatched by Nasser and the Communist leaders in Moscow to

^For examples, see "The plot thickens in Egypt,"
Western Mail (Cardiff), 23 June 1956, p. 4; "High Dam
Blow For Egypt," Financial Times (London), 23 July 1956,

3; "Reds sail in as we quit Suez," Daily Mail (London),
13 June 1956,
P-

1.P-

g
Daily Sketch (London), 12 November 1956, 1.P*
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turn the whole of the Middle East against the Western

„7 The Kremlin's spies were thought to be tip-powers.

toeing throughout the Middle East and rumors of "MiG's

M 8in Syria and Russian technicians in Egypt abounded.

The Times, the Daily Express, The Daily Telegraph, The

Scotsman, every conservative newspaper voiced fears of

the Soviet Union gaining not a foothold but a strangle-
9

hold on the region. The Time and Tide went so far as

to declare that the Soviets "had ended the era of so-

called peaceful co-existence. . . . We are back in the

i,10cold war.

To thwart the Red plot in the Middle East, conser-

vative papers advised immediate reconciliation and soli-
11

darity between the United States and its European allies.

Immediate to the cease-fire, conservative opinion still

held that Britain had a vital role to play in the Middle

7
"New dangers in the Suez crisis,"

(Cardiff), 8 November 1956,

The Plagues of Egypt," Spectator (London), 197
(16 November 1956): 668.

Western Mail
4.P-

8„

9
"Afterwards," The Times (London), 12 November

1956, p. 11; Daily Express (London), 14 November 1956,
2; "America & Britain," The Daily Telegraph (London),

8 November 1956, p. 6; "America's Part," The Scotsman
(Edinburgh), 10 November 1956, p. 6.

P-

10,,One World, One Crisis," Time and Tide (London),
37 (17 November 1956): 1379-80.

11
See "America & Britain," The Daily Telegraph, 8

6; "Suez Hopes," The Scotsman, 7 Novem-
6; "The Plagues of Egypt," Spectator, 197

November 1956, P-
ber 1956, P-
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12
Interestingly, the role of the Anglo-FrenchEast.

occupation force was defended differently in the conser¬

vative press once the bullets stopped flying in the Canal

The Anglo-French troops supposedly were sent toZone.

the Canal to separate the combatants and, as in the words

n 13of Prime Minister Eden, "to contain the conflict

i, 14

and

put out "the fire. Yet, after the fire was out, the

troops' role was no longer as container of the Suez con-

flict but as container of Soviet Communism. The army was

regarded in conservative editorials as a beachhead that
15

need reinforcement by the United States. "The Anglo-

French armies," cautioned the Liverpool Daily Post, "must,

„16of course, remain in the area.

The fear of rampant Communism in the Middle East

apparently was a genuine fear in the British press, for

even nonconservative newspapers expressed alarm over

(16 November 1956): 668; "Top-Level Meeting," The Daily
Telegraph (London), 12 November 1956, p. 6; "Together
Again," Daily Mail (London), 8 November 1956, p. 1.

12,, The Long Way Ahead," Liverpool Daily Post, 8
November 1956, p. 6; "Uneasy Truce," Glasgow Herald, 10
November 1956, 4 .P-

13
Eden, Full Circle, 624 .P-

14
Eden, Full Circle, p. 624.

15,,New dangers in the Suez crisis," Western Mail
(Cardiff), 8 November 1956, p. 4; "They are telling us!"
Yorkshire Evening Post, 8 November 1956, p. 8.

16 „The Long Way Ahead," Liverpool Daily Post, 8
November 1956, p. 6.
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17
Soviet ambitions. The distinguishing factor in most

nonconservatives' approach to that fear was their belief

that the role of "Communist container" was to be a solo

performance. It was now up to the United States and the

United States alone to prevent the Soviet Union from rid-

ing into the region on a wave of Arab indignation. Non-

conservative columns contended that the United States,

ii 18unlike Britain, had "clean enough hands to work ef-

fectively in the Middle East and prevent the Soviets from

achieving a dominant position in the area. The Sunday

Pictorial, however, did feel that Secretary Dulles's pre-

vious inconsistencies worked against any future policy of

Arab appeasement, since "Even in the Arab countries, Dulles

„19is viewed with grave suspicion.

In the view of all the newspapers examined, the

commitment of American power to the Middle East was now

Conservative papers generally viewed thisunavoidable.

commitment in concert with Britain, one in which the two

17,,The Cost of Folly," Daily Herald (London), 8
November 1956, p. 4; "Middle Eastern Aims," The Observer
(London), 11 November 1956, p. 8; "Restore The Alliance,"
News Chronicle (London), 19 November 1956, p. 4; "U.S.
must lead in Middle East," Reynolds News (London), 18
November 1956, p. 2.

18,.U.S. must lead in Middle East," Reynolds News,
18 November 1956, p. 2; "To Lead the Free," Manchester
Guardian, 8 November 1956, p. 8.

19 „Dulles his face will be saved," Sunday Pictorial
(London), 18 November 1956, p. 2.
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allies could, as The Daily Telegraph hoped, " -iointly
M 2 0face the resurgence of Russia's imperialist ambitions.

Most conservative editorial columns continued to resist

the idea that Britain's Suez venture actually had for-

feited the country's remaining power and influence in
21

much of the Arab world. Nevertheless, Anglo-French

troops would not remain in Egypt to stem Communist in-

fluence. American oil concerns and American dollars

would see to that.

On November 20, the Eden Ministry announced that

oil rationing would be implemented in Britain on Decern-

ber 17 . In an effort to stretch the country's reduced

oil supplies, motorists were to be limited in their
22

travels to two hundred miles a month. So was the price

of the government's invasion of the Canal Zone. Prime

Minister Eden's venture to "safeguard" the Suez Canal

and Britain's oil supplies had only assured their dis¬

ruption. During the fighting, Egyptian forces had closed

the Canal by scuttling forty-seven blockships along the

waterway; vital Iraqi oil pipelines to ports in Lebanon

20,,America & Britain," The Daily Telegraph (London),
8 November 1956, p. 6.

21
For examples, see "Uneasy Truce," Glasgow Herald,

10 November 1956, p. 4; "The Long Way Ahead," Liverpool
Daily Post, 8 November 1956, p. 6; "Don't Forget Ptc.
Atkinson," Daily Express (London), 16 November 1956, p. 8.

22
Parliament, Parliamentary Debates (Commons), 5th

series, 560 (20 November 1956): 1557-58.
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had been severed by Syrian saboteurs; and Saudi Arabia,

the region's leading oil producer, had instituted an oil
23

embargo against Britain and France. The Suez conflict

had turned off Europe's oil tap, and only one country--

the United States—could provide enough oil and provide

it fast enough to prevent widespread dislocation of

European industry. In 1956 three-quarters of the conti-

nent's crude oil requirements were supplied by the Middle

East.24
In British governmental circles there were accusa-

tions that the United States government exploited Bri¬

tain's and France's oil shortages by tying any American

assistance to guarantees for the rapid withdrawal of
25

Anglo-French forces from Suez. Harold Macmillan later

wrote that London's call for oil assistance was "brusquely
». 2 6repelled in Washington, where the requested withdrawal

2 7If ^ •
was deemed "a great moral issue,

such piety and attributed President Eisenhower's attitude

Eden himself dismissed

to vindictiveness, in that the American president felt

slighted by the independent action that Britain and France

23
133 .Nutting, No End of a Lesson, p.

24
Taylor, gen. ed., History of the Twentieth Cen-
2260 .tury, p.

25
Macmillan, Riding the Storm, p. 169; Eden, Full

Circle, p. 641.
26
Macmillan, Riding the Storm, p. 169.

27
Macmillan, Riding the Storm, p. 169.
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28
had taken in Egypt. Eisenhower, in response to such

charges, suggested that logistics rather than American

vindictiveness caused the delay of American oil relief

to Britain. Tanker shortages, extended voyages around

the Cape of Good Hope, and the massive re-routing of

North and South American petroleum shipments were some

29
of the reasons cited by Eisenhower.

Although the British press gave extensive coverage

to America's role in supplying oil, there appeared to be

no widespread or frequent condemnation in editorial columns

of American action or inaction in using oil as a leverage.

Of the twenty-six newspapers surveyed, there were only

a few newspapers that roundly condemned Washington for
30

dragging its feet and aggravating Britain's oil problems.

Most of the press gave the impression that oil delays

were inevitable due to the damages inflicted on the Canal

and on surrounding oil facilities. The Daily Telegraph

was the only conservative national daily to fire repeated
i. 31salvos at America's "self righteousness and at her

threats of sanctions. A Daily Express correspondent,

28
Eden, Full Circle, p. 634.

29
Eisenhower, Waging Peace, p. 98.

Petrol Rationing," The Daily Telegraph (London),
21 November 1956, p. 6; "Dark Picture," Time and Tide
(London), 37 (24 November 1956): 1411; "Making Do With
Less Oil," Glasgow Herald, 19 November 1956, p. 6.

30,,

31,,Petrol Rationing," The Daily Telegraph, 21 Novem-
ber 1956, 6 .P-
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Donald Ludlow, who was usually quick to criticize the

United States, offered some understanding for Washington's

policy:

Some observers say America is deliberately
teaching Britain and France a lesson and holding
back aid with oil until the Allies withdraw their
forces from the Canal Zone.

But more likely, the U.S. does not want to
offend the Arabs more than necessary—for the
sake of America's own Middle East oil supplies.^2

Other conservative dailies, like The Times and the Financial

Times, held that America's European interests made the

threat of serious oil sanctions highly improbable. They

maintained that America would not spite the rest of Europe,

particularly the delicate economy of Germany, in order to
33

punish Britain and France.

The conservative provincial dailies were also slow

to blame the United States for Britain's impending oil

shortage. The Yorkshire Evening Post, The Scotsman, and

the Liverpool Daily Post were matter-of-fact in their

interpretations of Britain's oil problems, again recogniz-
34

ing these problems as mainly repercussions of war. The

32
Donald Ludlow, "OutPut is Soaring--But Ike's Men

Still Hang Back," Daily Express (London), 19 November
1956, p. 2.

3 3 „ The European Way," The Times (London), 26 Novem-
ber 1956, p. 9; "Three Weeks," Financial Times (London),
17 November 1956, p. 4.

34
Yorkshire Evening Post, 17-26 November 1956, pas-

sim; The Scotsman (Edinburgh), 21-25 November 1956, passim;
"U.S.A. attitude toward Nasser is hardening," Liverpool
Daily Post, 22 November 1956, p. 4.
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Glasgow Herald did recognize America's maneuver in delay¬

ing negotiations of oil but was confident that the greed

of American oil companies would soon override diplomatic
35

considerations. One Sunday newspaper, The Sunday Times,

repeated this belief that "American policy is controlled
n 36by the oil lobby.

Finally, the conservative political weeklies offered

no consistent line on the charge of America putting an oil

squeeze on Britain. While the Spectator and The Statist

were not openly critical of America's supply efforts,

the Time and Tide was. Time and Tide charged that Presi-

dent Eisenhower had deliberately set the delays, which

undermined the Western alliance and now gave the Soviet

Union a free hand not only in the Middle East but in
37

Europe itself. The Economist disagreed with Time and

Tide on the extent of the injury to the Western alliance,

but quietly advised Britain to bend with the wind and to

.. 38"avoid political and economic isolation.

The nonconservative editions of the British press

placed even less guilt on the United States for Britain's

35.,
November 1956,

36 „

Making Do With Less Oil," Glasgow Herald, 19
6.P-

Today We Talk to America," The Sunday Times (Lon-
don), 25 November 1956, p. 8.

Time and Tide (London), 37 (24 November 1956): 1411.
37

38,,Oil through OEEC," The Economist (London), 181 (24
November 1956): 674.
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oil woes. The Manchester Guardian supported Eisenhower's

contention that logistics were the main cause of the delay
39

in oil shipments. Others aimed their editorials at the

it 4 0Eden Ministry, whose "lawlessness was said to have

drained Britain's oil tanks, not the United States. "The

price of trying to 'go it alone,

„41

wrote the News Chroni-I If

cle, "is now being paid. For the Daily Herald, America's

motives were also simple to understand:

It is no use praying for the Americans to
save our unsavable faces, because America is
trying to preserve her own influence and pre-
vent the Middle East turning to Russia by not
getting tarred with our brush.42

Daily Mirror, though, was not quite as understanding.

The paper expressed some understanding for Eisenhower's

motives but considered any oil sanctions as "harsh and mis-
„43 since they would hit the smaller, guiltless na-taken

tions of Europe.

In further defense of American policy, The Observer

scoffed at the claims by the Glasgow Herald, The Sunday

39,, An Economic Reckoning: The Price of Suez," Man-
Chester Guardian, 21 November 1956, p. 6.

40,,Americans, Asians and Arabs," Mew Statesman (Lon-
don), 52 (24 November 1956): 653.

41„Grim Logic," News Chronicle (London), 21 November
1956, p. 4.

42 „ Impossible," Daily Herald (London), 23 November
1956 , 4 .P-

4 3 „This Is How Ike Is Putting The Squeeze On Bri-
tain," Daily Mirror (London), 20 November 1956, p. 8 .
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Times, and others that American oil interests manipulated

the State Department. The Observer reasoned that such

concerted action and control were not possible since

American oil companies themselves were not a "homogenous"

group; instead they were rife competitors who suspected
44

and envied one another's holdings.

In the weeks following the cease-fire, Britain was

battered from all quarters and was continually on the

defensive concerning its troops within the Canal Zone.

On November 7, the first day that the cease-fire took

effect, the United States again rebuffed Britain and

France by voting in favor of a United Nations General

Assembly resolution that called for an immediate with-
45

drawal of Anglo-French and Israeli forces from Egypt.

Despite this and America's sluggish response to Britain's

oil needs, the conservative press appeared to exercise

considerable restraint in criticizing United States poli-

cy after the cease-fire. As seen, reconciliation with

the United States, not confrontation, was the hope of the

British press.

44,, The ABC of Oil," The Observer (London), 2 Decern-
ber 1956, p. 8.

4 5 „Resolution 1002 (ES-1), as submitted by 19
Powers, A/3309, adopted by Assembly on 7 November 1956,
meeting 568, by roll-call vote of 65 to 1, with 10 ab-
stentions." Columbia University and United Nations,
Yearbook, p. 38.
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Conservative press restraint finally ended in

late November, when a brief but intense surge of anti-

Americanism rolled through much of the British press.

On November 24 in the United Nations, the United States

delegation voted along with the Afro-Asian bloc in favor

of a tougher General Assembly resolution that demanded

the withdrawal of Anglo-French and Israeli forces "forth

ii 4 6with.

Though severe, the reaction of the "Tory" press

to yet another American rebuff of Britain was not as

uniformally severe as was Tory opinion in Parliament,

where one hundred and ten M.P.s drafted a motion on

November 26 that formally condemned the United States
47

for its action in the United Nations. In the press

there were echoes of this condemnation of America's "be¬

trayal" of Britain--in the Daily Express, Yorkshire

Evening Post, Liverpool Daily Post, Glasgow Herald, Time

48
and in others—but there was an unexpectedand Time,

46,,Resolution 1120 (XI), as submitted by 20 Powers,
A/3385/Rev. 1, adopted by Assembly on 24 November 1956,
meeting 594, by roll-call vote of 63 to 5, with 10 ab-
stentions." Columbia University and United Nations, Year-
book, p. 38.

47
The Times (London), 29 November 1956, p. 1.

4 8 „Now I'm out of it all, I want to speak my mind
in full," Daily Express (London), 27 November 1956, p. 6;
"Uno and the U.S.," Yorkshire Evening Post, 27 November
1956, p. 6; "The American Tragedy," Liverpool Daily Post,
28 November 1956, p. 4; "Atlantic Alliance," Glasgow Herald,
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and rather substantial force of conservative newspapers

that quickly checked their own extremism, cautioned

moderation in criticizing the United States, and con¬

demned the Parliamentary actions.

The Daily Mail, in spite of the United Nations vote,

continued to plead conciliation between Britain and the

United States. Throughout the crisis, the Daily Mail

was fiercely loyal to Prime Minister Eden's position,

yet even this newspaper admitted Britain's "blunder of

failing to tell the President. . .of the decision to oc-

,,49
cupy the Canal Zone. Daily Mail did not agree with

America's United Nations vote, but the paper went on to

warn that the proponents of anti-Americanism were playing

the game of the Kremlin, the only true winner of all the
50

hysteria. Other conservative newspapers, such as The

51
Scotsman, agreed and expressed alarm over what The Econo-

mist called "the stupidity of the anti-American motion"
52

in Parliament. In defense of America's position, the

28 November 1956, p. 6; "USA And UNO," Time and Tide (Lon-
don), 37 (8 December 1956): 1513.

49,,Britain and America," Daily Mail (London), 29
November 1956, p. 1.

50
Daily Mail, 29 November 1956, p. 1.

51,,Transatlantica," The Scotsman (Edinburgh), 29
November 1956, p. 6.

52,,
ber 1956): 757-59.

Bravado," The Economist (London), 181 (1 Decern-
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more moderate Spectator for the first time condemned the

British government's own duplicity in the Suez crisis:

When The Sunday Times says, 'That there is
no meeting of minds is the calculated fault of
the American administration,' it has got the
matter the wrong way round,
fault of the British Government.

It is the calculated
At the end of

October and the beginning of November the Govern-
ment decided that the Anglo-American alliance was
something that could be switched off like a tap.
So it switched it off.
got thirsty and tried to switch it on again,
was found that it could not do so and has been

relieving its feelings by kicking the tap.
stead of relieving their own feelings Conserva-
fives would do well to consider the feelings of
the Americans.
had started dropping bombs in Indo-China a few
days before a general election in this country?
. . .The present wave of anti-Americanism in
Britain is quite unjustified.53

Almost immediately it
It

In-

How should we have felt if they

More and more in conservative columns, even in the

most critical towards United States policy, there was by

this time a growing appreciation for the basic differences

that determined America's opposition to Britain within the

United Nations. There were those newspapers that continued

to skim the surface of events and attribute America's

opposition to Britain simply to political immaturity or

54
to unbridled idealism and anti-colonialism. However,

more perceptive papers were appreciating the fact that

53,,Anti-Americanism," Spectator (London), 197 (30
November 1956): 771-72.

54^ ^ IfUno and the U.S.," Yorkshire Evening Post, 27
November 1956, p. 6; "An American Tragedy," Liverpool
Daily Post, 28 November 1956, p. 4; "Atlantic Alliance,"
Glasgow Herald, 28 November 1956, p. 6.
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America considered Arab nationalism as the major threat
55

to Middle-Eastern security. The fears of Soviet in-

fluence expressed in the British press were equally felt

by the Eisenhower Administration, but the Administration

felt that the greatest Soviet advances in the Middle East

could be made if America with her allies advanced on or

.156openly challenged the "seething Arab world, which at

present was revolving around Egypt. The Daily Telegraph,

for one, though displeased with America's United Nations

vote, expressed an understanding that President Eisenhower

was "making the United States vote with the Afro-Asian

bloc for fear that all the credit for being anti-British

,,57and anti-French should go to the Russians.

While excuses for America's actions were being made

within some conservative editorials, excuses for the stage

of those actions, the United Nations, were not to be found.

The conservative press was as contemptuous as ever of the

United Nations and was frustrated by America's heavy-handed

„ 58 where it chargeduse of this "propaganda instrument,

that Communists were conspiring to humiliate the Western

55
99 .Eisenhower, Waging Peace, p.

56 99.Eisenhower, Waging Peace, p.

57 „ Salvage or Sabotage?" The Daily Telegraph (Lon-
don), 26 November 1956, p. 6.

We MUST look after them," Daily Sketch (London),
27 November 1956, p. 2.

58 „
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59
alliance.

In an impulsive reaction to the United Nations'

espoused internationalism and to American pressures,

several conservative newspapers overstepped the bounds

of reality and portrayed Britain still at the forefront

of world powers and as independent in regard to its

foreign policy. Prior to America's controversial United

Nations vote of November 24, a writer for the Daily Ex-

press boasted, "The Lion has roared. We stand astride

it 6 0the waters [Canal] that are our destiny. The United

Nations vote convinced the Liverpool Daily Post that Ameri-

ca was merely jealous "because we have dared to show our-

„61selves still great. Even more delusional was the

Western Mail:

It cannot be overemphasized that Britain is
still a very Great Power, with all the strength
of independent action, and that the potential
power of the British Commonwealth is so vast that
its development is only just beginning.®2

59 „Whose Victory?" Time and Tide (London),37 (1
December 1956): 1444; "We MUST look after them," Daily
Sketch, 27 November 1956, p. 2; "When friends fall out,"
Western Mail (Cardiff), 29 November 1956, p. 4; "United
Nations Responsibility," The Sunday Times (London), 2
December 1956, 8.P-

60
Donald Edgar, "Don't Forget Ptc. Atkinson," Daily

Express (London), 16 November 1956, p. 8.
61„An American Tragedy," Liverpool Daily Post, 28

November 1956, p. 4.
62 „When friends fall out," Western Mail, 29 Novem-

ber 1956, 4 .P-
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Nonconservative newspapers, as before, had no illu-

sions about resurgent British power, and more joined the
63

rank of supporters of America's United Nations offensive.

The Daily Mirror, for example, sharply denounced the anti-

American hysteria that it said was being worked up by the

Conservative party, and was blunt about Britain's inferiori¬

ty to the Soviet Union and America, both militarily and
64

economically. The only previous edge that Britain was

said to have had on the Super Powers was its honorable

and wise reputation, which Daily Mirror said the Eden
6 5

Ministry had thrown away. The Observer added that Bri-

tain's friction with the United Nations was the result of

66
the world body's utter distrust of London's pronouncements.

The New Statesman suggested that instead of resisting Ameri-

ca and the United Nations, Britain should help its ally

"put the United Nations into the vacuum created by the

63„
My Mother—Drunk or Sober," Daily Mirror (London),

27 November 1956, p. 4; "The Gap," Manchester Guardian,
28 November 1956, p. 6; "The War on UNO," Daily Herald
(London), 28 November 1956, p. 4; "Positive Aims," News
Chronicle (London), 29 November 1956, p. 4; "Confidence,"
The Observer (London), 25 November 1956, p. 8; "Saving
Face," Sunday Pictorial (London), 25 November 1956, p.
2; "Get Out of Port Said," Reynolds News (London), 25
November 1956, p. 6; "The Wrong Foot in the Door," New
Statesman (London), 52 (1 December 1956): 685.

64 „What About Ike? The Tories Cannot Have It Both
Ways," Daily Mirror (London), 30 November 1956, p. 4.

65
„

My Mother—Drunk or Sober," Daily Mirror, 27
November 1956, p. 8.

6 6 nConfidence," The Observer, 25 November 1956, p. 8 .



138

„67collapse of British power.

Hard feelings against the United States soon eased

in conservative newspapers when on the last day of Novem¬

ber and in the opening days of December oil and dollar

relief came to Britain. After much delay, on November

30 President Eisenhower gave final approval to an oil sup-

68
ply plan for Western Europe. Three days later, on Decern-

ber 3, the British government announced that British troops
69

would begin a phased withdrawal from the Suez Canal Zone.

Shortly thereafter, the United States granted a $1.3 bil¬

lion loan to the Eden Ministry to cover the depletions

experienced by the British Treasury during the closing
70

days of the Suez war.

This series of events--oil relief, the Suez with¬

drawal, and American financial support—was met with mixed

but by-in-large favorable reactions in conservative columns.

The Financial Times, Daily Express, The Economist, Spectator,

and even The Daily Telegraph expressed appreciation for

America's generosity and expressed relief at the ebbing

6 7,, The Wrong Foot in the Door," New Statesman (Lon-
52 (1 December 1956): 685.don) ,

68 456 .Finer, Dulles Over Suez, p.

69 169 .Macmillan, Riding the Storm, p.

70 456 .Finer, Dulles Over Suez, P-
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71
of anti-American emotions in Britain.

Other conservative newspapers appeared apprecia-

tive but were wary and somewhat humbled by the news of

Such assistance pointed out Bri-

tain’s dependence on the United States and dashed any de-

lusions that Britain was an independent and great power.

Days before, the Liverpool Daily Post had vaunted Bri-

American assistance.

72

tain's greatness; now the paper had to accept this "pure

charity. ,,73 In a huge article, the Daily Mail also
74

lamented Britain's demotion to a second-class power;

and even The Times admitted the hollowness of Britain's

military strategy when considering the country's economic

dependence in carrying out its policies.
75

Lastly, some conservative provincial dailies, us-

ing their own curious brand of logic, viewed the loan as

71„Aims In N.A.T.O.," Financial Times (London), 11
December 1956, p. 6; The Daily Express, 8 December 1956,
pp. 4, 6; "Back to Alliance," The Economist (London), 181
(15 December 1956): 970; "Portrait of the Week," Spectator
(London) , 197 (14 December 1956) : 852; "U.S. Sympathy For
Britain's Difficulties," The Daily Telegraph (London), 10
December 1956,

72,.
1.P-

The Returned Prime Minister," The Statist (London),
164 (15 December 1956): 730; "Is Britain Now a Second-Class
Power?—Yes!" Daily Mail (London), 11 December 1956, p. 6;
"Brave New World," Liverpool Daily Post, 8 December 1956, p. 4.

Liverpool Daily Post, 8 December 1956, p. 4.
73

74,, Is Britain Now a Second-Class Power?"—Yes!"
Daily Mail, 11 December 1956, p. 6.

75 „Defence Costs Reconsidered," The Times (London),
11 December 1956, p. 11.
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76
a manifestation of America's weakness rather than Britain's.

It was a mute concession for having strayed too far from

the Western alliance and having become entangled in the
77

brambles of the United Nations and the Afro-Asian bloc.

The Scotsman hailed the loan as significant in that it

ii 7 8signaled "a re-occidentation of American policy and a

truth that the United States could not afford to isolate

79
itself from Britain and France.

The principal effect of the American loans on the

British press was that it closed the gap of opinion be-

tween the conservative and nonconservative press. Noncon-

servatives, like many conservatives, appreciated America's

generosity; but to a larger degree than conservatives,

nonconservatives used the loan to demonstrate Britain's

vulnerability. The Manchester Guardian, Daily Herald, News

Chronicle, and The Observer felt that Britain should reduce

its conventional and nuclear forces since the country

could not ever meet the costs to attain military

76,,U.S. State Department Changes," Glasgow Herald,
10 December 1956, p. 6; "An easier world," Yorkshire Even-
ing Post, 7 December 1956, p. 8.

77' ' IIU.S. State Department Changes," Glasgow Herald
10 December 1956, p. 6; "An easier world," Yorkshire Even-
ing Post, 7 December 1956, p. 8; "Mr. Nixon's Lead," The
Scotsman (Edinburgh), 8 December 1956, p. 6.

7 8 „ 8 December 1956,Mr. Nixon's Lead," The Scotsman,
6 .P-

79 6 .The Scotsman, 8 December 1956, p.
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80
self-sufficiency or to recapture her Great-Power status.

The Manchester Guardian commented, "Already we are in the

invidious position of having to ask the United States to

help in paying the cost of a war which the American Admin-
ii 81istration opposed.

Shortly after the withdrawal of Anglo-French forces

from the Canal Zone, an important development took place

in America's Middle-Eastern policy, a development that in

many respects cast a shadow of hypocrisy on America's

past assertions during the Suez crisis. On January 5,

1957, President Eisenhower announced before Congress the

formulation of the "Eisenhower Doctrine," which would

permit the president to employ America's armed forces in
n 82the Middle East "to secure and protect

threatened by international Communism,

doctrine intended to prevent the Soviet Union from rush-

any nation

This sweeping

ing into the power gap left by Britain and France, and

to demonstrate that the United States formally recognized

80,,The Overhaul," Manchester Guardian, 10 December
6; "Wanted—A Policy," Daily Herald (London),

4; "Reducing the Strain," News
"Greatness,"

1956 ,

10 December 1956, p.
Chronicle (London), 10 December 1956, p. 4;
The Observer (London), 9 December 1956, p. 8.

P-

81„ The Overhaul," Manchester Guardian, 10 December
1956 , 6 .P-

82
President Eisenhower's speech before Congress,

5 January 1957. Fisher and Krinsky, eds., A Historical
6 Documentary Review, pp. 171-75.
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83
the responsibilities that were inherent to great power.

Throughout the entire Suez crisis, there had been, as seen

in the British press, incessant charges that the United

States lacked commitment to the Middle East and was hesi-

tant to exercise its power in the region.

In the British press, news of the Eisenhower Doctrine

preceded its announcement in Congress by a week. Editorials

about the doctrine reflected its positive effect on British

press opinion of the United States' newly defined Middle-

Eastern policy. For many newspapers the doctrine, in ad-

dition to the recent oil and dollar relief, signaled a

84
reconciliation of American and British foreign policies.

The document was thought to give real direction to what

otherwise had been a whirlwind of emotion in diplomatic

and journalistic circles following the cease-fire.

A good many of the conservative newspapers in this

Only the diehardstudy favored the Eisenhower Doctrine.

Time and Tide appeared irreconcilable in its attitude

toward United States policy, which the paper continued
„85 for Britain toto characterize as too "adolescent

O O

Fisher and Krinsky, eds., A Historical & Docu-
mentary Review, pp.

Keep Out Or Else—Daily Mail (London) , 31
December 1956, p. 1; "America Backs Up," Liverpool Daily
Post, 31 December 1956, p. 4; Western Mail (Cardiff), 31
December 1956,

85„

172-73.

84,,

4 .P-

The Renaissance of Europe," Time and Tide (Lon-
37 (22 December 1956) : 1575.don) ,
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But the other conservative newspapers that hadfollow.

blasted the United States for immaturity and wild idealism

during "Operation Musketeer" now praised the doctrine's

new-found maturity and realism. Drawing on President

Eisenhower's penchant for golf, The Daily Telegraph ex-

pressed relief that America's policy was "Back on the
,,86Fairway. The Daily Mail, Liverpool Daily Post, the

fiery Western Mail, and the Glasgow Herald, all of which

had expressed little favor about America's past Suez

policies, agreed that the doctrine would likely bring
87

greater stability to the Middle East. Much of their

rhetoric about Britain's continued "Great-Power" status

was silenced not only by Britain's acceptance of aid

from the United States but by the Eisenhower Doctrine's

clear-cut assumption of a leadership role in what up to

now had been considered by many as Britain's preserve.

Among these newspapers there was very little bitterness

expressed about America's assumption of this role,

fact, the Glasgow Herald pointed out that the doctrine

In

"a tacit acknowledgement of error on Washington's
,,88

was

that moralizing was not enough, and that Americapart,

86,,Back on the Fairway," The Daily Telegraph (London),
31 December 1956, p. 6.

Keep Out Or Else—," Daily Mail (London), 31 Decern-
ber 1956, p. 1; "America Backs Up," Liverpool Daily Post,
31 December 1956, p. 4; Western Mail (Cardiff), 31 December
1956, p. 4; "Filling the Vacuum," Glasgow Herald, 31 Decern-
ber 1956,

8 7 „

4.P-

88 4 .Glasgow Herald, 31 December 1956, p.
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89had side-stepped its leadership role long enough.

Not since the optimistic days of the First London

Conference had so much favorable commentary been applied

by conservative newspapers to a political move made by

the United States. There were, however, the dubious,

the "wait-and-seers" who were tempered in their opinions

of the Eisenhower Doctrine. This element of the conser-

vative press held a clear majority in not committing

themselves one way or the other in their analyses of
9 0

this new commitment by the United States.

The Times did not criticize the doctrine, but the

newspaper did appear pessimistic about the doctrine's
91

ability to stabilize the Middle East. A Soviet invasion

or subversion of the region was now less a concern of The

Times than were clearing the Canal, defining the United

Nations role in the Middle East, and producing a settle-
92

ment between Israel and its neighbors. Other newspapers,

such as The Scotsman, Sunday Graphic, and Yorkshire Evening

Post, simply agreed with the Glasgow Herald's position

89,,Filling the Vacuum," Glasgow Herald, 31 December
1956 , 4 .P-

9 0 „Moscow and the Middle East," The Economist (Lon-
don) , 181 (29 December 1956) : 1110-11; "New Year Irreso-
lution," The Statist (London) , 164 (29 December 1956) : 788 .

91,, Setting For a Policy," The Times (London), 31
December 1956, p. 7.

9 2
The Times, 31 December 1956, p. 7.
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that the Eisenhower Doctrine was a vindication of Bri-

93
tain's use of force. Yet, Sunday Graphic seemed some-

what baffled by this apparent flip-flop by the United

States and questioned why this commitment to force was

regarded by many as "correct and courageous" while Bri-

„94tain's commitment to force was labeled "criminal.

In regard to the nonconservative press, opinion

of United States policy improved slightly in those news-

papers examined. Continued American opposition to the

Eden Ministry after the cease-fire had pleased pro-Labour

and Liberal editions. Forcing the hand of Eden to with-

draw British forces and openly slapping the government's

face in the United Nations assured nonconservative sup-

port of United States policy.

America's rhetoric of internationalism fell com-

fortably in line with the pro-United Nations rhetoric

of the nonconservative press. For that reason noncon-

servative papers preferred to focus on the passages in

the Eisenhower Doctrine that spoke of cooperation with

the United Nations, and they tended to turn their eyes

from its "armed forces" provisions.^5 The Newaway

93,,U.S. Policy," The Scotsman (Edinburgh), 29
6; "Has Ike Seen the Light—At Last?"

"1957,"
December 1956, p.
Sunday Graphic (London), 30 December 1956, p. 9;
Yorkshire Evening Post, 31 December 1956, p. 6.

9 4
Sunday Graphic, 30 December 1956, p. 9.

9 S
Fisher and Krinsky, eds., A Historical & Documentary

Review, p. 175.
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Statesman reminded its readership of America's "coura-

h 9 6 action in the United Nations and expressed thegeous

hope that the Eisenhower Administration would continue to

base its Middle-Eastern policy on considerations of the
97

world organization. The Daily Herald supported the doc-

,,98trine "with good will but also warned that the viability
99

of the United Nations was insured only by American backing.

Nearly half of the nonconservative newspapers sur-

veyed were lukewarm in their response to the Eisenhower

Doctrine. Either like the Sunday Pictorial, they said

very little about the doctrine; or, like the Daily Mirror,

the attention they gave the doctrine was in the form of
100

matter-of-fact reporting. A sure sign of this noncon-

servative anxiety about the document was evident in the

Manchester Guardian, by far the most consistent and out-

spoken defender of United States policy since before the

nationalization of the Suez Canal. The Manchester Guardian

did not applaud the Eisenhower Doctrine; instead, the news-

paper imparted concern about America's being unable to

96,,The Island of Repentance," New Statesman (London),
52 (29 December 1956): 829.

97
New Statesman, 52 (29 December 1956) : 829.

9 8 „What We Think, Ike's Kite," Daily Herald (Lon-
don), 29 December 1956, p. 2.

99
Daily Herald, 29 December 1956, p. 2.

10 0„ Ike May Seek 'War' Powers," Daily Mirror (Lon-
don), 29 December 1956, p. 12.
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see all that lay beneath this mantle of power that it
101

was spreading over the Middle East. The nagging

Arab-Israeli problem and the sheer scope of America’s

commitment without firm United Nations participation

made the Manchester Guardian nervous about the Middle

102
East's future.

In the final analysis of British press opinion

following the cease-fire, it is again helpful to con-

trast quality and popular opinion. In the emotion-

charged weeks following the Suez conflict, favorable

opinion of the United States jumped significantly in
103

both the quality and popular press. By combining

tables Q and R in the appendix, the evidence suggests

that the greatest improvement in opinion of United States

policy after the cease-fire was among conservative quality

newspapers, who since the scuttling of the SCUA in late

September had been the most frequent detractors of the

Eisenhower Administration in the British press.

The period between 7 November 1956 and 5 January

1957 was a successful time for United States policy, at

least in the British press. By another fancy act of

101„
December 1956,

Middle East Plan," Manchester Guardian, 31
4.P-

102
Manchester Guardian, 31 December 1956, p. 4.

103
See appendix R for a table that illustrates the

comparison of quality and popular press opinion regarding
the announcement of the Eisenhower Doctrine.
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juggling, the United States managed to build on its

nonconservative support with professed internationalism,

and later on to renew a respectable amount of conserva¬

tive backing with the forceful appeal of the Eisenhower

Doctrine. This was quite an accomplishment when consider-

ing the mixed-bag of problems that confronted the United

States after the Anglo-French invasion of Egypt: maintain¬

ing the cease-fire, discouraging Soviet advances, securing

an Anglo-French withdrawal from the Canal Zone, alleviat¬

ing Europe's oil shortage and Britain's monetary shortage,

preserving the integrity of the United Nations, preserving

at least some trust of the West in the Afro-Asian bloc,

and formally committing American power to safeguard the

Middle East. For the United States to respond to all of

these problems and still make favorable, across-the-board

gains in the British press was truly a remarkable accom¬

plishment, remarkable indeed.



CONCLUSION

Based upon the newspapers included in this study,

the Suez Canal crisis of 1956 had an overall redeeming ef-

feet on British press opinion of United States policy in

the Middle East. Editorial commentary and reporting in

these newspapers suggest that the crisis reconciled the

press to the fact that the Middle East was no longer a

British preserve and fostered hopes that in 1957 the Uni-

ted States would exercise greater influence in the region

and would protect Western interests. How the United States

could best exercise that influence continued to be a point

of contention in the British press, whether through the

United Nations or strictly through the militant proposals

of the new Eisenhower Doctrine.

In the spring and summer of 1956, there appeared to

be in the British press a widespread distrust of alleged

American intrusion into the Middle East and a lack of con-

fidence in the United States' ability to deal effectively

with the problems in the region. However, when the Suez

crisis erupted the press actively sought American partici-

pation and exhibited confidence, as illustrated by reactions

to the First London Conference, that the United States

could deal effectively with the Canal problem and solve
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it equitably. Confidence in the United States soon

eroded due to what most British newspapers perceived as

the duplicitous maneuverings of United States policy,

which one day would imply the use of force against Egypt,

and the next assert America's commitment to a peaceful

solution to the crisis. The irresolute outcomes of sub¬

sequent conferences and United Nations negotiations left

the British press in a state of utter despair on the eve

of Israel's invasion of the Sinai.

The United States adverse reaction to Anglo-French

moves during the Suez conflict polarized the proponents of

nationalism and internationalism in the British press and

illustrated how their philosophical differences affected

British perceptions of United States policy. At this

point, the United States reclaimed support from pro-Labour

and Liberal newspapers for its participation in the United

Nations' verbal offensive against Britain and France.

Many pro-Conservative editions temporarily supported Bri¬

tain's move to exercise its sovereignty and to "go it alone"

if necessary. This jingoism was soon dashed. The Suez

cease-fire, the Anglo-French withdrawal from the Canal

Zone, and American oil and financial assistance to Britain

emphasized the true proportions of British power in the

Middle East and persuaded most of the press to accept, if

not to support, American leadership in the region.
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Within the time-frame of this study, the high

point of favorable press opinion of United States policy

occurred during the hopeful days of the First London Con¬

ference, when the press projected an image of Secretary

of State Dulles as the consummate diplomat, as a tough-

talking lawyer who refuted Egypt's unilateral abrogation

of international agreements defining the status of the

Editorials within the conservative wing ofSuez Canal.

the British press rejoiced at the American secretary's

"firmness" and regarded his actions at the conference as

a confirmation of America's backing of the British govern¬

ment's own Suez policy. The nonconservative wing also

praised Dulles, but for his defense of internationalism

and his apparent resolve to settle the crisis without

the use of military force.

The break in Anglo-American relations was most evi-

dent during the fighting in Egypt, when the United States

openly opposed Britain and France within the United Nations.

Subsequent United Nations votes against Britain and France

and pressures put on Britain by the United States after

the cease-fire angered portions of the press. Yet, the

nadir of favorable press opinion of United States policy

did not occur during the Suez fighting nor during the

humbling weeks following the cease-fire. Newspapers in

this study indicate that the low point of opinion came

on the eve of the Suez war, in mid-October, when the
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British press as a whole accused Secretary Dulles of

dithering and of protracting the crisis with conferences

and negotiations that had led nowhere. There appeared to

be at this point general agreement in the British press

that the United States was unwilling or, because of the

approaching American presidential election, found itself

unable to commit itself to a course of action that sin¬

cerely sought an equitable solution to the nationalization

problem.

Thoughout the Suez crisis, newpapers categorized in

the nonconservative press were generally the most favorable

toward the conduct of United States policy.1 Newspapers

such as the pro-Labour Daily Herald, New Statesman, The

Observer, and the pro-Liberal Manchester Guardian natural¬

ly approved of the American government's opposition to

Britain's Conservative government and of America's support

of the United Nations. On nearly every occasion during

the crisis, the nonconservative press was by far the more

supportive of the United States. Such support was in

sharp contrast to the traditional line of the left-wing

toward the United States' Middle-Eastern policy, which

had been attacked in the past as imperialistic and wholely
2

nationalistic in its concerns. Owing to the upcoming

1Refer to appendix T.
2
Epstein, British Politics in the Suez Crisis, pp.

56-57; "Mr. Gaitskell in America," The Times (London), 19
May 1956, p. 7.
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election, the Eisenhower Administration's support of

internationalism over Britain and France could not have

been considered a selfless act. Nevertheless, nonconser-

vative opinion of United States policy was improved dra¬

matically by the effects of the Suez crisis.

In regard to the quality and popular press, United

States policy improved its image in both during the Suez

crisis. When considering the popular press' reputation

for sensationalism and the quality press' for restraint,

one might have expected greater disparity in their opinions

of United States policy.3 But the trends of the two

presses, as evidenced by this survey group, reveal no

significant differences in their attitudes toward American

involvement in the crisis. The high and low points of

quality and popular press opinion were consistent with

those points previously determined.

In the months prior to the Suez crisis, the British

press revealed itself to be largely pessimistic about the

course of events in the Middle East. The problems between

Israel and Egypt and the threat of Soviet advances in the

region signaled, in the words of the Daily Herald, "an im-
4

minent blow-up." As seen, the blow-up that occurred

deeply affected British press opinion about the United

3See appendix U for the trends of quality and popular
opinion.

4"How Deaf is Mr. Dulles?" Daily Herald (London), 6
April 1956, p. 6.
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States' role in the Middle East's future. Despite the

events that rocked Anglo-American relations, 1957 began

with the press expressing optimism that relations between

the old allies would soon be repaired and that American

power could, if applied properly, stabilize the volatile

Middle East.
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APPENDIX A

Publishers of the British Newspapers
Under Examination"'-

National Daily Newspapers

PublisherNewspaper

The Daily Telegraph The Daily Telegraph, Limited

The Times The Times Publishing Company,
Limited

The Financial Times The Financial Times, Limited

Daily Sketch Associated Newspapers,"Limited

Daily Express Beaverbrook Newspapers, Limited

Associated Newspapers, LimitedDaily Mail

Daily Herald The Daily Herald, Limited

Daily Mirror The Daily Mirror Newspapers,
Limited

The Manchester Guardian and

Evening News, Limited
Manchester Guardian

News Chronicle, LimitedNews Chronicle

National Sunday Newspapers

Kerns ley Newspapers, LimitedThe Sunday Times

1
Benn Brothers Limited,

and Advertiser's Guide. 1957 (London: Benn Brothers Limited,
The Newspaper Press Directory

195 7) , passim.
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Sunday Graphic Kernsley Newspapers, Limited

The Observer The Observer, Limited

Sunday Pictorial The Daily Mirror Newspapers,
Limited

Odhams Press, LimitedThe People

Reynolds News Co-operative Press, Limited

Provincial Daily Newspapers

Yorkshire Evening Post The Yorkshire Conservative
Newspaper Company, Ltd.

Western Mail Kernsley Newspapers, Limited

Liverpool Daily Post The Liverpool Daily Post and
Echo, Limited

The Glasgow Herald George Outram and Company,
Limited

The Scotsman Publications,
Limited

The Scotsman

Main Political Weekly Newspapers

Time and Tide Publishing
Company

Time and Tide

The Economist, LimitedThe Economist

The Spectator, LimitedSpectator

The Statist Company, LimitedThe Statist

The New Statesman and Nation

Publishing Company, Limited
The New Statesman and Nation
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APPENDIX B

Expressed or Implied Editorial Policies of the
9

British Newspapers Under Examination

National Daily Newspapers

Stated (Implied) PolicyNewspaper

The Daily Telegraph Conservative

The Times Independent (conservative)

The Financial Times Independent (conservative)

Daily Sketch Independent (conservative)

Independent (conservative)Daily Express

Daily Mail Independent (right-wing)

Daily Herald Labour

Daily Mirror Independent (pro-Labour)

Manchester Guardian Liberal

Independent (liberal)News Chronicle

2
""Benn Brothers Limited,

tory and Advertisers' Guide, 1957 (London: Benn Brothers
Limited, 1957), passim; Kenneth E. Olsen, The History
Makers: The Press of Europe From Its Beginnings Through
19 65 (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University Press, 19*6 6) ,

31-32; John C. Merrill, Carter R. Bryan, and Marvin

The Newspaper Press Direc-

PP-
Alisky, The Foreign Press: A Survey of the World's Jour-
nalism (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University Press,
1970), pp. 59-74.



158

National Sunday Newspapers

The Sunday Times Conservative

Sunday Graphic Conservative

The Observer Independent (pro-Labour)

Sunday Pictorial Independent (pro-Labour)

The People Independent

Reynolds News Labour

Provincial Daily Newspapers

Yorkshire Evening Post Conservative

Unionist (conservative)Western Mail

Independent (conservative)Liverpool Daily Post

The Glasgow Herald Independent (conservative)

Independent (conservative)The Scotsman

Main Political Weekly Newspapers

Independent (right-wing)Time and Tide

Independent (conservative)

Independent (conservative)

The Economist

Spectator

Independent (conservative)The Statist

Independent (pro-Labour)The New Statesman and Nation
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APPENDIX C

Circulation Figures of the British Newspapers- - * k——

Under Examination

National Daily Newspapers

Newspapers Circulation

Daily Mirror

Daily Express

4,649,696

4,042,334

2,071,708

1,653,997

1,441,438

1,123,855

1,075,460

220,716

163,585

80,518

Daily Mail

Daily Herald
News Chronicle

Daily Sketch
The Daily Telegraph
The Times

Manchester Guardian

The Financial Times

National Sunday Newspapers

Sunday Pictorial 5,624,010

4,948,215

1,190,146

618,540

601,402

516,445

The People

Sunday Graphic
The Sunday Times
The Observer

Reynolds News

Figures based
figures during the period between January-June, 1956.
Benn Brothers Limited, The Newspaper Press Directory
and Advertisers' Guide, 1957 (London: Benn Brothers,

on a survey of net circulation

1957), passim.
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Provincial Daily Newspapers

Yorkshire Evening Post 252,219

85,023

80,867

75,628

54,269

Western Mail

Liverpool Daily Post

Glasgow Herald
The Scotsman

Main Political Weekly Newspapers

New Statesman and Nation 72,989

66,272

55,168

40,334

38,658

Time and Tide

The Economist

Spectator

The Statist
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APPENDIX D

OVERALL TALLY OF OPINION REGARDING
UNITED STATES POLICY PRIOR TO

TIIE SUEZ CANAL CRISIS

Unfavorable Neutral Favorable

Daily Express
Daily Sketch
Daily Mail
Daily Herald
Daily Mirror
The Scotsman

News Chronicle The Daily Telegraph
Manchester GuardianFinancial Times

The Times Western Mail
Yorkshire Evening Post
Liverpool Daily Post
Sunday Graphic
Sunday Pictorial
The People
The Sunday Times
The Observer

Glagow Herald
The Statist
The Economist
New Statesman
Time and Tide

Spectator
Reynolds News

Unfavorable 50%

Neutral 38%

Favorable 12%
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APPENDIX E

COMPARISON OF CONSERVATIVE AND NONCONSERVATIVE
OPINION REGARDING UNITED STATES POLICY

PRIOR TO THE SUEZ CANAL CRISIS

Conservative Opinion

Unfavorable Neutral Favorable

Daily Sketch
Daily Express
Daily Mail
Glasgow Herald

The Times
Financial Times
Yorkshire Evening Post
Liverpool Daily Post
The Sunday Times
Sunday Graphic

The Daily Telegraph
Western Mail

The Scotsman
Time and Tide
The Economist
Spectator
The Statist

Nonconservative Opinion

Daily Herald
Daily Mirror
Reynolds News

News Chronicle

Sunday Pictorial
The People
The Observer

Manchester Guardian

New Statesman

Conservative
Nonconservative

Unfavorable

44%

Neutral

Favorable
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APPENDIX F

COMPARISON OF QUALITY AND POPULAR PRESS OPINION
REGARDING UNITED STATES POLICY PRIOR

TO THE SUEZ CANAL CRISIS

Quality Press Opinion

Unfavorable Neutral Favorable

The Scotsman The Times
The Sunday Times
The Observer
Yorkshire Evening Post
Liverpool Daily Post
Financial Times

The Daily Telegraph
Manchester GuardianGlasgow Herald

The Statist Western Mail
The Economist
New Statesman
Time and Tide

Spectator

Popular Press Opinion

Daily Express News Chronicle

Daily Sketch Sunday Graphic
Sunday PictorialDaily Mail

Daily Herald
Daily Mirror
Reynolds News

The People

.!=□Quality Press
Popular Press -11

Un favorable 44%

60%

■■
Neutra1

40%

Favorable

0%
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APPENDIX G

OVERALL TALLY OF OPINION REGARDING
UNITED STATES POLICY AFTER THE

FIRST LONDON CONFERENCE

Unfavorable Neutral Favorable

Daily Express
Daily Mirror
Liverpool Daily Post
Yorkshire Evening Post

Daily Herald
Manchester Guardian

Spectator
Western Mail

News Chronicle
The Times
Financial Times
Daily Mail
Daily Sketch
The Daily Telegraph
Sunday Pictorial
The Observer

The Sunday Times
Sunday Graphic
The People
New Statesman
The Statist

Reynolds News
The Scotsman

Glasgow Herald
The Economist
Time and Tide

Unfavorable

Neutra1 35%

Favorable
58%
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APPENDIX H

COMPARISON OF CONSERVATIVE AND NONCONSERVATIVE
OPINION REGARDING UNITED STATES POLICY

AFTER THE FIRST LONDON CONFERENCE

Conservative Opinion

Unfavorable Neutral Favorable

Daily Express
Liverpool Daily Post
Yorkshire Evening Post

The Times
Financial Times

Spectator
Western Mail

Daily Mail
Daily Sketch
The Daily Telegraph

The Sunday Times
Sunday Graphic
The Statist The Scotsman

Glasgow Herald
The Economist
Time and Tide

Nonconservative Opinion

Daily HeraldDally Mirror
The People
New Statesman

Manchester Guardian
News Chronicle
The Observer

Sunday Pictorial
Reynolds News

- □Conservative
Nonconservative

Unfavorable 12%

0%

mm
Neutral 35%

33%

Favorable

67%
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APPENDIX I

COMPARISON OF QUALITY AND POPULAR PRESS OPINION
REGARDING UNITED STATES POLICY AFTER

THE FIRST LONDON CONFERENCE

Quality Press Opinion

Unfavorable Neutral Favorable

Spectator
Western Mail

Liverpool Daily Post
Yorkshire Evening Post
The Sunday Times
New Statesman

The Times
Financial Times
The Daily Telegraph
Manchester Guardian

The Statist The Scotsman

Glasgow Herald
The Observer
The Economist
Time and Tide

Popular Press Opinion

Daily Express
Daily Mirror
Sunday Graphic

Daily Herald
Daily Mail
Daily Sketch
News ChronicleThe People
Sunday Pictorial
Reynolds News

Quality Press - 1 |
Popular Press

Unfavorable

■ I
13%

0%

Neutral
31%

40%

Favorable
56%

60%
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APPENDIX J

OVERALL TALLY OF OPINION REGARDING
UNITED STATES POLICY ON THE EVE OF WAR

FavorableUnfavorable Neutral

The Financial Time3Daily Express
Daily Mail
Daily Sketch
The Daily Telegraph
The Times
Daily Mirror
The People
Sunday Graphic
The Sunday Times
Yorkshire Evening Past

Manchester Guardian
Daily Herald
The Glasgow Herald

News Chronicle

The Observer
Reynolds News
Sunday Pictorial
The New Statesman

Daily Post
Western Mail
The Scotsman
The Economist |
The Statist
Time and Tide
Spectator

Unfavorable 65%

Neutral
2?%■

Favorable
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APPENDIX K

COMPARISON OF CONSERVATIVE AND NONCONSERVATIVE
OPINION REGARDING UNITED STATES POLICY

ON THE EVE OF WAR

Conservative Opinion

Unfavorable FavorableNeutral

Daily Express The Financial Times
Daily Mail
Daily Sketch

Daily

The Glasgow Herald

The Telegraph
The Times
Yorkshire Evening Post
Daily Pest
Western Mail
Sunday Graphic
The Sunday Times
The Scotsman
The Economist
The Statist
Time and Tide
Spectator

Nonconservative Opinion

Daily Herald
The Observer
Reynolds News
Sunday Pictorial
The New Statesman

Daily Mirror
The People

Manchester Guardian
News Chronicle

□Conservative

Nonconservative ■ ■
Unfavorable

Neutral

56*

Favorable
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APPENDIX L

COMPARISON CF QUALITY aND POPULAR PRESS OPINION
REGARDING UNITED STATES POLICY ON

THE EVE OF WAR

Quality Press Opinion

Unfavorable FavorableNeutral

The Daily Telegraph
The Times
Yorkshire Evening Post

The Financial Times
The Glasgow Herald
The Observer
The New Statesman

Manchester Guardian

Daily Post
Western Mail
The Scotsman
The Sunday Times
The Economist
The Statist
Time and Tide
Spectator

Popular Press Opinion

Daily Express
Daily Mail
Daily Sketch
Daily Mirror
The People
Sunday Graphic:

Daily Herald
Reynolds News
Sunday Pictorial

News Chronicle

Quality Proas

Popular Press

69%Unfavorable

60%

Neutral 25^

10%
Favorable

\6%
1^1
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APPENDIX M

OVERALL TALLY OF OPINION REGARDING
UNITED STATES POLICY DURING "OPERATION MUSKETEER"

Unfavorable Neutral Favorable

The TimesThe Daily Telegraph
Daily Sketch
Daily Express
The Sunday Times
Liverpool Daily Post
Western Mail
The Scotsman

Manchester Guardian

Daily Mail
Financial Times

Daily Herald
Daily Mirror

News Chronicle The Observer

Sunday Graphic
Sunday Pictorial
Reynolds News
The EconomistGlasgow Herald

Yorkshire Evening Post The Statist
Time and Tide Spectator

New StatesmanThe People

Unfavorable 42%

Neutral 42%

Favorable 15%



17 1

APPENDIX N

COMPARISON OF CONSERVATIVE AND NONCONSERVATIVE
OPINION REGARDING UNITED STATES POLICY

DURING "OPERATION MUSKETEER"

Conservative Opinion

Unfavorable Neutra1 Favorable

The Daily Telegraph
Daily Sketch
Daily Express
The Sunday Times
Liverpool Daily Post

The Times
Financial Times
Daily Mail
Sunday Graphic
The Economist

Western Mail The Statist
The Scotsman

Glasgow Herald
Yorkshire Evening Post
Time and Tide

Spectator

Nonconservative Opinion

The People News Chronicle

Sunday Pictorial
Reynolds News
New Statesman

Manchester Guardian

Daily Herald
Daily Mirror
The Observer

Conservative

Nonconservative

Unfavorable 59%

I I
Neutral

41%

44%

Favorable
0%

44%
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APPENDIX O

COMPARISON OF QUALITY AND POPULAR PRESS OPINION
REGARDING UNITED STATES POLICY DURING

"OPERATION MUSKETEER"

Quality Press Opinion

Unfavorable Neutral Favorable

The Daily Telegraph
The Sunday Times
Liverpool Daily Post
Western Mail
The Scotsman

Glasgow Herald
Yorkshire Evening Post
Time and Tide

The Times
Financial Times

Manchester Guardian
The Observer

The Economist
The Statist

Spectator
New Statesman

Popular Press Opinion

Daily Sketch
Daily Express

Daily Mail
News Chronicle

Sunday Graphic
Reynolds News
Sunday Pictorial

Daily Herald
Daily Mirror

The People

Quality Press

Popular Press

Unfavorable 50%

30%

Neutral

50%

Favorable
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APPENDIX P

OVERALL TALLY Or OP IAI LA ;tE.GAKDING
THE ANNOUNCEMENT OF THE EISENHGwc.W DOCTRINE

Unfaverable FavorableNeutral

Time and Tide The Times
The Financial Times
Daily Express
Daily Sketch
Yorkshire Evening Post
The Scotsman
The Sunday Times
Sunday Graphic
Spectator
The Statist
Manchester Guardian
Daily Mirror
Sunday Pictorial
The People

The Daily Telegraph
Pail y tv;ail
Daily Post
Western Mail
The Glasgow Herald
The Economist
News Chronicle
Daily Herald
The Observer
Reynolds News
New Statesman

Unfavorable

Neutral
54%

Favorable
42#
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APPENDIX y

OGMi‘Aril SON uF CON SeRVATI Ve AND NCNCtNSEnVATI VE
OPINION REGARDING IHE ANNCUNCU.eNT OF

THE EISENHOWER DOCTRINE

Conservative Cpinion

Unfavorable FaverableNeutral

Time and Tide The Times
The Financial Times
Daily Express
Daily Sketch
Yorkshire Evening Post
The Scotsman
The Sunday Times
Sunday Granhic
Spectator
The Statist

The Daily Telegraph
Daily Mail
Daily Post
Western Mail
The Glasgow Herald
The Economist

Nanconservative Opinion

Manchester Guardian
Daily Mirror
Sunday Pictorial
The People

News Chronicle
Daily Herald
The Observer
Reynolds News
New Statesman

Conse rvative

aNonconservative

Unfavorable

0#

wm
59#Neutral

44#

35#Favorable

56#
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APPENDIX R

COMPARISON OF QUALITY AND POPULar PRESS OPINION
REGARDING THE ANNOUNCEMENT OF

THE EISENHOWER DOCTRINE

Quality Press Oplnicn

NeutralUnfavorable Favorable

Time and Tide The Times
The Financial Times
Manchester Guardian
Yorkshire Evening Post
The Sunday Times

The Daily Telerraih
Daily Post
Western Mail
The Glagy©w he raid
The Economist
New Statesman
The Observer

The Stat ist
Srectator
The Scotsman

Popular Press Opinion

JDailv Sketch
Daily Express
Daily Mirror
The People
Sunday Graphic
Sunday Pictorial

Daily Mail
News Chronicle
Reynolds News
Daily Herald

- □Quality Press

IIPopular Press

HUnfavorable

H

50%Neutral

60#

Favorable
44%

40%
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APPENDIX S

100-r-
FAVORABLE BRITISH PRESS OPINION OF

UNITED STATES POLICY DURING
THE SUEZ CANAL CRISIS
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APPENDIX T

100-T-
FAVORABLE CONSERVATIVE AND NONCONSERVATIVE

OPINION OF UNITED STATES POLICY
DURING THE SUEZ CANAL CRISIS

90

Conservative

Nonconservative
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APPENDIX U

100 -T-
FAVORABLE QUALITY AND POPULAR PRESS OPINION

OF UNITED STATES POLICY DURING
THE SUEZ CANAL CRISIS
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