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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

The multi causal background of the Egyptian Question of 

the 1870s and 1880s has frustrated historians for over a 

century. Despite the creation of a voluminous bibliography 

on the topic, accounts differ markedly and reflect the 

confusion that obscured the events surrounding the 1882 

British occupation, the climax to the accumulating pressures. 

Economic demands conditioned political responses. Political 

considerations impacted military policy. Military policy was 

dictated in part by diplomatic realities. All were rooted in 

the background of recent Egyptian history and the increasing 

involvement of Europe in areas outside its previous spheres 

of influence. Thus, it is not surprising that the Egyptian 

Question was often interpreted in various ways by the 

educated English who lived through this period as well as by 

the historians of today, who must still rely on many of these 

earlier insights. 

The objective of this paper is to return the study of 

the British invasion of of Egypt in 1882 to an important 

element of the original source material—the periodic press, 

which helped to condition the attitudes of the educated 

British public as well as reflect those attitudes. 

Specifically, this thesis will focus on such periodical 

publications as The Contemporary Review, The Fortnightly 

Review, and The Nineteenth Century and the views of the 

authors and editors reflected in their pages. Because of the 



voluminous coverage of this episode, the focus of this thesis 

must be restricted to certain key events and major issues. 

The first chapter of this work will address the more 

important developments surrounding Egypt that led to 

revolution in 1882: the construction of the Suez Canal, 

Anglo-French rivalry euid cooperation, and the establishment 

of European financial control over Egypt. The second will 

deal with the revolution itself. Included are such issues as 

the rise of the National Party in Egypt euid European reaction 

to it, and how these escalated into military conflict. The 

final chapter will deal with the opinions on the settlement 

of the Egyptian Question that were given in these journals 

immediately following Britain's military conquest of the 

country. 

In March 1803 a British army evacuated Egypt after a two 

year stay. They had fulfilled their purpose of subduing a 

French army abandoned by the Emperor Napoleon and returning 

the country to Mamluk rule under the suzerainty of the 

Ottoman Sultan. The French, however, did not give up their 

dream of influence on the Nile. In 1841 the French backed 

Mohammed Aly's ambitions. The British had allowed Mohammed 

Aly to become ruler of Egypt, but his attempted overthrow of 

the Sultan was prevented by the Royal Navy. The French 

continued to cultivate an interest in Egypt's young ruling 

dynasty. A victory of sorts came with the 1869 opening of 

the Suez Canal which had been built over the objections of 

British Prime Minister, Lord Palmerston. The project's 

completion was the result of the energies of a second 



generation French agent in Egypt, Ferdinand de Lesseps. The 

Canal project began the Egyptian ruler's indebtedness to 

European financial institutions. Frustrated with French 

duplicity and strapped for funds, the Khedive Ismail in 1875 

offered his shares in the Canal Company to the British 

government, and the British Prime Minister, Benjamin 

Disraeli, readily accepted the deal. Ismail's overwhelming 

debt to European creditors brought compromise between the 

European powers despite their competition. 

The Dual Control, forced upon the Egyptian government in 

1876, was a French and British institution responsible for 

collecting the payments owed European bondholders. The 

effect of the Control was that bond payments were wrung out 

of the fellaheen, or Egyptian peasantry. When it appeared 

that Ismail would unilaterally reduce the interest rates on 

his debts in 1879, he was deposed by the Ottoman Porte under 

pressure from the European powers. Ismail was replaced by 

his son, Tewfik, who governed in name only. The real 

authority rested in the Dual Control. Egyptians in 

government service found their jobs gone or their salaries in 

arrears. The Egyptian population was ripe for agitation. 

The conflict of European interests, the weedcness of 

Tewfik, and the oppression of the Egyptian people in the name 

of the bondholders led to revolt. Sentiment for revolution 

ran throughout Egyptian society, but the revolt began in the 

army. Political tensions between the Circassian elite, which 

dominated the officer corps, and the fellah soldiers, led by 

the few fellah officers, were exacerbated by the financial 



crunch. One of the fellah officers. Colonel Ahmed Arabi, 

became leader of the revolutionaries. From 1880 to 1882 the 

revolution was characterized by military demonstrations and 

retaliatory arrests. The situation deteriorated when French 

and British fleets were sent to Alexandria as a show of force 

to prop up the Khedive. On June 11, 1882, riots broke out in 

Alexandria. These riots were quickly suppressed by the 

Egyptian army, but Europeans had been killed. One month 

later the British warships attacked the Egyptian 

fortifications at Alexandria. Sir Garnet Wolseley captured 

Arabi Pasha in Cairo in late 1882 after smashing the latter's 

hastily erected fortifications at Tel-el-Kebir. This 

completed England's conquest of Egypt and secured the right 

of Muhammad Aly's dynasty to rule that country, under British 

supervision, for another seven decades. 

William Ewart Gladstone's Liberal government gained 

control of Great Britain in 1880, inheriting the Eastern 

Question. The latter centered around the imminent collapse 

of the Ottoman Empire, the aggressive imperialism of the 

European powers and the resultant struggles over division of 

the spoils, and the disposition of various peoples in the 

regions affected. Gladstone, Britain's prime minister from 

1880 to 1885, was one of the preeminent political figures of 

the nineteenth century. He had won a sweeping victory in the 

famous Midlothian Campaign of 1880, in which he criticized 

the brutal treatment of the Balkan Christians by the Turkish 

administrators of the region. In 1877 the British nav^ had 

saved the Ottoman Empire in the Russo-Turkish War. The 



Turks, who had committed such atrocities in eastern Europe, 

had been defended by the British government, Britain was 

rewarded, however, with Cyprus, a historical launching point 

for invasions of Egypt. 

Gladstone used the Eastern Question very effectively in 

his Midlothian campaign, and his victory placed the important 

affairs of the East under his direction. Gladstone's 

ambitions for his government lay more in Ireland than in the 

East, and at times, Egypt appeared to be an irritating 

distraction. On 20 January 1882 Gladstone stated in a letter 

to Wilfrid S. Blunt, "My own opinions about Egypt were set 

forth in the '19th century' a short time before we took 

office; & I am not aware as yet of having seen any reason to 

change them."! In his August 1877 article, "Aggression on 

Egypt and Freedom in the East," referred to above, Gladstone 

had, ironically, argued against British acquisition of 

territory in Egypt.2 His opinion on Egypt would change 

through the course of the revolution. The Prime Minister and 

his colleagues were, however, subjected to a great deal of 

advice both in favor of and opposed to military intervention 

in Egyptian affairs. The debate played out in conversations 

at political and social gatherings throughout England. In 

such a setting there was, then as now, a need to cite 

1-H. C. G. Matthew, ed. The Gladstone Diaries: with 
Cabinet Minutes and Prime-Ministerial Correspondence, vol. 
10. January 1881-June 1883, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1990), 
199. 

2w. E. Gladstone, "Aggression on Egypt and Freedom in 
the East," The Nineteenth Century 2 (August 1877): 149-166. 



experts. The Times of course carried a great deal of 

information on the situation, but insightful opinions on the 

Egyptian Question were found in the pages of the intellectual 

and political reviews of the day. 

In 1882 the subject of Egypt was by no means a new one 

to these reviews. It was obvious that the Suez Canal was 

more important to the British Empire than it was to any other 

power. Continental Europe on the whole seemed to enjoy the 

discomfiture of the Island Nation as the route to India and 

the East was now controlled by a French company. The 

question of Egypt was a component of the balance of power in 

Europe. Germany and France sought support from Russia, 

Austria, Italy, and the rest of the anxious European 

community. Concern about the nature of the alliances that 

would presumably fight the next war affected Europeem 

relations throughout the world. 

Several volumes would be required to catalog the modem 

works that relate to the topic of this thesis. Two general 

interrelated themes, imperialism and Anglo-Egyptian 

relations, are discussed here. Other works that relate to a 

specific topic in this paper will be discussed in the 

appropriate sections. 

The most influential study of British nineteenth century 

imperialism is Africa and the Victorians, by Ronald Robinson, 

John Gallagher, and Alice Denny. Based primarily on official 

documents and memoirs of the people involved, the work 

presents the best account of European and British politics 

surrounding the 1882 British occupation of Egypt. In Africa 



and the Victorians, the authors cite 1882 as the watershed 

year for the start of real European expansion into Africa as 

a result of the occupation of Egypt.^ Robinson and 

Gallagher attempt at length to demonstrate the reluctance of 

the British cabinet, and of Gladstone in particular, to 

undertake any intervention in Egypt. They argue that the 

British cabinet acted in good faith and were confounded at 

all turns by the snake pit of Continental and Eastern 

politics. Their assertion that the British cabinet blundered 

into the opportunity to "steal a march"^ on the French does 

not account for the forward faction in Britain that was 

continually advocating increased presence in, or in some 

cases cuinexation of, Egypt. 

The Egyptian Question has served as the basis for many 

outstanding studies of nineteenth century European 

imperialism. David S. Landes' Bankers and Pashas, for 

exeunple, is a highly regarded work that studied the methods 

by which European financial interests entered into and 

maintained control of the Egyptian economy.^ Unfortunately, 

for this study, Landes' work focuses primarily on the French 

interests and carries his work through to 1866, when the 

Egyptian bubble burst one year later as the cotton boom ended 

^Ronald Robinson, John Gallagher, and Alice Denny, 
Africa and the Victorians (London: MacMillan, 1961), 17. 

4ibid., 94. 

^David S. Landes, Bankers and Pashas, International 
Finance and Economic Imperialism in Egypt (Cambridge, 
Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 1958). 
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with the reemergence of United States production.^ The work 

remains indispenseible to the examination of the Egyptian 

Question. Landes began his work before the Suez Crisis of 

1956, which was was followed by several works written in the 

1960s on subjects relating to the British Empire and Egypt. 

After Africa and the Victorians in 1961, several studies 

on the British tenure in Egypt appeared. Three of the most 

important are Robert L. Tignor's 1966 work Modernization and 

British Colonial Rule in Egypt, 1882-1914; Afaf Lutfi al-

Sayyid's Egypt and Cromer published in 1968; and Peter 

Mansfield's 1971 study. The British in Egypt, These works 

dealt with the same issues which their predecessors in 1882 

Britain faced. Questions of the role of the financial 

entanglements versus the strategic necessities of occupying 

Egypt, along with the actual nature of the situation in Egypt 

remained paramount. Tignor sought to show that European 

influence was beneficial for Egypt, although it was the 

strategic element that brought about intervention.7 Afaf 

Lutfi al-Sayyid wrote a nationalist history in newly 

independent Egypt that was essentially a study of the three 

Egyptian revolutions of 1882, 1919, and 1952: stating that 

"the immediate incentive [for British military intervention 

in 1882] was a nationalist rebellion that threatened to make 

6ibid., 302. 

7Robert L. Tignor, Modernization and British Colonial 
Rule in Egypt, 1882-1914 (Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton 
University Press, 1966), 24 



an end of European intervention in Egyptian affairs."^ 

Mansfield's study was a more even-handed narrative. 

Stylistically it resembles Stanley Lane-Poole's "War in 

Egypt," which was published in the October 1882 issue of The 

British Quarterly Review.^ Mansfield presented the 1882 

crisis as an event driven occurrence. 1-̂  In all three of 

these works the events of 1882 are primarily part of the 

introduction to their subject. 

In 1993 the sociologist Juan R. I. Cole published 

Colonialism and Revolution in the Middle East: Social and 

Cultural Origins of Egypt's 'Urabi MovementA^ Cole's work 

succeeds in giving proof of the extent to which support for 

AredDi permeated Egyptian society. Cole's findings echo the 

arguments made by nineteenth century writer Wilfrid Scawen 

Blunt, the foremost English supporter of the Egyptian 

nationalists. They also confirmed the arguments made by 

Blunt's opponents as to the role anti-European sentiment 

^Afaf Lutfi al-Sayyid, Egypt and Cromer (New York: 
Frederick A. Praeger, 1969), 1. 

^Stanley Lane-Poole, "The Weir in Egypt," The British 
Quarterly Review 86 (October 1882). 

lOpeter Mansfield, The British in Egypt (New York: Holt, 
Rinehart, and Winston, 1972). 

lljuan R. I. Cole, Colonialism and Revolution in the 
Middle East: Social and Cultural Origins of Egypt's 'Urabi 
Movement (Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton University Press, 
1993). 
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played in the crisis.^2 ^he repetition of themes raised by 

the writers of 1882 will be illustrated in several other 

examples in this thesis. As a result it will be shown that 

the British elite who decided upon intervention were well 

informed with insightful opinions, but lacked a consensus on 

what measures should be taken. 

This thesis will also present an analysis of the 

principal points made by the Victorian writers and contrast 

these with the conclusions of modern scholars. It will 

examine the divergent positions taken by individual writers, 

and thus the motives that contributed to a writer's adoption 

of these positions will become evident. This process will 

return the study to the motives of imperialism and its 

opponents in Victorian Britain. 

l-2ibid., 190-212, and John Westlake, "England's Duty in 
Egypt," The Contemporary Review 42 (December 1882): 830. 



CHAPTER II 

THE EGYPTIAN QUESTION 

This chapter will concentrate on two aspects of the 

Egyptian aspect of the Eastern Question. First, it will 

describe the periodic press and the writers who contributed 

their works on the Egyptian Question following the 1882 

revolt. Secondly, it will analyze these writers' treatment 

of the four major causes of the crisis: Anglo-French 

relations, the Suez Canal, the Egj^tian financial 

difficulties, and the Dual Control. These four items were 

obviously linked. The construction of the canal began the 

country's descent into debt which led the European powers to 

take over management of the country's finances. Today we may 

simply say that the British conquest of Egypt was inevitable 

when the Suez became the lifeline of Britain's Empire. 

However, the writers of the time had to deal with the endless 

complexities of the situation, complexities reflected in 

modern studies of this crisis. 

The Egyptian Question in the Reviews 

An impressive pool of intellectuals and experts of 

national stature published articles in the British periodical 

press during the Egyptian crisis of eighteen eighty-two. 

Their motives and the extent of their knowledge or research 

on the subject varied. Accurate deductions on their part may 

also have contributed to the success of some policies. 

Incorrect deductions could have contributed to the failure of 

other policies. This begs, however, the question of how 

11 
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success or failure is judged. Proponents and opponents of 

imperialism, nationalism, profit, and progress, as well as 

other less defined ideals, presented differing arguments 

supporting their varying beliefs. Over one hundred yesurs 

later there remains great argument in defining what occurred. 

Until 1865 political reviews of Great Britain usually 

represented the views of a particular political party. The 

Fortnightly Review, launched in that year, was a departure 

from this tradition. Its creators planned a journal free of 

party control and expected it to play an important role in 

the British public's rising interest in politics.^^ After a 

dismal first year the Fortnightly was sold, and it soon 

became a highly respected platform for discussing issues of 

the day. The editor, John Morley, though a staunch Radical, 

remained faithful to the idea of open debate in the 

Fortnightly. Many of his contributors were fellow members of 

the Radical Club, formed in 1870 "to combine political 

thinkers and writers with practical politicians."^^ 

Though Morley abhorred the intervention in Egypt, he 

made an unsuccessful attempt to support the government's 

actions. 1-̂  At the height of the Egyptian crisis he resigned 

l-%alter E. Houghton, ed., Wellesley Index to Victorian 
Periodicals, 1824-1900, vol. II, (Toronto: University of 
Toronto Press, 1972), 182 (hereafter cited as Wieliesley's 
Index). 

l^D. A. Hamer, John Morley: Liberal Intellectual in 
Politics (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1968), 112. 

ISibid., 131. 
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from the Fortnightly to devote more of his energies to 

politics. He did retain his position as editor of the Pall 

Mall Gazette and continued his arguments against annexation 

of Egypt in its pages. 

The editorship of the Fortnightly was assumed by T. H. 

S. Escott. The November and December 1882 issues, published 

after Morley's departure, carried three articles on Egypt; 

one each by Samuel Baker, the discoverer of Lake Albert, 

Emile de Laveleye, a Belgian imperialist, and the Liberal A. 

J. Wilson. Baker advocated independence for Egypt under rule 

of the Khedive. Wilson wanted England to have no part in 

Egypt's administration, while de Laveleye urged that the 

British annex Egypt outright. These three divergent articles 

demonstrate that Escott continued to allow authors to voice 

various points of a debate in the Fortnightly, 

The rebirth of the Fortnightly in 1866 coincided with 

the appearance of The Contemporary Review, The intention of 

the founders of the Contemporary was that it would be the 

Fortnightly of the established church. 1-̂  In mid-1882 

Alexander Strahan, the Contemporaiy Review's founder, stepped 

down from the editorship. He was replaced by Percy William 

Bunting.^^ Bunting was an active Methodist and zealous 

Liberal, and he conducted his review as such. His sister was 

married to Sheldon Amos, a jurist who had settled in Egypt 

16 Wellesley's Index, vol. I, 212. 

17ibid., I, 212 and Sir Sidney Lee, ed.. Dictionary of 
National Biography, supplement 1901-1911, (London: Oxford 
University Press), 256 (hereafter cited as DNB). 
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for health reasons.^^ Bunting published Amos' 1882 essays 

on the Egyptian situation in the Contemporary Review, Amos 

engaged in a lively debate with John Seymour Keay, an Indian 

administrator and solid Liberal. 1-̂  The debate was the 

result of Keay's pamphlet Spoiling the Egyptians, in which he 

attacked the Anglo-French Control and its effects on Egypt. 

Another Indian administrator with a long career and solid 

reputation behind him. Baronet Richard Temple,20 published 

"Principles of British Policy in Egypt" in the 

Cont&nporary,^^ "Principles" gave suggestions for Egyptian 

reform based on the author's Indian experiences, though the 

author's knowledge of the Egyptian situation was lacking. In 

addition to Temple, Amos and Keay, the Contemporary published 

the works of John Westlake, another jurist,22 and Michael 

George Mulhall, a preeminent Victorian statistician.23 

Temple, Westlake, and Mulhall produced more sober aurticles 

when compared to the emotional works of Keay and Amos. The 

^^DNB, (London: Oxford University Press, 12 supplement, 
1921-2), 44-45. 

'^^DNB, (1901-1911), 384-385. 

2QDNB, (1901-1904), 493-496. 

21-Richard Temple, "Principles of British Policy in 
Egypt," The Contemporary Review, 42 (October 1882): 495-508. 

22DNB, (1912-1921), 569. 

2^DNB, (1921-1922), 1079-1080. 
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less emotional articles gave the reader information on 

different aspects of the Egyptian Question and tended to be 

more objective with their arguments. 

The Keay-Amos debate brought out intelligent, though not 

quite civil, arguments which questioned the validity of the 

Blue Books as source material. The only agreement between 

the two was that the Blue Books were incomplete, erroneous, 

and misleading if not false. Amos argued that obvious 

omissions in the official record did not mean that the facts 

omitted were injurious to the case of British officials.24 

Keay countered by asking what other purpose the officials 

could possibly have for obfuscation.25 Keay, together with 

many opponents of the Government's actions in Egypt, or 

simply opponents of the government itself, were upset by the 

delay in publishing the papers concerning Egypt. The events 

were resolved long before the papers appeared. The press was 

left to investigate the crisis using alternative sources. 

James Knowles was the editor of the Contemporary from 

1870 until 1877 when he left to form his own review. The 

Nineteenth Century, Knowles' creation quickly equaled its 

rivals in status. His formula for the Nineteenth Century had 

two ingredients: all sides of an issue must be represented 

and articles had to be signed. Knowles preferred signatures 

24sheldon Amos, "'Spoiling the Egyptians:' Revised 
Version," The Contemporary Review 42 (October 1882): 509-524 

25John Seymour Keay, "'Spoiling the Egyptians.' A 
Rejoinder," Contemporary Review. 42 (November 1882): 764. 
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that were familiar to his readership.26 The articles he 

published on the Egyptian Question conformed to this policy. 

Edward Dicey, a prominent Victorian correspondent and long 

time advocate of annexation,27 was contrasted with Wilfrid 

Scawen Blunt, a Tory aristocrat and champion of the Egyptian 

National Party. Blunt had traveled extensively in Arab 

territories and developed a fondness for the people and 

religion, becoming a precursor to such personalities as T. E. 

Lawrence and Glubb Pasha.28 

The December 1882 Nineteenth Century carried "The 

Egyptian Question and the French Alliance," written by Joseph 

Reinach, a political ally and confidant of the French 

Premier, L^on Gambetta.29 Reinach's article presented the 

position of the French imperialists. Admiral Edward 

Plunkett, Lord Dunsany, responded in the same issue with 

"England and the Suez Canal," which was an attack on French 

policy and character.^0 Thrown in among these major 

^^Wellesley Index II, 621. 

21DNB, 11, (1921), 513. 

28por an account of Blunt's experiences in the Middle 
East see James C. Simmons, Passionate Pilgrims: English 
Travelers to the World of the Desert Arabs (New York: 
William Morrow and Company, 1987), 255-290. 

29Joseph Reinach, "The Egyptian Question and the French 
Alliance," The Nineteenth Century, 12 (December 1882): 821-
838. 

^O^dmiral Lord Dunsany, "England and the Suez Canal," 
The Nineteenth Century, 12 (December 1882): 839-860. 
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political debates was Sir Edward Hamley's article describing 

his regiment's actions in the Egyptian campaign and hinting 

at some slight he believed himself to have suffered at the 

hands of the press.̂ l- Knowles finished out the year with 

Arabi's account of what had transpired in Egypt over the 

preceding months.^2 ^he latter was written while Arabi 

awaited his trial under the government of the Khedive. 

British intervention caused Arabi's life to be spared in 

return for pleading guilty to a charge of rebellion. 

The commentator Edward Dicey "was a frequent visitor to 

Egypt, had formed well-defined views of England's position 

there, and had for some time advocated the annexation of the 

former by the latter."^^ His November 1882 article in the 

Nineteenth Century was the tenth he had published dating back 

to the review's first volume. In 1882 his articles would be 

compiled into a book entitled England and Egypt, His essay 

written for the same review following the invasion was, 

unfortunately, quite reactioneury and was one of the least 

successful attempts at dealing with the complexities of the 

Egyptian debate. The government, however, vindicated his 

work to an extent when they took his advice and delayed the 

resolution of the future of Egypt. Dicey himself passed away 

31-Sir Edward Hamley "The Second Division at Tel-el-
Kebir," The Nineteenth Century, 12 (December 1882): 861-870 

32Ahmed Arabi, "Instructions to My Counsel," The 
Nineteenth Century, 12 (December 1882): 969-996. 

^^DNB, 492. 
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in 1911, three years before the English made any official 

changes in the status of Egypt. 

As noted above, many works by these authors were 

published in book or pamphlet form. The Arabic scholar 

Stanley Lane-Poole had described the corruption of the 

financiers, as well as that of their client Ismail, in his 

1881 publication entitled Egypt, In 1882 his contribution to 

the debates was printed in The British Quarterly Review,^^ 

Lane-Poole was the son of Arabic scholar Edward Stanley Poole 

and nephew of the more famous AradDic scholar Edward William 

Lane. Lane-Poole had continued some of his famous uncle's 

projects and had, in 1877, published a biography of him. 

Lane-Poole did not visit Egypt personally until 1883.^^ His 

views were much more informed and rational than those 

expressed in the newer reviews. Amos had published the eight 

volume work. The Purchase of the Suez Canal Shares and 

International Law in 1876. Wilfrid Blunt had espoused an 

Islamic reformation in a series of Fortnightly articles that 

were compiled into The Future of Islam in 1882. Seymour 

Keay's pamphlet "Spoiling the Egyptians" ran to three 

editions. These writers' opinions on Egypt had been formed 

long before events made their understanding of the Egyptian 

Question of immediate importance. 

The strength of the British periodical press in 1882 was 

that it was able to present divergent views on the Egyptian 

34Lane-Poole, "War in Egypt," 389-420 

^^DNB, 1931-1940, 1949. 
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question that are little improved upon today. The major 

changes are in terms of definitions used to describe concepts 

such as imperialism. Modern understanding of the problem is 

little changed, only the words used to describe that 

understanding. The forces of nationalism, dlmperialism, and 

progress were all alive in the 1882 essays. The 

disagreements over these issues were intense. Though the 

British contributors were uniformly of the genteel class, 

they are not an example of any bygone era of gentlemeuily 

conduct of public affairs. Comments sdxjut a politician or 

journalist made in a review were both public and permanent. 

The British, the French 
and the Ecryptian Question 

British writers emphasized their reluctant acceptance of 

their nation's duties in Egypt. Great Britain had been 

involved in the creation of the Egyptian Question, but the 

educated elite were uncomfortable with Britain's past role in 

its development. There were some attacks across party lines, 

but it was readily agreed that the real culprit was France. 

Late 1882 was a time for recrimination and animosity over the 

Egyptian Question. Advocates of Egyptian nationalism, such 

as Blunt and Keay, and pro-Imperialists, like Dunsany, Amos, 

Dicey, and Westlake, were in agreement that France was 

criminally responsible for the Egyptian Crisis. 

Napoleon's 1798 expedition to Egypt laid the groundwork 

for future French influence on the Nile. In 1841 Muhammad 

Aly, with the aid of France, sought to overthrow the Ottoman 

Sultan, but his expedition was defeated by the British Navy. 
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The dispute had been settled by the European Powers; Muhammad 

Aly and his descendants iruled Egypt as nominal vassals of the 

Porte. Ultimately, the Crimean War brought about cooperation 

between Britain and Framce in the East, and a peaceful, if 

uneasy, competition between the two ensued. 

France's Third Republic was bom of the 1870-1871 

Franco-Prussian War. The humiliation France suffered in this 

war clouded her international relations for the remainder of 

the nineteenth century. Fearful of German ambitions, the 

French considered the British their allies. The British, 

protected by the Royal Navy and the English Channel, had 

mixed feelings and much less desperation in their European 

relations. 

James Knowles maintained his system of allowing all 

points of a debate to be represented in the Nineteenth 

Century by printing Reinach's article espousing the views of 

Gambetta. Reinach did not go so far as to accuse the English 

of perfidy in their behavior in the first months of 1882, but 

he did lay the blame on the British government for their 

inaction when they could have averted the events of the 

summer. While he admitted that France had failed in her duty 

in July of 1882, he also asserted that the "passive errors of 

England are the first cause of all the ruins and catastrophes 

which have overwhelmed Egypt under Arabi's ridiculous 

dictatorship."36 

But however it may be, it remains evident that the 
British Government failed by lack of decision at the 
very turning-point, and that, whilst the French Prime 
Minister was clear-sighted in regard of England as well 

^^Reinach, "The Egyptian Question," 822. 
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as of France, public opinion in England experienced the 
influence of certain Tories who believed that it would 
be best to slacken the proceedings as much as possible, 
in the hope of finding some opportunity for entering the 
Nile valley without France. I have no intention 
whatever to recriminate, but I only wish these 
historical facts to be clearly understood, the truth 
being that the hesitation of the English Government to 
suppress the first acts of the insurrection plotted by 
the military camarilla at Cairo was much more than a 
lack of cordiality towards us and our alliance; it was, 
as far as Egyptian matters are concerned, pernicious and 
deplorable to the highest degree. It encouraged the 
spirit of rebellion among Arabi's partisans. It helped 
to kindle and to rouse a fire, which a bucket of water 
shed at the proper time would have extinguished, into a 
conflagration where lives and treasures have been 
uselessly destroyed.^7 

James Knowles began the December issue of the Nineteenth 

Century with Reinach's article. It was followed, however, by 

Dunsany's Francophobic attacks. Dunsany was not hindered by 

diplomatic niceties. The French, he reminded his readers, 

were not to be trusted. The reason the Egyptian question had 

become a problem in Europe was due to M. de Lesseps and his 

Canal. "It seems, therefore, abundantly clear that the 

Canal, though an advantage to England in peace, would be a 

danger to her in war. We know also—it is folly to blink the 

facts—that it was intended to be a danger."38 Dunsany 

chronicled and documented at length the hostility that de 

Lesseps held toward England. Dunsany argued in the 

Nineteenth Century that the French owed the British a 

predominance in the future of the Canal. Palmerston had 

vehemently opposed the construction of the Canal, with good 

37ibid., 824. 

38Dunsany, "England and the Suez," 848. 
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reason. The Canal, alleged Dunsany, had been built by the 

Anglophobe M. de Lesseps primarily as part of the latter's 

lifelong quest to bring harm to England.39 Dunsany's 

disti^st of France was not limited to the issue of Egypt: he 

also took part in the Nineteenth Century's 1882 campaign 

against the construction of the Channel Tunnel. Amiable 

relations with France might currently be the case, "but we 

must not forget," he reminded his countrymen, "that the 

present passive mood and policy of France is abnormal."40 

Dunsany admonished Englishmen to think back on the history of 

Egypt in Anglo-French relations. "It is not to be supposed 

that Frenchmen go back to the Crusades for their facts; and 

if they do, the failure and capitulation of Louis IX [St. 

Louis] can hardly be alleged as a claim to influence in the 

present day."41 Nor did the failure of Napoleon give the 

French any special rights on the Nile. Dunsany believed the 

younger generation needed to be reminded of Napoleon's 

follies and eunbitions, and that the culture of id^es 

NapolSoniennes was not dead in France. "To-day France, sick 

of the fruitless and finally disastrous glories of 

Napoleonism, leans to peace; we do not know what may be her 

mood to-morrow."42 AS to alliance with France, Dunsany 

39ibid., 842-849. 

40ibid., 845. 

41lbid., 852. 

42ibid., 841. 
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stated:43 

No one doubts the value of a good understanding with 
France, but it is certain that out of a hundred 
Englishmen who repeat the parrot-note about the value of 
the Anglo-French Alliance, scarce one has asked himself 
why or how it is valuable, or whether as a fact there is 
any alliance between the two countries. Correctly 
speedcing, there is no alliance with France other than 
with Russia, Austria, Germany, or other country with 
which we are at peace and in eunity. 

Britain had, in Dunsany's view, gone too far in co-operation 

with France with the result that the other powers were now 

alienated. 

The critics of the British government's war in Egypt 

were also hostile toward France. Blunt and Keay both 

regarded France as the leading partner in the "spoliation" of 

Egypt, though England was by no means an innocent partner. 

Blunt's "The Egyptian Revolution" discussed at length the 

policies and ideals of Gambetta. Blunt believed the latter 

desired a "crusade against the AredDian race and religion."44 

Indeed, it had been, in his view, the French seizure of Tunis 

that had precipitated the entire shameful Egyptian crisis. 

Furthermore, he believed that the Joint Note, issued by 

France and Britain at the staurt of 1882, was part of a ploy 

by Gambetta to force Britain into an invasion of Egypt. 

Blunt claimed to have sacrificed his own popularity with the 

43ibid., 858. 

44wilfrid Scawen Blunt, "The Egyptian Revolution," The 
Nineteenth Century 12 (September 1882): 336-338, 346. 
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Egyptian Nationalists in his attempts to avert French 

invasion at that time.45 

If Gambetta wished to drag England into a war against 

Islam, what leverage did he possess for this endeavor? Blunt 

advanced the theory that the English were coerced into 

signing the Note because the British cabinet was desperate to 

renew the French Commercial Treaty.46 The Liberal 

government's desire to prove the validity of their free-trade 

policies by renewing the treaty made them vulnersd̂ le to 

Gambetta's pressure for expansion into Islamic territories. 

If the above were the case, then the British government did 

indeed "steal a march" on the French when they encouraged 

Blunt to soften the impact of the Note to his nationalist 

friends as soon as it was sent. 

The activities of the French residents of Egypt and of 

the bondholders, as well as the influence these two groups 

held in the French government, were also at issue. Westlake 

pointed out the failure of the Control to establish 

progressive measures due to "the illiberality of France."47 

This illiberality chiefly concerned matters of the mixed 

courts, taxation, and the financial crisis. The degree to 

which the French aggravated the situation was noted by 

Morley, who stated that, "there is little doubt that some 

45ibid., 340. 

46ibid., 335-336. 

47westlake, "England's Duty," 833. 
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French residents intrigued with the army, to win popularity 

and influence for France against her partner in the 

Control."48 

In The Contemporary Review, Sheldon Amos cited "two 

essential and ever-present factors in the political and 

diplomatic situation throughout" the history of the 

intervention, one of which was "the sinuous, incalculable, or 

vacillating policy of the Continental Powers, especially of 

France."49 The other problem was Ismail's extravagance, for 

which Amos also blamed the French. They had corrupted 

Ismail's character and instilled in him an "appetite for the 

sensuous indulgence to which his early experience at the 

French Court had habituated him."50 ^ot only had the 

dealings of France in Egypt been harmful, but the French had 

corrupted the Khedive with their morally repugnant ways. 

The theme of French subversion has remained an important 

aspect for analysis of the Egyptian Question. Blunt had 

warned the nationalists that the rivalry between the British 

and French was a great danger to their plans. He quoted an 

anonymous "writer of eminence in the Liberal party in 

England," who had stated that "Egypt, unluckily for its 

people, is the battle-field of European rivalries, and an 

48sir James Morley, "Egyptian Policy: A Retrospect," The 
Fortnightly Review 38 (July 1882): 96. 

49Amos, "'Spoiling the Egyptians:' Revised Version," 
510. 

SOibid., 512. 
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honest settlement in the interests of its population will be 

prevented to suit the convenience of France."^^ English 

histories have repeated the theme up to the present. Modern 

historians, including Peter Mansfield as well as Robinson, 

Gallagher, and Denny, sought to extensively incriminate the 

French for bringing Great Britain to war in Egypt. These 

later writers had much in common with many authors of 1882 

who were uncertain sdDout who they were at war with in Egypt. 

It was, and is, comforting to affix blame on the French. The 

theme of French culpcdiility has been challenged by Alexander 

Scholch, who argued that the French impetus for intervention 

had disappeared with the fall of Gambetta.^2 jt was the 

Suez Canal, a project that the French were, and are, most 

proud of, that had set events in motion, in spite of 

Palmerston's objections. Palmerston's influence, however, 

was to weigh strongly in arguments surrounding the Suez 

Canal. 

The Suez Canal 

The question of nullifying the Canal's strategic effects 

upon the Empire worried British strategists from the time of 

Napoleon up to Wolseley's victory at Tel-el-Kebir and beyond. 

Bernard Brodie gives an excellent description of the change 

SlBlunt, "The Egyptian Revolution," 341. 

52Alexander Scholch, "The 'Men on the Spot' and the 
English Occupation of Egypt in 1882," The Historical Journal, 
19 (September 1976): 774. 
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wrought by Ferdinand de Lesseps' project.53 

The Suez Canal restored the Mediterranean to something 
like the transcendence it had enjoyed in antiquity, both 
in strategic and mercantile considerations. . . . That 
these developments influenced diplomacy goes without 
saying, particularly that diplomacy which seeks during 
peace-time victories of a sort scarcely to be hoped for 
during war—littoral or insular territory lying at 
strategic positions along some "lifeline of empire." 
Quietly and persistently the great sea Powers proceeded, 
with some mutual irritation and hostility, to acquire 
position after position along the seas into which their 
people and their ships penetrated. For the aim of naval 
strategy is to found, support, and increase in peace 
time as well as in war a country's sea power. To 
recount the effects of the steamship from this point of 
view would be to retell much of the diplomatic history 
of the world since the middle of the nineteenth 
century." 

A. J. Wilson, writing in The Fortnightly Review, was the 

only essayist who opposed British efforts to gain control of 

the Suez. He believed there had been a conspiracy whereby 

the bondholders' interests were protected at the expense of 

England.54 

Looking back on our purchase of the Suez Canal shares 
then made, and on all that has followed, I cannot but 
admire the extreme skill of the French in this business. 
The facts would now seem to bear the inference that 
France never seriously intended to take the lead in 
Egypt: she has always so adroitly substituted England in 
her place at each emergency, by exciting the fears of 
our statesmen adjout what she might do, or by leading us 
on to take steps of a decided kind while she at the 
pinch slipped behind. Fear, and the sharp management of 
the cosmopolitan Jews led us to buy the Suez Canal 
shares, a most foolish and useless purchase, which had 
no raison d'etre whatever, except that of putting 
£4,000,000 into the pockets of the Khedive's creditors. 

53Bernard Brodie, Sea Power in the Machine Age 
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1941), 107-108. 

54A. J. Wilson, "The Eleventh Plague of Egypt," The 
Fortnightly Review 38 (November 1882): 658. 
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Most writers, however, were in agreement with Lane-

Poole, who concisely stated that, "Our interest in the Suez 

Canal is iDeyond dispute. "55 The Suez Canal was of utmost 

importance to the interests, commercial and strategic, of 

Great Britain. How the British should guarantee their 

adDility to use the Canal was more controversial. 

Nevertheless, the French complained that the British should 

trust their alliance for the Canal's safety, and bemoaned the 

distrust shown them by their allies. 

The depth of Dunsany's distrust of the French was 

demonstrated by his suggested solution to the problem of the 

French control of the Canal. The British, he argued, should 

build another canal from the Nile to the Red Sea. This 

British controlled canal would be profitable and would ensure 

the security of the Empire in the East. The Suez Canal, 

constructed by French interests, "created a danger for us 

(England)," and Dunsany argued that the French should 

recognize what they had done and "acquiesce" to England 

taking advantage of the situation in Egypt to remedy that 

danger.56 Samuel Baker countered this suggestion with the 

statement that a second canal would be subject to the same 

dangers as the Suez.57 Though Dunsany's distrust of the 

French ran much deeper than that of most of his countrymen. 

55Lane-Poole, "War in Egypt," 391. 

56Dunsany, "England and the Suez," 859. 

57samuel W, Baker, "The Reform of Egypt," Fortnightly 
Review, 38 (December 1882): 543. 
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most did share some degree of misgivings about the latter's 

policy. In contrast to the fierce Francophobe Dunsany and 

his energetic campaign, most other writers took the position 

that the settlement of the Canal problem should satisfy the 

other European powers. 

There was no attempt on the part of these writers to 

argue that the Canal had been beneficial to Egypt. Westlake 

stated that: "Many millions were spent by the Khedive on the 

Suez Canal, with no other effect for Egypt than to allow a 

great stream of traffic to pass through their country without 

benefiting it, which formerly employed labour and gave 

intermediate profits at Alexandria, and along all the route 

thence to Suez."58 Statistician M. G. Mulhall contended 

that the Egyptian government received, by indirect means, 

close to a one and one-half percent return on the the money 

it had sunk into the Canal.59 

M. G. Mulhall's article, "Egyptian Finance,"60 

published in the October 1882 issue of the Contemporary 

Review, estimated that the Egyptian government had spent 

£10,747,000 as its share of building expenses for the Canal. 

Nearly four million pounds had been recouped, however, when 

Ismail sold his shares to the British government. Added to 

this amount was £5,328,000 in interest paid on the above 

58westlake, "England's Duty," 832. 

59M, G. Mulhall, "Egyptian Finance," The Contemporary 
Review 42 (October 1882): 530. 

60ibid., 525-535. 
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amount. Ismail's fire sale of his stock had not raised 

enough to cover the money lost in interest. These figures do 

not include the value of corv4e labor expended by the 

Egyptians in the Canal's construction. 

Regardless of its roots, the Canal inextricadDly mixed 

the interests of Englauid and France in Egypt. Egyptian 

finance simply compounded the problem further. The financial 

problem began under Said Pasha with the construction of the 

Suez. The Canal was completed "by the help of Egyptian 

l€dx)ur and capital-from which all the commercial world would 

gain more than Egypt, and by which Egypt must suffer in her 

monopoly of land traufisit to India through Alexandria, Cairo, 

and the desert."61 

The Canal was a symptom of the good financial situation 

of Egypt during the 1860s and 1870s as the the disruption of 

the American Civil War led to greater demand and higher 

prices for Egyptian cotton. It was easy to criticize Ismail 

for not recognizing that this state of affairs would not 

last. The cotton boom ended, however, and the Egyptian 

financial crisis began. 

6lAmos, "'Spoiling the Egyptians:' Revised Version," 
514. 
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Ecryptian Finance 

He was an international politician and financier -
a nobody. I told him at last that I was surprised that 
a man of such immense wealth should still keep going 
like this reaching for more and more. He had been 
moaning and sentimentalizing but then suddenly he showed 
me his fangs. 'No,' he cries, 'you can't imagine what a 
satisfaction it is to feel all the penniless, beggarly 
lot of the dear, honest, meritorious poor wriggling and 
slobbering under one's boots.' 

Joseph Conrad, The Arrow of Gold 

Said Pasha contracted a loan with the English Goschen 

banking firm in 1863 for the amount of £3,300,000, of which 

he actually received £2,640,000; the interest on the net 

amount of this loan would come to eight and one-half percent 

annually. According to the statistician Mulhall, this loan 

was the least harmful of Ismail's debts as interest rates on 

subsequent loans ran much higher.62 George Joachim Goschen 

had a great deal of public and private experience. In 1863, 

he became a member of Parliament. He was also a member of 

his father's banking firm. He served in various ministries 

in his career as both chancellor of the exchequer and first 

lord of the admiralty. Though Stanley Lane-Poole was careful 

to avoid direct criticism of Goschen, he alluded to the point 

that when Goschen and Ismail met they had at least one thing 

in common: both could, and did, mix their public 

responsibilities and business with their private.63 TO A. 

J. Wilson and the other critics of the bondholders, Goschen 

62Mulhall, "Egyptian Finance," 526 

63Lane-Poole, "War in Egypt," 396. 
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became the foremost villain in the Egyptian crisis.64 

Edward Dicey, however, suggested that Goschen was best 

qualified to represent British interests in Egypt because of 

his knowledge of the country and the respect accorded him by 

all interested parties.65 Goschen's influence with 

Gladstone was waning, however, as the two disagreed on the 

question of Irish home-rule. 

The Egyptian debt and the onerous conditions accepted by 

Said for construction of the Suez Canal were, in 1863, 

inherited by Ismail Pasha. Ismail embarked on his own 

campaign of improvement, military expansion, and 

Europeanization, financed by further loans from European 

bankers. The money spent on infrastructure did not produce 

returns fast enough to repay the interest. In 1875 Ismail 

was forced to liquidate his shares in the Canal for just 

under four million pounds. A yeau: later he submitted 

management of the country's funds to foreign control. He was 

finally deposed in 1879 by the Sultan, Ahmed Hamid, the 

latter acting under pressure from the European powers. 

Egypt's debt at this time approached one hundred million 

pounds. Ismail's son and successor, Tewfik, and the joint 

control achieved negligible reduction of the principal of the 

debt. The Egyptian fellaheen had been ruined by taxation, 

and over one million people, one fifth of the country's 

population, had been dispossessed during a period when the 

64ibid., 396-397, and Wilson, "Eleventh Plague," 556. 

65Edward Dicey, "England in Egypt," Nineteenth Century 
12 (November 1882): 819-20. 
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amount of arable land increased from four million acres to 

five and one half million acres.66 The convoluted structure 

of the Egyptian government and international relations made 

it possible to deny responsibility for the impoverishment of 

such a wealthy country as Egypt. 

An astute, well informed investor of the mid-nineteenth 

century could discern the unique opportunity that existed for 

his or her money in Egypt. If this money was invested in a 

South American venture that defaulted, the funds were lost. 

Solvency of the Egyptian government, however, incurred the 

added guarantee of the Canal's ultimate importance to 

Britain, thereby making Egyptian bonds a comparatively secure 

investment. Egypt was still producing revenue, but little 

found its way to the Egyptian. Egypt's wealth instead found 

its way into the hands of European investors, predominantly 

French and British. The revenue of Egypt was approximately 

one-tenth that of Great Britain during this period. One-half 

of these revenues, almost £5,000,000 sterling, went to the 

bondholders, and paid only the interest of the loans. 

The anger expressed by Blunt, Wilson, and Keay was 

directed primarily at the bondholders. Writers who supported 

the claims of the bondholders did not seem comfortable in 

doing so, and those willing to defend the actions of the 

financial interests were in the minority. Those who tried to 

excuse the bondholders pointed out that the lender was not 

the irresponsible party in the financial debacle. Ismail had 

been deposed, they argued, because he led the country to 

66Mulhall, "Egyptian Finance," 530, 531. 
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financial ruin. Baker suggested that the bondholders were 

not responsible for Egypt's bankruptcy, but rather the 

military expenses incurred by Ismail.67 The bondholders 

were not responsible for the war, he argued; the Joint 

Control "was the cause of war, and it has been dissolved by 

war."68 

Lane-Poole disagreed. "The real origin of the war is 

found in the interest acquired in the revenues of Egypt by a 

body of English and French speculators. The ruinous history 

of the Egyptian National Debt, or, as we should prefer to 

call it, the personal obligations of the ex-Khedive Ismail, 

is well known."69 The tragedy of this debt was its drift 

from a private to a public problem in Egypt and Europe. 

Ismail's original debts were secured by his private estates. 

It soon beceime cleair that the Sultan was unable to prevent 

Egypt's revenues from being used to secure further debts of 

his Egyptian vassal. To insure their payments, bondholders 

sent to Cairo Goschen and Joubert who had the unofficial 

cooperation of their governments and their consuls. The 

consular support gave official weight to missions that were 

there to settle private differences. Governmental support 

was obvious, but not official. Ismail was impressed with 

their power and was convinced to get rid of his Finance 

67Baker, "Reform of Egypt," 540. 

68ibid., 543. 

69Lane-Poole, "War in Egypt," 894 
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Minister, Sadyk Pasha, who presented the only opposition to 

their agreement. 

Ismail's expenditures were a central issue of debate. 

Ismail's extravagance, while well documented, played only a 

small part in the bankruptcy of Egypt. Blunt and Keay, while 

not apologizing for Ismail, blamed the bondholders for the 

financial disasters that befell Egypt. Mulhall's more 

objective analysis found neither the Khedive nor the 

bondholder to be innocent. Mulhall examined the actual 

expenditure of loans subscribed to by the Egyptian rulers. 

The debt of one hundred million pounds incurred by the 

government up to 1879 was a serious calcunity. "It is almost 

needless to say that the Khedive did not get 100 millions 

from the bondholders. The total received by the three 

Khedives—Said, Ismail, and Tewfik-down to the present, has 

been 50.5 millions, of which Ismail got 42 millions."70 

These numbers were generally agreed upon as correct 

estimates. Keay also gave the debt at £90,000,000, of which 

at most £45,500,000 was received, "even nominally."71 Keay 

then calculated that by 1882, £90,000,000 plus enough to 

account for six percent annual interest had already been 

repaid by Egypt. Lane-Poole also claimed £90,000,000 in debt 

by 1879 with only £45,000,000 received while the actual 

70Mulhall, "Egyptian Finance," 525. 

7lKeay, "'Spoiling the Egyptian.' A Rejoinder," 765 
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interest ran between twelve and twenty-seven percent.72 

Mulhall managed to account for £46,264,000 spent, between 

1863 to 1879, on public works alone.73 

As the 1870s progressed, Ismail tried various schemes to 

stave off bankruptcy, though none were successful. In Lane-

Poole's words: "It was a case of Greek meeting Greek, and the 

Khedive got the worst of it; for which his innocent and 

unbenefited country now suffers."74 Even while attacking the 

conniving policies of the European bankers, the writers 

assumed that treachery was the norm in the East while 

integrity was the first virtue of the West. 

By far the most vehement attack on Ismail's creditors 

was "The Eleventh Plague of Egypt," by A. J. Wilson.75 jn 

this instance, the "plague" referred to the European 

financial interests which had devastated the country. In 

Wilson's view, the European banking interests had "contrived" 

to get Ismail into their debt with the intent that in 

addition to his private estates, the public revenues of Egypt 

would be available to them as well.76 Wilson believed the 

72Lane-Poole, "War in Egypt," 394-395 

73Mulhall, "Egyptian Finance," 529. 

74Lane-Poole, "War in Egypt," 396. 

75wilson "Eleventh Plague," 656-667. 

76ibid., 656. 
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Egyptians should be allowed to default on the loans if 

necessary. 

Writers hostile to the bondholders had the added 

responsibility of reconciling their sympathy for Egypt as the 

victim of money-lenders with their disgust with the Turkish 

oligarchy that ruled the country. This was especially true 

since their government was pledged to support this oligarchy. 

Ismail's campaigns in the Sudan and Abyssinia and the 

activities of Gordon and Baker in the Sudan had ostensibly 

been carried out, at least in part, for the suppression of 

the slave trade, though the slaves of the Khedive and his 

fellow Circassians were not affected by this crusade. The 

bondholders curtailed the Khedival ambitions with the 

establishment of the Dual Control, also referred to as the 

Joint, or Anglo-French, Control. 

The Dual Control 

Little changed for the fellaheen under the Dual Control 

established in 1876, except that the taxes were collected 

more efficiently. The French were quite happy with the 

arrangement. As long as the coupon payments were on time and 

the European residents of Egypt enjoyed the privileges of 

mixed courts and capitulations, the Egyptian arrangement 

satisfied most Europeans, After the rebellion of 1882 the 

article writers had to consider what had gone wrong with the 

system. Was it the Control that had failed, and, if so, why? 

Legally the Control agents were employees of the 

Khedive, though he could not dismiss them without the 
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approval of their governments. Ismail did unilaterally 

dismiss the Controllers in 1879 to avert revolution, but this 

action led to his removal as Khedive. The European agents 

and their governments were convinced that the unrest of 1879 

was an intrigue instigated by the Khedive and began political 

agitations that led to the latter's removal by the Sultan. 

Ismail's position was not helped by rumors that he intended 

unilaterally to reduce the interest rates of his debts to 

five percent. 

Ismail was deposed by the Sultan and exiled from Egypt. 

His son Tewfik ascended to the Khedivate. Tewfik was as 

capable of deviousness as his father, but he was hampered by 

the recognition that he would share his father's fate if he 

interfered with the program of the reinstated Controllers. 

Since this undermined the Khedival authority, Tewfik was 

reduced to furtive maneuvers in his attempt to hold his 

country together. 

Several British writers were convinced of the benefits 

claimed by the Control's supporters. Temple defended the 

Control, arguing that "however diverse the opinions of well-

informed persons may be as to the propriety of thus 

controlling the affairs of the Public Debt, there appeairs to 

be a consensus of opinion that the Control has produced 

immense and untold benefit to the Egyptian people."77 AS to 

the argument that the revolution disproved this assertion, 

Temple amd Emile de Laveleye alleged that the supporters of 

the insurrection had been the privileged classes whose 

77Temple, "Principles of British Policy," 506. 
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excesses were curbed by the Control.78 Naturally enough, 

the only real support for continuing the Control after the 

British occupation came from the Frenchman Reinach. His 

demands for the status guo ante Arabi would have little 

effect on policy. The canal, built by French interests, 

necessitated British predominance in the country. The 

Control and the ad̂ uses connected with taix collection would 

remain intact until the British were ad̂ le to trade 

concessions elsewhere for official predominance in Egypt, 

This was finally accomplished in 1904 when France 

relinquished Egyptian claims in return for recognition of her 

hegemony in North Africa.79 Turkish suzerainty would last 

another ten years until Britain declaired Egypt a protectorate 

in 1914 at the beginning of first World War. 

Lane-Poole, Keay, Mulhall, and Blunt were vehement 

critics of the Control. Lane-Poole used language that left 

no doubt of his sentiments,80 

And if we would not interfere to save Egypt from the 
bloodsuckers, surely we would not move our diplomacy to 
help them to suck? This, however, is precisely what the 
late Government did do. What we have to remember is 
that the Control in its various phases and shapes 
existed simply for the purpose of making Egypt pay the 
interest on its debt. 

Keay made the same point in his pamphlet "Spoiling the 

Egyptians," and reiterated it in his rejoinder in the 

78ibid., 506; Emile de Laveleye, "Egypt for the 
Egyptians," Fortnightly Review, 38 (December 1882): 752 

79Mansfield, The British in Egypt, 104. 

80Lane-Poole, "War in Egypt," 396-397. 
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Contemporary: "That the European Control was established 

solely to carry out the above injurious object [to insure 

that the interest will be paid in perpetuity]."^1 

The European Controllers and their supporters, the 
Consuls-General, were in fact enabled to extort 
£40,000,000 from the Egyptian peasantry during the five 
years under remark, solely by maintaining that they had 
no responsibility whatever to the Egyptian nation, and 
had no duty beyond receiving the money for the 
coupons,82 

In 1880 the Controllers finally recognized that Egypt 

could no longer provide payments at the previous rate. At 

the direction of the European powers the Law of Liquidation 

was enacted. This produced a unified debt and reduced the 

interest to five percent. It also repealed the Moukabalah, 

an aurrangement Ismail had made with his subjects whereby they 

would pay ten million pounds worth of land tax in advance in 

return for a reduced rate in perpetuity. The Law of 

Liquidation allotted £150,000 annually for fifty yeairs as 

compensation for the de facto confiscation of these funds.83 

The burden of taxation was not made easier by the Law of 

Liquidation; it simply stopped the growth of the debt. To 

meet the payments, the controllers still had to reduce the 

government's expenditures. This was done almost exclusively 

at the expense of the Egyptians, particularly in the army and 

8lKeay, "'Spoiling the Egyptians.' A Rejoinder," 765 

82ibid., 768. 

83Mulhall, "Egyptian Finance," 529. 
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aunong civil servants. Their situation become desperate and 

reaction was inevitable. 

With the rise of the National Party in Egypt, European 

champions of the Egyptian cause such as Keay and Blunt 

identified a force they could support in opposition to both 

the Turks and the money-lenders. Both were to be severely 

disappointed when Gladstone's ministry sided with the latter 

over the foinner. As Temple noted: "Indeed, the sentiments of 

many thoughtful Englishmen are apparently adverse to the 

claims of the bondholders. Nevertheless the Egyptian 

Government contracted these obligations of its own free will 

and with its eyes open."84 This characterization of 

movements and events was one of the crucial elements of the 

discussion. The bulk of Blunt's work was devoted to the idea 

that the National Movement was what it claimed to be. His 

opponents expended a great deal of energy in disputing this 

point. 

Blunt and Mulhall did not offer any suggestions for the 

future of Egypt: they discussed only what had occurred. 

Other writers focused exclusively on what future policy 

should be. Most, however, presented analyses based on the 

previous events and how the future could be handled to 

prevent recurrence of unrest and improve the situation for 

all concerned. These works were written in the excitement 

immediately following the military seizure of Egypt and 

emotions ran high for the interested parties. Recriminations 

between the French and English imperialists were heated, as 

84Temple, "Principles of British Policy," 505. 
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were attacks on imperialism by its opponents. Disgust with 

the financial interests was also vented harshly. There were 

several contributors, however, who were anxious to call for 

cool heads and calm decisions in the resolution of the 

crisis. 



CHAPTER III 

THE EGYPTIAN REVOLUTION, 1882 

This chapter will deal with two aspects of the British 

approach to the Egyptian question. First it is important to 

understand the internal Egyptian causes of the revolutionary 

outbreak, as well as the events themselves. Second, the 

thesis will examine the major events of the wair and how they 

were represented in the British periodical press. Jingoism 

is present in some of these works, as would be expected. 

However, many British writers also expressed disquiet adx>ut 

the cause and result of their nation's actions. At one end 

of the argument stood Edward Dicey, certain that England had 

pursued the correct course of action. Wilfrid Blunt was just 

as certain of the opposite. The chapter must, however, be 

prefaced with an examination of Blunt's sympathetic views on 

Islam auid a consideration of their reception in England. The 

informed Englishman was well aware that Islam was important 

to the future of the British Empire. Blunt's optimistic 

views on the subject were original and contentious. Blunt 

believed that Islam could contribute to good and just 

government for Egypt. Dicey believed that Islam made for a 

brutal and oppressive regime. The latter's opinions were 

dominant among the policy makers of Great Britain. 

Mr. Blunt's Islam 

The important role of Islam in the British Empire was 

not lost on its English rulers. Richard Temple estimated one 

hundred million followers of the religion in 1882, one-half 
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of whom were under some form of British rule or influence.^5 

These numbers made most Englishmen uneasy. Wilfrid Scawen 

Blunt was a rare exception. 

Wilfrid Blunt was a self described "Tory anti-

imperialist" and minor poet.86 His wife. Lady Anne Blunt, 

was the granddaughter of Lord Byron, a lineage that impressed 

many, including Ahmed Arabi.87 Lady Anne often accompanied 

Blunt on his expeditions abroad. Blunt had served in the 

diplomatic service until 1870 when, at the age of thirty, he 

left in order to write and travel.88 By the 1880s he had 

become enamored with the Islamic lands and peoples. His 

writings on Islam and the Arabs would become influential in 

the debate on the Egyptian national movement. During the 

events of 1882, however. Blunt held no official position with 

the British government. He overestimated his influence in 

England, and he led the Egyptian Nationalists to do the same. 

Following the British occupation of 1882 he was banned from 

Egypt for three years.89 

In the January 1882 issue of the Fortnightly Blunt 

published his fifth and final installment of "The Future of 

85Temple, "Principles of British Policy," 495 

86Mansfield. The British in Egypt, 21. 

87Blunt "The Egyptian Revolution," 332. 

88who's Who, 1915, 207. 

89Mansfield, The British in Egypt, 22. 
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Islam," subtitled "England's Interest in Islam,"^0 m this 

he criticized the antagonistic nature of European attitudes 

toward Islam, "I take it the sentiment generally of 

Continental Europe—I do not speak of England—towards 

Mohammedanism is still much what it has always been, namely, 

one of social hostility and political aggression."^^ The 

mentality of the Crusades and the Reconquista still 

characterized European attitudes toward Islam. Norman 

Daniel's works have provided scholarly and convincing 

arguments that supported Blunt's views.^2 Blunt correctly 

predicted that the imbalance of power between Europe and the 

Mediterranean Islamic states meant the former would soon be 

in possession of the latter. The European seizure of Ottoman 

territories would have repercussions throughout the Islamic 

world. He correctly predicted that without their empire the 

Ottomans would cease to be an Islamic state. "It will be a 

strange revenge of history if the Ottoman Turks . . . shall 

one day cease to be Mohammedan."^3 islam as a whole would 

benefit from the loss of its Mediterranean territories. The 

caliphate would be depoliticized. The spiritual leadership 

would shift from the Turk to the Arab, allowing it to "escape 

90william Scawen Blunt, "The Future of Islam," 
Fortnightly Review 37 (January 1882): 32-48. 

91lbid., 32. 

92see especially Norman Daniel, Islam, Europe and Empire 
(Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 1966). 

93Blunt, "The Future of Islam," 36. 
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the stigma of political depravity."94 The latter 

development would invigorate the spiritual quality of Islamic 

leadership as the religion continued to spread into Southern 

Asia and sub-Saharan Africa. 

England, having long given up her part in European 

aggression against Islam, enjoyed a special reputation among 

Moslems.95 Blunt believed that, when Constantinople 

collapsed as a political power, the Islamic nations would 

look to England for political leadership.96 AS the British 

now ruled India's Islamic population, the House of Hauiover 

would soon replace the Porte. The Caliphate could be moved 

to Mecca where British sea power would protect it from 

European aggression. Blunt's flights of fancy doubtless 

amazed the majority of Fortnightly readers, but many still 

respected his convictions. Even Dicey, in criticizing 

Blunt's actions, attributed to his partisanship "a very 

different and far higher character."97 His articles may 

have made people question his soundness of mind, but they 

also increased his fame. When events in Egypt heated up, his 

signature would appear on an article in the Nineteenth 

Century, His name now had the weight to meet Knowles' 

criteria for publication. His "Egyptian Revolution" was 

94ibid., 38. 

95ibid., 39. 

96ibid., 40. 

97Dicey, "England in Egypt," 811 
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based entirely on the belief that the Egyptians were capable 

of self-government. This was not a common belief. Westlake 

cited Blunt's works in his article, and he warned his readers 

that, while Blunt's picture of the peaceful fellah might be 

accurate, the inherent fanaticism of Islam was ever 

dangerous.98 

In Egypt itself there was a growing reform movement 

within the Azhar, the institution responsible for Islamic 

theological leadership and education in Egypt. Influenced by 

Sheykh Jemal-ed-din Afghani, the movement in Egypt tended to 

be liberal auid Pan-Islamic. Afghani's ideals appealed to 

some Europeans such as Blunt, who envisioned a Reformation 

taking place in Islam reminiscent of that which Christianity 

had experienced four centuries earlier. Blunt strongly 

believed that the cause of Islam was a "cause of good."99 

But a liberalized and more democratic Islam did not suit the 

purposes of European politicians and financiers, and, thus, 

it was due to the influence of the Control that Afghani was 

forced in 1879 to leave Egypt. 

Sultan Abdul Hamid had already launched his own version 

of a counter-reformation against this liberal Islaimic 

movement. He perceived the new movement as a threat to his 

leadership in Islam. His encouragement of the wahabi 

movement in the Arabian peninsula was a reaction to the 

liberal Islamic movement. The British would soon develop a 

98westlake, "England's Duty," 831-832 

99Blunt, Secret History, 92. 
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policy of playing the liberal elements against the 

conservative in the Ottoman Empire. When it suited strategic 

needs, former allies who had liberal tenancies would find 

that British idealism had disappeared, as occurred with the 

Hashimites of Mecca and the Egyptian Nationalist Movement. 

These groups' trust of British good will was later 

demonstrated by the fact that the Hashimites were willing to 

side with the British during World War I in return for what 

they thought would be their independence. Arabi in his 

"Defense" held that the British were still the best hope for 

Egypt when faced with the alternative of rule by the Turks or 

the French.100 

In 1964 Bernard Lewis published The Middle East and the 

West, an analysis of attitudes that Europeans and the peoples 

of the Middle East held toward each other.^01 A more in-

depth study of Western attitudes toward Arabs in particular 

was Norman Daniel's Islam, Europe, and Empire, a sweeping 

study which traced relations from the author's field of 

specialty, the Middle Ages, through the end of the nineteenth 

century. This work's central theme followed the statements 

made by Blunt nearly a century earlier. Daniel asserted that 

racism was central to European dealings with the Easterner. 

In 1978 Edward Said offered his contribution to the field 

with Orientalism, a study based on intellectual conceptions 

of Middle Easterners. Orientalism, according to Said, 

lOOAhmed Arabi, "Instructions," 971. 

lOlBemard Lewis, The Middle East and the West (New 
York: Harper & Row, 1964). 
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engendered paternalism, a paternalism the author could still 

point out in his contemporaries, particularly Lewis and P. J. 

Vatikiotis.102 said's criticism was unique because it was 

directed towards those who had believed themselves to be 

friendly toward Islam. Blunt escaped Said's criticism 

because his paternalism was based on class, rather than race 

or culture. 

European Residents in Egypt 

The situation of the Egyptian government, described in 

the previous chapter, was certainly cause for revolt. The 

additional issues described below add to the evidence that 

revolution was inevitable. Central to the English perception 

of the Egyptian Question were the different connotations of 

"revolution" and "rebellion." Some characteristics 

attributed to the unrest occurred only in the writings of 

European journalists or rumors of the colons (European 

residents of Egypt). Certainly, the overactive paranoia of 

the Europeans exacerbated the complexities of Egyptian 

politics even before their fears became reality. Before 

1882, the natives of Egypt lacked a reputation as a 

troublesome people. Egyptians in 1882 could easily link 

their problems with the foreign domination of the government. 

The effects of the financial crisis on the population of 

Egypt made the country ripe for revolution. Although cotton 

prices were falling, the country was still producing great 

quantities of wealth. The fellah were severely overtaxed 

102Edward Said, Orientalism (New York: Pantheon Books, 
1978): 314. 
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while financiers did quite well on their Egyptian 

investments. The Egyptians were also able to observe the 

advantages Europeans enjoyed on a more personal level through 

the capitulation treaties. 

The capitulation treaties were economic agreements that 

the European powers had won from the Ottoman government over 

the course of centuries. The most common stipulation was a 

tax-free status for citizens of a European country residing 

in the Ottoman Empire. By the 1880s there were thousands of 

Europeans living in Egypt and carrying on commerce under the 

benefits granted by the treaties. The natural result was the 

jealousy of the indigenous peoples. Artisans and shopkeepers 

had to compete with European colonists who were de jure 

exempt from the capitation tax and de facto exempt from all 

taxes. Provisions in the treaties also protected European 

properties from search by Egyptian officials. Legal matters 

involving European citizens were only heard in consular 

courts. The result of the latter two factors was to give 

Europeans a free hand in smuggling and black market 

activities. 

British writers who addressed the question of the 

capitulation treaties espoused curtailment of their abuse by 

the colons, Mulhall noted that Sir Rivers Wilson, Finance 

Minister under Ismail, had suggested in 1878 that revenues 

could be increased by taxing all foreigners.^03 Nothing 

came of this suggestion. The actions taken by British agents 

regarding abuse of the capitulations became a point of 

103Mulhall, "Egyptian Finance," 528. 
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dissension in the Amos-Keay exchange. Amos took exception to 

Keay's statement that, "It proved to be a mere waste of time 

for either our Consul-General or the Khedive to urge any just 

claims on Her Majesty's Government," and he cited evidence 

that the British Government had been sympathetic to claims 

against the capitulations.104 K^^y responded that the 

British Government, while acknowledging the abuses, failed to 

take action, meaning that "most of the aJDuses in question are 

unchecked to the present day."105 Emile de Laveleye gave 

the example of French policy in Tunis.106 

France partly suppresses capitulation at Tunis, and she 
is quite right in so doing, but England can and ought to 
obtain the same advantage for Egypt with regard to the 
exemption from taixation. There may formerly have been 
some excuse for such a regulation, but to-day it can but 
be qualified as odious. 

Egyptians in the civil service also had cause for 

animosity on a personal level. Their pay was in arrears 

while large numbers of Europeans employed by the Control were 

paid exorbitant salaries while producing little, if any, 

benefit for Egypt. Few European officials troubled 

themselves to learn the native language. The Khedive's 

subjects knew that the Control was responsible for these 

difficulties. The Fellah awareness and resentment of these 

abuses were central to the arguments put forward by J. 

522. 
104Amos, "'Spoiling the Egyptians:' Revised Version," 

105Keay, "'Spoiling the Egyptians:' A Rejoinder," 781 

106Emile de Laveleye, "Egypt for the Egyptians," 756. 
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Seymour Keay, who was among the Control's most vehement 

critics. 

That the action of the Control in maUcing the poor 
cultivators provide the vast sums required, while 
allowing their own countrymen to remain exempt from 
taxation, and providing them with highly-paid posts all 
over the country, has given the Egyptian people grave 
cause for discontent.107 

Dicey did not concur with this view. "But, as a rule, 

there is no dislike amidst the natives to European 

administrators. Except in a very few instances, their 

services are underpaid, and their salaries are not unduly 

high."108 European officials. Dicey argued, were the best 

alternative for administration of the country. Opponents of 

this view produced facts to illustrate their point. 

Mulhall, Wilson, and Baker sought to quantify the effect 

of European office holders on Egyptian finance and unrest. 

Mulhall noted that "it may be that the recent collapse of 

Tewfik's power was due to the fact of 1,272 Europeans holding 

offices worth £373,000 per annum, or 4 1/2 per cent, of the 

gross revenue. This must have caused much heart-burning 

among the natives."109 Baker agreed with Mulhall that the 

disposition of Egyptian officials in favor of Europeans under 

the Joint Control had contributed to unrest among 

107Keay, "'Spoiling the Egyptians:' A Rejoinder," 765 

108Edward Dicey, "England's Intervention in Egypt," 
Nineteenth Century, 11 (August 1882): 170. 

109Mulhall, "Egyptian Finance," 534. 
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Egyptians.110 Wilson would not pass up this opportunity to 

criticize the Control. 

I have counted the number of 'Europeams' who according 
to official returns entered the service of these various 
depaurtments of the debt-collecting, fellah-exploiting 
machine in Egypt since 1875, and I find it is some 800 
out of the total of over 1,300 officially said to be in 
the pay of the Egyptian people. And they have very snug 

salaries, too, as a few samples at foot will show."HI 

Wilson's few samples ran to a two page footnote listing the 

most prominent positions, the names and nationalities of the 

office holders, and the amounts of their salaries.112 

It was apparent that Europeans enjoyed a singularly 

advantageous position in Egypt. European speculators could 

gain significant profits while their governments secured 

their investments, European engineers were accustomed to 

charging as much as double price for the Khedive's expansion 

of infrastructure.113 Egyptians were able to observe the 

wonders of western civilization and technology, but most 

rarely seemed to benefit from them. 

European citizens accused of crimes committed in Egypt 

were tried for crimes only in their respective consular 

courts. The jurist Westlake noted that in the area of court 

reform it was once again France that prevented effective 

llOBaker, "Reform of Egypt," 541, 

IHwilson, "Eleventh Plague," 660. 

112lbid., 660-661. 

113Mulhall, "Egyptian Finance," 530-531 
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action.114 The integrity of the court system would become 

an important issue in the press. Despite many calls for its 

reform, however, it remained unchanged by the British after 

they had seized the country. The structure of the legal 

system remained a problem throughout the British stay in 

Egypt. 

The double standard of taxation and the dual court 

system led Westlake to a comparison to the previous century. 

"In no resettlement of the country should a privilege, as 

odious and onerous to the rest of the community as that of 

the French nobility before the Revolution, be allowed to 

continue."115 The taxes weighed so heavily on the fellaheen 

that Laveleye argued that "the lot of the slave in the 

Southern States of the American Union was paradise compared 

with that of the Egyptian fellah."116 But it was the 

payment of the debt, not the rectification of the taucation 

and court system, that brought the British and French Fleets 

to Alexauidria. They were sent to protect the flow of capital 

and protect the lives and interests of European citizens. 

Supporters of intervention cited the anaurchy that existed in 

Egypt. The extent of, or even the existence of, this anarchy 

became a matter of fierce debate. 

114westlake, "England's Duty," 833. 

115ibid., 839. 

116de Laveleye, "Egypt for the Egyptians," 759. 
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The Egyptian Revolution 

In the early 1880s the Egyptian National Movement was 

active. Were their actions drastic enough to earn the name 

of revolution? Did the nationalists think it possible to 

overthrow the Khedive Tewfik, son and successor to Ismail, 

and puppet of the Control? Who were the nationalists? 

The Egyptian participants were veterans of the reign of 

the Khedive Ismail. They were accustomed to a situation of 

constant intrigue where failure meant political, and often 

actual, death. Whether this atmosphere remained unchauiged in 

Tewfik's reign is unknown. Most Europeans appeared to think 

that the change of rulers had been a clean break with 

Ismail's brutal methods. Europeans often pointed to this 

change as one of the benefits the Control had brought to the 

Nile Delta. 

The Egyptian National Movement's actions of 1882 were in 

part the result of imperial expansions of European powers in 

Cyprus and North Africa. Many Egyptians believed, correctly 

as it turned out, that theirs would be the next territory to 

be governed from western Europe. Both liberal and 

reactionary Moslems were agitated by the 1881 French seizure 

of Tunis. Together with the 1878 British acquisition of 

Cyprus, this action caused widespread unrest in Ottoman 

provinces, and this unrest threatened European interests. In 

Blunt's opinion the French action was "and remains in truth 

to this day responsible for precipitating the action of the 

liberal reformers there and of the army in demanding self 
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government."117 m an introduction to Arabi's article in The 

Nineteenth Century, Arabi's counsel. A, M. Broadley, echoed 

Blunt's opinion.118 

In 1879 the reform movement had held high hopes for the 

new Khedive. Tewfik had initially been under the influence 

of the Azhar reformers. Within a month of his accession to 

the Khedivate, however, his reform-minded friends were 

severely disappointed. Under the influence of Sherif Pasha, 

Tewfik had agreed "to issue a decree granting a constitution 

and then at the instance of the Consuls refused to sign 

it."119 Tewfik's capacity for vacillation was instrumental 

in shaping the events that led to the shelling of Alexandria. 

Sherif resigned in disgust and Riaz Pasha, nominated by the 

Consulates, was picked by Tewfik to head the ministry. Riaz 

Pasha was an old absolutist Circassian who had no interest in 

liberal government or liberal Islam. 

Riaz represented an end to Ismail's programs that 

allowed the fellaheen opportunities to rise in government. 

Unlike Ismail, Said, or even Muhammad Aly, Tewfik trusted 

only the Turkish elements of his administration. Riaz began 

a reactionary program against the fellah who had been 

elevated under previous Viceroys. "He was an extreme 

representative of the class which for centuries had looked 

117wilfrid Scawen Blunt, Secret History of the English 
Occupation of Egypt (New York: Howard Fertig, 1967), 94. 

118Arabi, "Instructions," 969-971. 

119Blunt, Secret History, 97. 
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upon Egypt as their property and the fellaheen as their 

slaves and servants. His attitude, therefore, towards the 

fellah officers was from the first a hostile one, and in the 

appointanents made by him it was to the Circassian, not the 

fellah, element in the army that preference was always 

given,"120 

This attitude soon brought Riaz into conflict with 

Arabi, who had allies in the form of the French Consul, M. de 

Ring, as well as the reformers of the Azhar, Riaz' actions 

brought about a confrontation between Arabi and the Turkish 

elite on February 1, 1881, when Blunt was in Egypt. 121 Riaz 

lured AredDi and two other officers into the Kasr el Nil 

Palace and had them arrested, but they were subsequently 

rescued by their troops. M. de Ring supported the officers 

and helped get Osmaui Rifky, who had arrested the fellah 

officers, dismissed as Minister of War, though Riaz, 

supported by German and British agents, remained in office. 

Arabi gained overnight popularity among the fellah, and a 

reform-minded officer, Mahmud Bey Sami, was made War 

Minister.122 

On September 8, 1881, the Riaz ministry once again 

prepared to move against the fellah colonels by ordering 

their regiments to separate postings away from Cairo. 

120ibid., 102. 

121ibid., 105. 

122ibid., 107-108 
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Instead of following orders, the colonels demanded a meeting 

with Tewfik at Abdin barracks and marched their regiments 

there. There they met with Tewfik for a brief time only. 

The latter then entered the barracks and dealt with the 

officers, with Cookson, the English consul, acting as 

intermediary. Tewfik accepted the three demands of the 

fellah officers; "the dismissal of the Riaz ministry . . . 

the summoning of the representative Chamber, and the 

restoration of the army to its treaty strength of 18,000 

men."123 After September matters in Egypt were relatively 

calm until France and Britain issued the infamous Joint Note. 

Morley provided the text of the Note in his article.124 

That the English and French Governments consider the 
maintenance of His Highness on the throne, on the terms 
laid down by the Sultan's Firmans, and officially 
recognized by the two Governments, as alone able to 
guarantee for the present and the future good order and 
general prosperity in Egypt, in which England and France 
are equally interested. The two Governments being 
closely associated in the resolve to guard by their 
united efforts against all cause of complications 
internal or external which might menace the order of 
things established in Egypt, do not doubt that the 
assurance publicly given of their formal intention in 
this respect will tend to avert the dangers to which the 
Government of the Khedive might be exposed, and which 
would certainly find England and France united to oppose 
them; they are convinced that His Highness will draw 
from this assurance the confidence and strength which he 
requires to direct the destinies of Egypt and its 
people. 

Blunt alleged that the Note was Gambetta's plot to force 

123Lane-Poole, "War in Egypt," 406 

124Morley, "Retrospect," 103. 
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intervention in Egypt.125 some in England possibly believed 

that the Note, delivered to Tewfik on January 8, 1882, would 

curtail the activities of the Chamber of Notables, in session 

at the time. It did not. The ChamlDer passed three unanimous 

resolutions in January requesting that control over the 

portion of the budget not set aside to service the foreign 

debt be given over to them.126 This was obstructed by the 

Control, and tensions continued to mount throughout Egypt. 

Elbert E. Farman was United States Consul-General to 

Egypt through the crisis of the 1870s and 1880s. His 

appraisal of the situation in the winter of 1881-1882 was 

that, while there was a growing feeling of discontent, there 

was no active unrest. There was, in his words, "no feeling 

of opposition to the Khedive, but hatred against the foreign 

financial domination."127 The event that led to rioting, 

moreover, was the arrival in May of British and French Fleets 

in Alexandria's harbor. The disaster began the day these 

fleets reached port. "Perfect quiet would have reigned had 

they not arrived" he contended.128 Arabi believed that the 

125Blunt, "Egyptian Revolution," 335. 

126ibid., 338. 

127Elbert E. Farman, Egypt and Its Betrayal: An Account 
of the Country During the Periods of Ismail and Tewfik 
Pashas, and of How England Acquired a New Empire (New York: 
The Grafton Press, 1908), 301. 

128ibid., 303. 



60 

fleets were sent at Tewfik's request, and their presence 

caused the riots.129 

Along with Britain and France, several other western 

powers dispatched ships to Alexandria. Farman reports that 

the latter were sent to watch the former. There were also, 

however, a number of Greek warships. The Greeks represented 

the poorest class of Europeans in the city. As a result, 

they were more in contact with the poorer Arab residents of 

Alexandria, amd relations between these two groups were 

strained at best. Tension between Greek residents of 

Alexandria and Arabs was exacerbated by the warships: "The 

presence of the vessels stimulated the pride and increased 

the arrogance of the former (Greeks) and correspondingly 

aroused the hatred of the latter (Arabs)."130 The Greek 

population was itself divided into the Maltese Greeks, who 

were British subjects, and Greek citizens. Tension between 

Egyptian and Greek populations was compounded when the 

respective consuls of the two Greek populations began 

supplying them with small arms. The colons of Alexandria, 

armed and emboldened by the presence of European warships 

sent to protect their interests, were not a stabilizing force 

in this situation. 

P. J, Vatikiotis published his most notable work. The 

History of Egypt, in 1969, though he has made numerous 

contributions to the field. His presentation of the Arabi 

129Arabi, "Instructions," 977. 

130Farman, Egypt, 303. 
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movement, however, was limited by his methodology. "The 

period from 1879 to 1882 constitutes one of the best 

illustrations, or historical case-studies, of complex forces 

at play; of the impact of imperial rivalries on a society in 

the process of revival; of the grim consequences of the 

creation of a 'modern' military establishment in an otherwise 

weak state, and its involvement in politics,"131 His 

characterization of Arabi as "a simple soldier with ambitions 

beyond his capabilities"132 and of the Egyptian Revolution as 

mere opportunism by military adventurers, directly echoes 

what was written in 1882 by several British essayists, 

especially Baker and Dicey. Blunt himself confessed he had 

initially been suspicious of the national and liberal 

movement. "The fact of their being soldiers repelled me; for 

I still looked on every soldier and zaptieh in the East as 

the symbol of that imperial 'order' Pashas love and Bedouins 

and I abhor. A fellah colonel I found it impossible to think 

of as a patriot."133 Liberal writers, defending the 

Gladstone Ministry against charges of hypocrisy for crushing 

a nationalist movement, went to great lengths to paint Arabi 

as a scoundrel. Vatikiotis' treatiment in this manner is 

unique among current histories of such detail. Histories 

that deal with the subject in passing, such as Robert 

131p. J. Vatikiotis, The History of Egypt, 2d ed., 
(Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 1980), 155 

132ibid. 

133Blunt, "Egyptian Revolution," 328. 
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Massie's Dreadnought, also tend to present the Egyptian 

Revolution in this light.134 TWO notable exceptions were 

Juan R. I. Cole and Nadav Safron. In Colonialism and 

Revolution Cole argues that a "troika of social strata formed 

a vague alliance against Egypt's dual elite of Ottoman-

Egyptians and Europeans."135 Cole provided ample evidence 

that the Egyptian National Movement was supported by the 

majority of the Egyptian population. One such example was 

his examination of the arrest list following the Alexandria 

riot of June 11, 1882, an event which brought about the end 

of the revolution.136 The varied backgrounds of the rioters 

showed that the malcontents were a diversified group. Safron 

argued that the Nationalists "were able to arouse all sectors 

of the population only because these had been for some time 

past restless under a political order that not only 

oppressed them but was alien to them."137 

June 1882 

The Greek artisans, shopkeepers and laborers were, in 

Alexandria in early June of 1882, the largest proportion of 

134Robert K. Massie, Dreadnought: Britain, Germany, and 
the Coming of the Great War (New York: Ballantine Books, 
1992), 420, 

135cole, Colonialism, 273, 

136ibid,, 256-258. 

137Nadav Safron, Egypt in Search of Community: An 
Analysis of the Intellectual and Political Evolution of 
Egypt, 1804-1952, (Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard 
University Press, 1961), 50. 
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Europeans, Many of these Greeks resided in the western half 

of the city among the poorer Egyptians, On the afternoon of 

June 11 an intoxicated Maltese Greek, ironically a British 

subject, ended a dispute with an Arab by stabbing the latter 

to death.138 Angry Arabs filled the streets, but, as they 

were forbidden possession of firearms, they were outgunned by 

the Greeks who fired on them from their homes and businesses. 

Similar scenes were repeated as the riot spread to other 

parts of the city. In the European press the story became 

one of wanton attacks upon European persons and property. 

The Illustrated London News ran depictions of European 

shopkeepers who "bravely" defended their possessions from the 

mob with their pistols. There was no clear aggressor in this 

conflagration until European correspondents took command of 

the story. Farman relates that a British reporter, upon 

questioning as to why he had falsified his account of the 

events, replied that "he was in Egypt for a purpose and was 

fulfilling the object of his mission."139 His mission was 

achieved with great effectiveness. 

Blunt alleged in his Secret History that Omar Pasha 

Lutfi, Governor of Alexandria at the time, had some 

complicity in the instigation of the riots. In collusion 

with the Khedive, Omar Lutfi had armed the police with clubs 

in anticipation of an opportunity for a disturbance which 

138Farman, Egypt, 303-304 

139ibid., 307. 
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would discredit Arabi, who had sworn to uphold the peace.1^0 

Farman was in Alexandria at the time, though he did not 

witness any of the rioting, and he related that the Egyptians 

were armed only with walking sticks and were massacred by the 

Europeans.141 Blunt's reconstruction of events followed the 

same approach. 

Blunt alleged that Tewfik and Omar Lutfi had intended 

simply to discredit Arabi by showing he could not fulfill his 

promise to keep the peace. Their plans were thwarted, 

however, when the riot's magnitude surpassed what they had 

planned and they were forced to call on regular army troops 

to suppress it. This, in turn, gave Arabi a brief popularity 

with the European population which, in Blunt's mind, he 

failed to capitalize upon. Blunt believed that, had Araibi 

been a forceful leader rather than a "humanitarian dreamer," 

he would have seized the opportunity by arresting the "real" 

author of the riot (Lutfi). This done, he would have shown 

his position as master of Egypt. Blunt did not take into 

account that the financial interests were already convinced 

of the need to remove Arabi frcxn Egypt.142 Both Arabi and 

Sheykh Mohammed Abdu later stated that the Khedive and Omar 

Lutfi had organized the riots with the collusion of Cookson, 

the British consul who had armed the Maltese population. 

140Blunt, Secret History, 237-238. 

14lFarman, Egypt, 304. 

142Blunt, Secret History, 237-238. 
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though Mohammed Abdu discounted amy motive on Cookson's part 

other than defense of British subjects.143 Blunt did not 

attempt to deny the charges that the Nationalists had burned 

the city, most likely because he did not have access to any 

reliadDle information when he was writing his article. 

The riot was suppressed by Egyptian troops and order 

restored. Europeans fled en masse to the ships stationed in 

the harbor. There they were able to work their influence on 

Admiral Seymour and other British officials. Reports that 

Egypt was in a state of anaurchy saturated European papers. 

European officials in the East relied on accounts of the 

refugees. Unconfirmed telegrams were printed in papers and 

read in Parliament, Europe turned its attention on Egypt and 

the reported outrages occurring there. 

Robert Massie repeated the standeurd line given by the 

British officials in 1882: the mobs were killing and burning 

in Alexandria.144 in doing so he echoed the majority of 

English language historians who have taken up the subject. 

Egyptian historians, such as Al-Sayyid, have contested this 

assertion, stating that reports of anarchy, particularly 

those made by Lord Dufferin, British Ambassador in 

Constantinople, were "gross exaggeration, for there was no 

anarchy in Egypt."1^5 

143ibid., 373, 377. 

144Massie, Dreadnought, 421. 

145al-Sayyid, Egypt and Cromer, 23 
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In the month that followed the riot it appeared that 

cooler heads would prevail. This was not to be the case. 

The fleet in Alexandria's harbor was commanded by "The Swell 

of the Ocean," Sir Beauchair̂  Seymour. 1̂ 6 He had other ideas 

about how to handle the situation. "A wolf and a lamb 

quarrel was picked with him [Arabi] by Sir Beauchamp Seymour, 

who had sworn to be revenged on the Alexandrians for the 

death of his body-servant, a man of the name of Strackett, 

who had been killed in the riot; and the bombardment 

followed."147 

Admiral Seymour's Bombardment 

Ostensibly, the bombardment of Alexandria on Tuesday, 11 

June 1882 was an act of self-defense by the British fleet. 

The demger posed by Egyptian fortifications was, however, 

mindLmal at best. Some were earthen works and others dated 

back to the reign of Muhammad Aly, In the early 1870s 

William Loring, a former major general of the CS.A, army, 

had revamped the fortifications,148 But they were still no 

match for the modern British naval weaponry. The officers of 

the Royal Navy by no means considered the forts a legitimate 

threat. Actual reasons for bombardment were revenge for the 

146sir George Arthur, Letters of Lord and Lady Wolseley, 
1870-1911 (London: William Heinemann, 1922), 72; and Massie, 
Dreadnought, 421. 

147Blunt, Secret History, 240-241. 

148william B. Hesseltine and Hazel C. Wolf, The Blue and 
the Gray on the Nile, Chicago: The University of Chicago 
Press, 1961, 67-69. 
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riot and a belief that the demonstration of British military 

might would cause the insurrection to crumble. The ill-

conceived timing and lack of landing forces were a result of 

European competition. While it would take Wolseley's army to 

defeat the Egyptians, the result of Admiral Seymour's actions 

was a victory over France as the latter's fleet was ordered 

out of the harbor before the attack began. 

The attack on Alexandria had been mapped out by the 

swarm of correspondents that descended upon Alexandria with 

the arrival of the fleet and subsequent riot. These 

correspondents were restricted by language difficulties to 

interviews with European colonists, Europeanized natives, and 

naval officers. These last were of course the most exciting 

for the press. The Illustrated London News ran full page 

maps of the city and the fortifications with estimates, from 

various military experts, as to how long the Egyptian 

position would last under fire from the British fleet. The 

estimates were usually given in minutes. Farman had asked 

the same question of Stone Pasha, Tewfik's American Chief of 

Staff, who, disparaging the work of his former subordinate 

Loring, answered "about thirty minutes."149 

The immediate results of the bombardment served to 

complicate the crisis. The attack led to fifty British 

killed or wounded and 550 Egyptian casualties.150 Farman 

noted that over three thousand shells were fired at the forts 

149Farman, Egypt, 317. 

150Massie, Dreadnought, 421-422 
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while "occasionally a shell passed over a fort and entered 

the city,"151 The bombardment certainly caused heavy damage 

to the city of Alexandria. Sheldon Amos lost his library in 

the attack,152 He did not, however, address the question of 

who was responsible for the fires or advocate restitution for 

losses in his October article. The British press and later 

Egyptian tribunals held that Egyptian soldiers had set fire 

to the city. Much of the daimage, however, was the result of 

artillery. Aside from Farman's account, Massie gave a much 

more disturbing picture of the inaccuracy of British gunnery 

at Alexauidria, 153 Nevertheless, the Arabists were held 

responsible, and one of their number, Muhammad Sami, was 

later convicted of being responsible for the fire and 

executed. 

The bombardment was not much contested by Egyptian 

sympathizers in the periodical essays. Critics of the 

national movement were delighted with Seymour's action. 

Reinach lamented the French government's failure in not 

taking paurt. He reminded his readers that his party had 

supported the action. "We openly and loudly declared that the 

Government of the Queen, in bombarding Alexandria and sending 

troops to Ismailia, truly served the sacred cause of 

15lFarman, Egypt, 317. 

^^^DNB, Supplement, 1921-2, 44. 

153Massie, Dreadnought, 421. 
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civilization,"154 Dunsany did not discuss the bombardment 

except to remind his readers that "a military revolt that had 

dethroned the sovereign, usurped the civil authority, burnt 

the second city of Egypt, indulging in pillage and murder, 

had to be subdued, and England had undertaken the task."155 

Lane-Poole had a more literary approach. 

The British fleet did indeed cut its name in very 
legible characters on the forts of Alexandria, and the 
news of the bombardment certainly called up a little 
excitement and enthusiasm at home. It was gratifying to 
find that our untried ironclads amd huge guns could do 
their work after all, and for a day or two there was a 
general disposition to sing 'Rule Britannia.'156 

His discussion of the bombardment turned into a defense of 

the government. 

The bombardment of the Alexandrian forts is a distinct 
question. The war would have taken place quite 
irrespectively of the bombardment, which was an act of 
self-defense on the part of our fleet against certain 
menacing preparations of the Egyptian engineers. Araby 
persisted in an endeavor to block the approach to 
Alexandria against our fleet in the defiance of the 
commands of the Khedive and the Sultan, and in violation 
of his own promises; to allow him to succeed would not 
only be to permit a serious obstacle to be set in our 
way to the Suez Canal, but would also be placing the 
fleet in unnecessary danger. We maintain that in the 
interests of our India route we have a right in 
Alexandrian waters; Araby endeavored to make our 
position there untenable; whereupon we knocked his 
fortifications about his ears. The bombardment was 
perfectly justifiaible, and the destruction of forts 

154Reinach, "Egyptian Question," 826. 

155Dunsany, "England and the Suez," 846 

156Lane-Poole, "War in Egypt," 388-389. 
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which have long l>een deemed a menace to England is no 
matter of regret.157 

The lack of discussion of the bombardment was more than 

a disinterest in the operational aspects of the situation, 

which were covered in infinite detail in daily publications. 

Aside from the embarrassment caused by the immediate results 

of the attack, there were also questions about the actual 

threat to the fleet and the enigmatic nature of Seymour's 

orders. Complaints were made because the attack had been 

launched without troops availaJale to secure the city and more 

property was lost before order could be restored. But these 

were brushed aside in a rush to congratulate Seymour on his 

victory. 

The arson charges against Arad>i and Sami were not taken 

seriously outside England. One of England's most adamamt 

admirers, de Laveleye, found cause to criticize Seymour's 

actions. 

I may cite auiother example of the intervention of 
England, which may either amend the condition of the 
population or prove to be a fresh iniquity. It is 
suggested to pay the indemnities to those burnt out of 
Alexandria by means of a fresh loan. That is to say 
that the poor fellahs will pay for the ravages committed 
by the English or provoked by the English 

bombardment.158 

This view was shared by many in the British army, most 

notably the commander of the expeditionary force. Garnet 

Wolseley. Worried by a command composed of troops with which 

he was largely unfamiliar, he lamented his situation in a 

157ibid., 391-392. 

158de Laveleye, "Egypt for the Egyptians," 756 
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letter to his wife. 

If I had Wood's Brigade here, I should be happy, but 
having to leave it at Alexandria has been a sad 
weaUcening of my force, and all occasioned by that silly 
and criminal bombardment of Alexandria, which Lord 
Northbrook and the Admiralty concocted. Lord N. is 
scarcely a statesman: but he has energy and a bustling 
temperament, so amongst the poor invertebrate creatures 

now composing our Cabinet he is really a force,159 

Wolseley's objections stemmed from his frustrations 

mounting a military campaign. But de Laveleye's came from 

the recognition that the attack had caused or led to the 

destruction of a great deal of European owned property. The 

bombardment destroyed the forts, but the city, especially the 

large European quarter, suffered a great deal of damage as 

well. Egypt's government, already heavily burdened with 

debt, became responsible for the additional cost of 

repaurations to Europeans whose property had been destroyed. 

The most positive result of the bombardment, from the 

British point of view, was that the French had not taken part 

and were effectively excluded from the rest of the campaign. 

As a result, France would have a diminished role in the 

future of Egypt. Farman believed that this exclusion of 

French influence was the motive behind the bombardment.160 

Farman discounts any idea that the forts at Alexandria were 

strengthened or that Europeans were being molested. "When a 

nation is ready for war, and has in view a rich conquest. 

159Arthur, Letters of Lord and Lady Wolseley, 77 

160Farman, Egypt, 323. 
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reasons for commencing hostilities are easily found,"161 A. 

G. Hopkins echoed Farman's, asserting that: "Cause and effect 

need to be reversed: it was the bombardment of Alexandria 

which created a threat to the Canal, not a threat to the 

Canal which made bombardment necessary. "162 His arguments 

followed those made by Gladstone in 1877, that problems of 

holding Egypt outweighed the threat of a closed Canal.163 

Gladstone, however, would come to change his opinion on this 

subject. 

With the French outmaneuvered, the British still had the 

problem of the involvement of the Turkish troops that 

Gladstone's government had insisted on at one time and then 

changed its mind. Now it was feared that the Turks might 

actually send an army to Egypt. There was speculation by 

both British and Egyptians that Turkish troops might refuse 

to fire on fellow Muslims. The speed of Wolseley's conquest 

would make this concern irrelevant. 

General Wolseley's Campaign 

On July 3, 1882, Sir Garnet Wolseley was appointed 

supreme commander of the Egyptian expedition.164 He arrived 

161ibid., 313. 

162A. G. Hopkins, "The Victorians and Africa: A 
Reconsideration of the Occupation of Egypt, 1882," Journal of 
African History 27 (1986): 374. 

163Gladstone, "Aggression on Egypt," 155-156. 

164Arthur, Letters of Lord and Lady Wolseley, 69. 
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at Alexandria on August 17, 1882. On the nineteenth he left 

Alexandria, ostensibly to attack the Egyptians at Aboukir 

Bay, the site of English victories over the French under 

Nelson and Abercromby. Wolseley's real objective, however, 

was Ismailia, which he reached through the Suez Canal over 

the objections of de Lesseps. On September 13 Wolseley's 

forces smashed Arabi's defenses at Tel-el-Kebir. By 

September 15 Wolseley was in Cairo and the Egyptian 

revolution was ended. 

Wolseley's trip to Egypt would produce the most 

notaODle combat victory of his career. His opponents were 

armed with European weapons and had been trained by French 

and American officers. Little of that training, however, had 

taken hold. It had been four yeaurs since the Control had 

fired Ismail's American advisors. American efforts at 

modernization had centered around elimination of the Pasha 

system in favor of establishment of a staff college and 

centralized command. This effort had limited success. The 

Pasha system, in which each regiment was an autonomous body 

with its own logistics and with soldiers usually loyal only 

to their regimental commander, had in some ways enabled the 

revolution to occur. Militarily, however, it would be 

largely responsible for the revolution's failure. Egyptian 

tactics and strategies were of little interest to English 

writers. Wolseley's victory was to some writers simply proof 

of the superiority of English civilization. Others protested 

that English soldiers should not have been sent to undertake 

a bondholder's war. 
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"The Ruler of Egypt having grown into a great potentate, 

one is led to ask why his bondholders should not undergo the 

common fate of those who lend to foreign Powers. It is not 

usual with respectable States to send out expeditions to 

enforce payment to them."165 This was a common sentiment 

among those Englishmen who watched with interest as events 

unfolded in Egypt, though it was not shared by holders of 

Egyptian bonds. The Suez could be threatened from Egypt, but 

did the situation there warrant military intervention? 

On March 15, 1882, Wolseley had been visited by 

Blunt.166 Their discussion incorporated political as well as 

military aspects of the Egyptian problem. Blunt attempted, 

unsuccessfully, to convince Wolseley that any expedition into 

Egypt would meet with stern opposition from the inhadDitants. 

Wolseley confided to Blunt that the prospect of an Egyptian 

expedition was not new to the military. 

He had been consulted two or three times during the 
winter with a view to immediate occupation [of Egypt]. 
He assured me, however, that nobody wanted to intervene, 
that the occupation of Egypt would be most unpopular 
with the army, and that he himself should be very sorry 

to have to go there.167 

Combat in Egypt did little to excite Wolseley's sense of 

glory. In his letters to his wife he admitted that he was 

uneasy about the possibility of defeat. His real goal, 

however, was a kind of glory that the campaign against Arabi 

165westlake, "England's Duty," 833-834 

166Blunt, Secret History, 172-173. 

167ibid. 
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could not provide. "I am no great lover of life, but I 

should like to do something for England before I die, and at 

best this Egyptian affair cannot be much."168 wolseley 

sailed from England in early August. He returned three 

months later. Baron Wolseley of Cairo. 

Lane-Poole noted the lack of interest paid the army's 

fate by the English public. 

England has been engaged for the last two months in the 
most considerable campaign she has undertaken since the 
Crimean war; and the English people have been looking on 
almost as quietly and apathetically as if Sir Garnet 
Wolseley and his 30,000 men had merely gone, like other 
travellers, to see the country, and cut their names on 
the monuments. But weeks of police business at 
Alexandria, varied with an occasional reconnaissance of 
the enemy's lines, constituted a decided bathos after 
the heroic episode of the bombardment, and English 
interest flagged again; and even the movements by the 
Freshwater Canal, the engagements at Kassaseen, and the 
crowning victory at Tell-el-Kebeer [sic], failed to 
rouse it.169 

Lane-Poole credited this apathy to the certainty of 

eventual success and also to the fact that the English had 

not made up their minds about the war. "There was and is an 

uncomfortaJDle suspicion at the bottom of many minds that we 

were not fighting but bullying, and until the suspicion is 

fairly uprooted, people cannot be anything but half-

168Arthur, Letters of Lord and Lady Wolseley, 76 

169Lane-Poole, "War in Egypt," 388-389. 
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hearted."170 Temple, writing before the battle of Tel-el-

Kebir had taken place, considered the outcome inevitable.171 

Perhaps the most glowing praise, however, came from the 

Frenchman Reinach: "We know very well what a justly 

privileged position the happy combat at Tel-el-Kebir has 

given the English in the valley of the Nile. The victory of 

Sir Garnet Wolseley over Arad̂ i's bands was one of 

civilization over barbarism; we warmly applauded and 

congratulated your country."172 The victory, however, was 

not sufficient in Reinach's eyes to warrant any great change 

in the power structure in Egypt.173 

Dunsany's reply to this assertion was to point out the 

behavior and sentiments of de Lesseps. "His diplomatic 

training under Louis Philippe, and the very object with which 

the Canal was made, must have rendered it painful to him to 

see it used by Sir Garnet Wolseley in his brilliant change of 

base."174 Wolseley suspected de Lesseps of more active 

interference with his campaign. "I have to-day heaurd that a 

French ship has been run aground. I presume done by Mr. 

170ibid., 389. 

17lTemple, "Principles of British Policy," 495 

172Reinach, "Egyptian Question," 822. 

173ibid., 822. 

174Dunsany, "England and the Suez," 846, 
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Lesseps on purpose to impede our advance."175 Blunt lamented 

Arabi's strategic mistake in thinking de Lesseps could make 

good his claims of neutrality for the Canal.176 Arabi found 

himself faced with a hostile army advancing from an 

unexpected quarter. He hastened to Tel-el-Kebir but the 

British forces attacked his unfinished lines "suddenly at 

sunrise" on the thirteenth of September.177 

The speed of the conquest was unexpected by most parties 

with the notable exception of Wolseley himself. He delighted 

that he had "completely befoozled the 'press' gang."178 

Some parties in England, though happy with the result, would 

have preferred a different commander, although they were 

perhaps not as numerous as Wolseley believed. For political 

reasons as well as military, however, a quick victory was 

required. "Everything depends upon the steadiness of my 

infantry. If they are steady in the dark—a very crucial 

trial—I must succeed."179 The movement of troops in the 

dark was accomplished with the aid of Lieutenant Rawson of 

the Royal Navy, who navigated the force across the desert by 

175Arthur, Letters of Lord and Lady Wolseley, 73. 

176Blunt, Secret History, 300-301. 

177Ahmed Arabi, "Instructions," 992. 

178Arthur, Letters of Lord and Lady Wolseley, 73. 

179ibid., 77. 



78 

the stars, only to be mortally wounded in the assault on the 

trenches.180 

On the whole, the English were very pleased with their 

army. "The war has been fought and conducted in a manner of 

which England has every reason to be proud."181 That Lane-

Poole encouraged nationalism among the English, who had just 

vanquished a foe that few considered incapable of 

nationalistic sentiment, represents one of the more 

paradoxical aspects of the Anglo-Egyptian war. 

AradDi's retreat to Cairo gave Baker the opportunity to 

ridicule Arad̂ i. "At the prick of the bayonet the bubble 

burst; the ass in the lion's skin galloped across the desert 

in cowardly flight, without an attempt to rally the 

unfortunate troops which he had adDandoned to their fate. 'Sic 

transit gloria Arabi.'"182 Arabi's own account, to which 

Blunt added the testimony of corroborating witnesses, was 

that he left the field only after a failed attempt to rally 

his troops.183 E. B. Hamley's account is closer to the 

latter, "but just then Arabi's camp . . . was visible just 

below us; the last occupants escaping . . . a body of his 

cavalry was also forming near the tents, some of its officers 

180Hamley, "The Second Division at Tel-el-Kebir," 864 

18lLane-Poole, "War in Egypt," 417. 

182Baker, "Reform of Egypt," 542. 

183Blunt, Secret History, 319-320. 
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riding forward as if to lead a charge upon us."184 Baker's 

attack upon Arabi was part of a strategy used by supporters 

of the Khedive that will be discussed below. 

In Cairo the two-month-old Revolutionary government 

agreed that surrender to the British was the best course of 

action. The British promptly handed the nationalists over to 

the Khedive's government. Arabi and his fellow prisoners 

protested that their terms of surrender were to the British 

government only and that they should not have been handed 

over to the reinstated Turkish rulers of Egypt.185 The 

British government, largely due to protests by Arabi's 

British supporters, most notably Blunt, induced Tewfik to 

allow the former a trial with English legal representation. 

Blunt contacted A. M. Broadley in Tunis, who agreed to 

undertake Arabi's defense. Arabi himself had requested 

English representation because he thought that the 

alternative was summary execution. 

Was Arabi attempting to overthrow Tewfik, defending 

himself against Circassian power, or actually representing a 

real nationalist cause? In terms of his political situation, 

it is unlikely he considered the overthrow of Tewfik a 

realistic option before the British bombardment of 

Alexandria. The line blurs between the objectives of 

political survival and nationalistic ideals. Arabi by 

necessity embodied both survivalist and nationalist. Would 

184Hamley, "The Second Division at Tel-el-Kebir," 869 

185Arabi, "Instructions," 993. 
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he have been content with survival had not the Joint Note and 

the attack on the fortifications at Alexandria forced the 

issue? The British victory at Tel-el-Kebir ensured that 

these questions would only be answered in the European press. 

The question of Arabi would haunt writers who addressed 

Egypt's future. The latter could not be properly understood 

without examining the former. Both will be discussed in the 

next chapter. 

Speculation about Arabi's motives and what kind of 

Egyptian government would have resulted from his success 

became important to the debates immediately following his 

defeat. In allowing all points of the debates to be heard, 

the reviews gave voice to the small minority of Englishmen 

who were sympathetic to the nationalists' cause. After the 

English victory at Tel-el-Kebir, it was guaranteed that AraJDi 

had no future in Egyptian politics, but his motives and 

ideals were still vigorously defended. In the short period 

before Evelyn Baring took command of Egypt, there was a great 

deal of anxiety about dealing with the new imperial 

acquisition. 



CHAPTER IV 

ENGLAND'S DUTY 

The defeat of the Egyptian army at Tel-el-Kebir ended 

the Egyptian revolution and gave Great Britain primacy in 

Egypt. The British government now had to consider the 

options for settling the Egyptian question, options 

considered in light of events described in the previous 

chapters. The causes of unrest and revolution had to be 

addressed in any settlement. After the fact, there was a 

tendency to find causes that would support implementation of 

a particular solution. In amy event the revolution itself 

had altered the Egyptian situation, and the personalities 

involved had to be dealt with. In crushing the uprising, 

whatever its nature, England had assumed responsibility for 

Egypt's future. 

British rulers paid close attention to the concept of 

responsibility, or duty, in governing their empire. This 

responsibility was the overriding factor in the periodical 

articles on Egypt. The writers sought to define duty from 

their respective biases. Besides moral duty, there was also 

some duty owed to the interested parties. There was a duty 

to Egypt and the Egyptians, a duty to the European concert, 

and a duty to England and its citizens, the latter naturally 

being paramount. The past, present and future involvement of 

England required justification on grounds of moral 

responsibility. To Dicey the goal of responsibility was a 

quest for order. For Wilson it was less tangible. Blunt and 

81 
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Wilson protested that England's suppression of the Egyptian 

revolution was dishonoraUDle, and honor was required for 

England to retain her place in the world. The same idea was 

included in the Frenchman Reinach's article, though his 

protest, as will be developed later, was very different. The 

writers had to identify amd define how these duties could 

best be served. To what ideals and realities were duty owed? 

Wolseley had given England the responsibility of addressing 

these problems. Whether the solutions chosen were correct or 

not, the statesmen were well informed, thanks largely to the 

periodical press. The editors and contributors had fulfilled 

their purpose. 

The English public in 1882 had just been exposed to 

Blunt's unique opinions on Islam through their publication in 

the Fortnightly Review, The publication of his articles led 

to his involvement in the revolution and the subsequent trial 

of AraJDi. The latter served as a litmus test for the 

direction English administration would take in Egypt. Arabi 

embodied the complexities of Egypt, wherein ideals might be 

balanced against realities. Following the opinions offered 

on the disposal of Arabi and the character of the political 

possibilities in Egypt, the essayists' opinions on and 

suggestions for Egypt's future will be examined. It is 

important to remember that these opinions were the first to 

be expressed after it became obvious to the British public 

that Egypt was a British responsibility. The ramifications 

of unilateral control of Egypt by Britain had already been 

considered. 
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Arabi 

Following his defeat at Tel-el-Kebir, Arabi fled to 

Cairo. He planned to defend the city, but the revolutionary 

government had already opted to capitulate to the British. 

Arabi accepted their decision and became a prisoner of war. 

He was promptly turned over to the Khedive, but the British 

authorities, for obvious reasons, denied Tewfik's wish that 

Arabi be summarily executed. 

Blunt's opinion was that, "It cannot be too strongly 

emphasized that the National Movement of 1881 was essentially 

a fellah movement, having for its object the emancipation of 

the fellaheen, and that it was directed primarily against the 

iniquitous Turkish Government."186 This opinion was in the 

minority. Reinach and Dunsany agreed that the National 

Movement was simply a military revolt.187 Temple also opted 

for the term "rebellion".188 Eighty years later, P. J. 

Vatikiotis reached the same conclusion: "The OraUDi [sic] 

Revolt was thus largely motivated by the personal 

disaffection and ambition of certain officers in the army who 

lacked the necessary qualities of leadership."189 Arabi's 

leadership problems were compounded by the readiness of his 

186Biunt, Secret History, 110. 

187Reinach, "Egyptian Question," 822; and Dunsany, 
"England and the Suez," 840. 

188Temple, "Principles of British Policy," 495. 

189vatikiotis, History of Egypt, 165. 
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allies to be bought off and England's willingness to buy 

them. 

That Arabi was simply a rebel had to be understood, not 

only in Europe but in the East as well. 

It is therefore of much consequence to so arrange the 
language of proclamations or other authoritative 
proceedings that he may be made to stand in his true 
position—namely, that of an insurgent against his 
legitimate lord. This is apparently being done quite 
effectually, and will produce a favourable effect upon 
Mohammedam opinion everywhere,190 

Westlake considered the events to be evidence that Arabi's 

followers were not the gentle people that Blunt made them out 

to be,191 

In his defense, AradDi portrayed himself as a reluctamt 

leader chosen by his people,192 Dicey presented a very 

different version of the events. Dicey recognized that the 

movement was in part due to a power vacuum. "Why it was 

Araby, and not Mahmoud Samy, or Toulba, or Abd-el-Al, or any 

other Achmed or Hassan of the lot, who became the recognized 

chief and leader of the movement, it is difficult to say."193 

Both Dicey and Amos suggested that Arabi was in collusion 

with the powerful landlords and that the fellaheen would 

suffer more under any government he might have established 

190Temple, "Principles of British Policy," 496 

191westlake, "England's Duty," 830. 

192Arabi, "Instructions," 971. 

193Dicey, "England in Egypt," 806. 
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than they had suffered under Ismail.194 They maintained that 

the claims of popular support for Arabi were fraudulent. 

The deposal of Ismail had weakened the position of the 

Khedivate. This, coupled with the weakness of Tewfik as a 

ruler and the recognition of this weakness among Egyptians, 

encouraged those with private or political agendas to 

agitation. The Azhar reformers, the constitutionalists in 

the Egyptiam Assembly, and the Egyptian Pashas in the army 

all looked to exploit the position of Tewfik in order to 

realize their goals. The Sultan also had a mind to 

manipulate Tewfik, but the latter's real handlers were the 

Europeans, in particular the British. The British were able 

to forge a closer relationship with the Turkish elite of 

Egypt. The chaotic state of French politics and the more 

idealistic aspirations of M. de Ring had allowed the British 

to gain the upper hand with the rulers of Egypt. Financial 

interests, represented by Colvin, were much better served 

than the political, represented by Malet. That the Khedive 

had lost real power was obvious to most Egyptians. The 

Control, however, preferred to keep a low profile and take no 

responsibility for matters outside European financial 

interests. The Control was the real power in Egypt, but many 

Egyptians, including many army officers, misjudged this 

situation, 

Edward Dicey, writing for the August issue of the 

Nineteenth Century, expressed the feelings of many Europeans 

194Dicey, "England in Egypt," 806-809; Amos, "'Spoiling 
the Egyptians:' Revised Edition,' 523. 
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on the June events in Alexandria. "It is not enough that 

Araby and his fellow-conspirators should be punished. This, 

indeed, is essential not only for the pacification of Egypt, 

but for the vindication of our own outraged honour,"195 The 

reports of atrocities in Alexandria, regardless of their 

veracity, required retaliation by Europeans. 

Lane-Poole thought it worthwhile to address the question 

of Arabi's character and goals. He asserted that the British 

public was rightly concerned about the true mission of the 

British forces occupying Egypt. The British people, the 

government, and especially the Prime Minister ought to have 

some sympathy for Egyptians who desired liberty and self-

government . 

If the Chamt)er of Notables was only within its right in 
demanding the power of voting the Budget, and if Araby 
was the Cromwell who sought by arms to assert that right 
which the chamber could not obtain by peaceful and 
constitutional methods—then surely we have been at war 

with what we should be in league with?196 

Though Lane-Poole promised his readers an answer to this 

question, he did not deliver. 

In both his August and November articles. Dicey 

contended that Arabi was simply an ambitious soldier who 

became a threat to the Khedive's government.197 He 

maintained that Arabi and his allies in the Chamber of 

195Dicey, "England's Intervention in Egypt," 170. 

196Lane-Poole, "War in Egypt," 389. 

197Dicey, "England's Intervention in Egypt," 168; 
England in Egypt," 805-807. 
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NotaODles were simply trying to oust the Europeans from the 

country so the Turkish party could reclaim their insidious 

privileges and continue to oppress the fellaheen, 

"Parliamentary institutions, the power of voting the budget, 

and ministerial responsibility, were so many catch phrases 

invented by Araby's foreign advisers to influence European 

opinion in his favour."198 Arabi was, in Dicey's final 

opinion, simply a stronger man than Tewfik, and he had 

generated more fear among the Egyptians. Fear, Dicey 

believed, was the basis for Oriental government.199 in the 

same vein. Dicey argued that, for the sake of future Khedival 

government in Egypt, the execution of AradDi ought to have 

been allowed, thus inspiring fear among other would-be 

Araibis.200 Westlake's approach was less bigoted. 

Whenever there arises among them a loftier spirit, as I 
am willing to believe Arabi Pasha to be until the 
contrary is shown, there is a sad want of any other 
direction for his activity than that of seeking to 

realize the wildest dreams of his faith.201 

Another reason for Arabi's vilification was the contrast 

he presented with Tewfik. The British ideal of 

administration placed emphasis on individual personalities. 

Blunt presented the exceptional qualities of Arabi Pasha in 

contrast to the sinuous nature of Tewfik. Baker and Dicey 

198Dicey, "England's Intervention in Egypt." 168 

199Dicey, "England in Egypt." 809. 

200ibid., 817. 

201westlake, "England's Duty," 831. 
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undertook the reverse, not an easy task given Tewfik's 

actions throughout his reign. 

Tewfik 

The Egyptian population, according to Blunt, were well 

aware of the evils brought upon them "by the family of 

Mohammed Aii, the financial ruin of the country, its invasion 

by foreigners, the wine shops, brothels, opera-house, and 

other public scandals imposed on them by these."202 

Throughout Blunt's work Tewfik was presented as weak, 

conniving, and cowardly. He had intrigued with the Sultan 

because he had no support within Egypt.203 He was 

frightened when the Joint Note was presented, though it was 

supposed to strengthen his rule.204 Blunt's portrayal of 

Tewfik was contrasted by that of Tewfik's supporters. Dicey 

and Baker. 

In Dicey's solution to the Egyptian Question, Tewfik 

would be returned to a position of Khedival authority. Under 

the Control, "Tewfik has had the responsibility without the 

authority of government."205 Dicey believed that the 

202Biunt, "Egyptian Revolution," 329 

203ibid., 336. 

204ibid., 338. 

205Dicey, "England's Intervention in Egypt," 173 
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British should now take advantage of their opportunity and 

make Tewfik an effective ruler.206 

The Egyptians require a ruler whose direct authority 
they can recognize; and for such a post a better ruler 
than Tewfik could not easily be imagined. Under 
circumstances of extreme difficulty he has shown 
courage, good sense, and self-command, while his loyalty 
towards England, though severely strained, has never yet 
been found wanting. He is personally popular amidst his 
people; and he has a genuine wish to promote the welfare 
of his country. But, if he is really to govern Egypt, 
he must have a greater latitude of action than has 
hitherto been allowed him. He must have authority to 
act in his own name of his own will, not as the mere 
mouthpiece of others. 

Tewfik also received strong support from his employee, 

Samuel W. Baker. "His Highness Muhammad Tewfik Pacha was a 

young prince of estimaible character, thoroughly imbued with 

the necessity of frugality and economy in the financial 

administration of Egypt, and of that simple-mindedness and 

originality of character, that he determined to devote his 

life to the welfare of the State."207 Baker then touched on 

the question of highest importance. "From his first 

accession to the throne of Egypt he loyally co-operated with 

the Controllers who represented the interests of Europe."208 

Assertions of Tewfik's loyalty were reactions to accusations 

by Blunt and others that Tewfik was an intriguer and a force 

behind the Alexandria riots. Attacks on Tewfik led Dicey to 

reassure his readers that Tewfik's future loyalty was 

206ibid., 173-174. 

207Baker, "Reform of Egypt," 536 

208ibid. 
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ensured. "By character, by disposition, and, above all by 

virtue of his experiences of the past, Tewfik Pacha is very 

unlikely to imitate the example of his father, and to use his 

power simply and solely for purposes of greed and self-

aggrandisement . "209 

Aside from the comments of Baker, Blunt and Dicey, the 

personality of Tewfik generated little enthusiasm or disgust 

in the periodicals. Talk of showing the Egyptians a strong 

ruler was not necessary after Wolseley had provided his own 

lesson. It was the nature of the future arrangement t)etween 

Egypt and the European powers that was the sensitive issue. 

The dynasty of Mohammed Aly remained on the Egyptian throne, 

but the administration of Egypt was to be by British agents 

until another revolution gripped the Egyptian officer corps. 

Egypt for the Egyptians 

The responsibility of England in Egypt would be 

fulfilled through a sound policy. The periodical press 

becaune the battleground in the debate over what constituted 

sound policy, a battle that was fierce. Though the "forward" 

imperialists were happy with what had transpired in Egypt, 

the Little Englanders were not willing to concede the field. 

They were, however, in the minority, largely because of the 

public's identification of Egypt with the Suez Canal. 

Egypt's precarious strategic situation was justification, to 

all but the most solid Little Englander, for British presence 

on the Nile. 

209£)icey, "England's Intervention in Egypt," 174 
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Each of the big three journals carried a pro-Egyptian 

piece after hostilities had begun. In the Cont&nporary 

Review, John Seymour Keay offered little advice on 

settlement. Continuing his diatribe against the evils of the 

Control, he agreed with the imperialists that maintenance of 

the status guo ante Arabi would be a great evil.210 The 

Fortnightly Review presented A. J. Wilson's suggestion that 

Egypt be left alone to choose its own government. 

Our Government is master of Egypt . . . It has the 
power, therefore, to say to the Egyptians, regardless of 
amy din of creditors, jealousy of French Government, or 
importunity whatever, "We have done you a great wrong, 
and as it is no wish of England to perpetuate that 
wrong, we set you free—free from the Turk as well as 
from any foreign domination. No alien army will be 
forced upon you to eat up what the creditors of Ismail 
leave, nor shall you have to bear the weight of any 
English administration. You may deal with Ismail's 
creditors as you think best, without let or hindrance 
from us or from any one, for no one shall be allowed to 
trouble you. As soon as you have organised your 
administration, broken up by our interference, chosen 
your ruler, which we also leave you at peace to do, the 
English garrison will be withdrawn, and while it remains 
it shall be no charge to you. It is only kept there now 
because we have brought anaurchy into your country. 
Forgive Tewfik, the foreign nominee, the bondholders' 
puppet, if possible, but if not, deal kindly by him and 
let him go. All we want of you is, that if you wish for 
the continuance of our protection you shall not sell 
yourselves to any other power, through which interests 
inimical to ours might come to dominate the Suez 

Canal."211 

The Nineteenth Centujry, in its tradition of seeking out 

the most recognizable names, carried Blunt's narrative, "The 

Egyptian Revolution," as well as Arabi's "Instructions to My 

210Keay, "'Spoiling the Egyptians:' A Rejoinder." 785 

211wilson, "Eleventh Plague," 666. 
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Counsel," both of which protested English interference with 

Egyptian nationalism. While Keay did not take a position on 

Egyptian self-government, and Blunt and Arabi were proponents 

of the National Movement, only Wilson advocated the position 

of true Little Englanders. Blunt and his supporters argued 

that the Egyptians should live under a government of their 

own making. Wilson went further. He asserted that England 

did not need to hold Egypt to protect the Canal, He 

considered holding Egypt against the will of her population 

to be a greater threat,212 if England continued to oppress 

the Egyptians, it would create openings for enemies to cause 

trouble on the Nile. 

Dicey's opinions on Egyptian self rule were in character 

with the rest of his work: 

The truth aJDOut the whole so-called constitutional 
movement in Egypt is simply this. In Egypt - as, for 
that matter, in any Mussulman country - parliamentary 
government is an impossibility. The principles which 
lie at the basis of any system of representative 
institutions under which the will of the majority rules 
through an elected Chamber, are not only unintelligible 
to the Egyptian population, but would be antagonistic to 
the ideas of the community, if by any miracle these 
principles could be rendered intelligible to their 
comprehension. ProbadDly not one fellah in a thousand is 
aware that a Chamber ever met in Cairo, and certainly 
not one in a hundred thousand could explain what was the 
issue in dispute between the Chamber and the 
Controllers. As for our Western theory, that 
representation and taxation should go hand-in-hand 
together, it is as incomprehensible to the Oriental mind 

as the differential calculus would be to a ploughboy.213 

212ibid. 

213Dicey, "England in Egypt." 807-808 
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Dicey wanted to be sure his point was clear: "for all 

political purposes, the Fellaheen are a flock of sheep,"214 

The talk of Egyptian nationalism and constitutionalism that 

raised concerns among Englishmen was, in Dicey's opinion, a 

product of Arabi's foreign advisors and meant for propaganda 

purposes in Europe, not Egypt, In this regard, however. 

Dicey noted that the English friends of Arabi, especially 

Blunt, acted on "a very different and far higher character 

than that of the continental adventurers."215 Referring to 

Blunt's actions as "ill-advised" is soft language for Dicey. 

Blunt and Dicey were the most passionate and among the most 

well informed of the essayists. Their debate over the nature 

of Islam and the character of the Araib peoples produced less 

vehement personal attacks than the Keay-Amos debate over the 

Control or the Reinach-Dunsany quarrel over British-French 

relations. Blunt and Dicey had both accrued extensive 

experience in the Orient, so that they shared an 

understanding of Englishmen who traveled in strange lands. 

They also agreed that the British Empire would play an 

important role in the region's future, and vice versa. Their 

views on the nature of the British relationship with the East 

were, however, very different. Blunt's hopes for cooperation 

clashed with Dicey's hopes for empire. The latter in no way 

shared the former's hopes for an enlightened and liberal 

Islamic world. Dicey's final words on Egyptian self-

214ibid., 810. 

215ibid., 811. 
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government were clear. "If i have made my meaning clear, the 

materials do not exist for the creation of an autonomous and 

independent Egypt."216 

The Belgian, Emile de Laveleye, was another longtime 

proponent of British annexation of Egypt. He argued that 

Egypt was not ready for representative government, and thus 

England had to guarantee order on the Nile. "If England now 

retire completely, she will deliver Egypt over to blood

suckers, native and foreign, with unlimited right of 

pillage."217 This statement that Egypt left to itself would 

crumble into anaurchy, echoed that made by Amos. As to the 

Fellaheen, de Laveleye agreed with Dicey.218 That British 

administration was the only chance the fellaheen had for good 

government was a common theme in the debates, and one that 

was not effectively contested. 

Of the essays that portrayed the revolution as simply a 

ploy by elites to regain their privileges, the most reputable 

was that of Sir Samuel W. Baker. Baker had been active in 

the administration of Egypt and had the glory of his 

explorations in western Africa to add credence to his name. 

His low opinion of representative government was not 

restricted to the Egyptians. "When we consider the defects 

exhibited by our own system after centuries of probation, it 

216ibid., 812. 
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can hardly be expected that the ignorant Fellaheen of Egypt 

are sufficiently advanced for the exercise of such a 

power."219 He argued that native institutions should be 

left alone as much as possible and that the Egyptians should 

receive careful and fair administration from their English 

governors.220 Egypt should be governed by England, but not 

as England. The model to which proponents of this 

arrangement looked was India. For this reason the 

Contemporary Review published a work by a highly regarded 

Indian administrator, Richard Temple. It was recognized that 

the security of the Canal and the Empire superseded any 

political ideals that Englishmen might hold, but the 

importance of British ideals was demonstrated by the efforts 

of the essayists to explain how they would best be served. 

England; Empire and 
Responsibility in Egypt 

This section will further develop the most important of 

the issues surrounding British administration. The 

reestaU3lishment of the Khedivate, the claims of the 

bondholders, the future of the Joint Control, the importance 

of acquiescence of the other powers, the future of the 

Sublime Porte's role in Egypt, the reform of the Egyptian 

army, and reform of the civil administration were among the 

most pressing items to be settled. All of these issues were 

219Baker, "Reform of Egypt," 545 

220ibid., 546. 
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linked to the more important consideration, the Suez Canal. 

There was, however, one new issue: who would pay the 

financial costs of the war? In retrospect, the British had 

access to some carefully considered opinions with excellent 

supporting arguments. Some of these opinions were 

influential in decisions made by the British government. The 

course actually taken by the British most closely followed 

the recommendations of Dicey. 

Among the article writers there were three separate 

schools of thought on Anglo-French interests in Egypt. The 

first, advocated by Blunt and Wilson, was that England and 

France had worked together for the robbery of Egypt and that 

their interference was of little or no benefit to Egypt or 

its people. The second, espoused by Reinach, was that the 

allies had worked together for the good of all and should 

continue to do so. This principle was agreed to by Temple, 

Amos, and Westlake, who would have preferred the solution of 

England taking sole responsibility. But they agreed with 

Reinach that continued cooperation with France was more 

important than any advantage to be gained in Egypt, and that 

it was necessary to honor the French claims. The third 

school, represented by Dicey, Baker, de Laveleye, and 

Dunsany, believed that, although the two countries had worked 

together in the past, Britain should no longer be hindered by 

French interference and should be allowed to act 

independently in Egypt. It was obvious that, in form at 

least, the third school would be the one followed. 
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Edward Dicey, contemplating a solution to the Egyptian 

question in his August article, stated that involvement of 

Turkish troops would be the worst possible scenario. He 

viewed the French involvement as only slightly more 

satisfactory.221 He was not, however, a critic of the Dual 

Control. In his November article he extolled the virtues of 

the Control at length. It had been unquestionaUDly beneficial 

to Egypt, but it could not, in his view, be reinstated. 

Though he advocated annexation, he felt that this action 

would have to be delayed indefinitely so France would have 

time to get used to the idea that Egypt belonged to England. 

A delay in the solution would mean that "France will grow 

accustomed to the suspension of her exceptional position in 

Egypt; the financial interests which have immense influence 

with the French Government will discover that their property 

in Egypt is not imperiled by the aJDamdonment of the Dual 

Control; and a simpler and more effective system of 

administration may be gradually introduced without exciting 

any ill-feeling on the part of our late associates in the 

Egyptian venture."222 Richard Temple's "Principles of 

British Policy in Egypt" is more ambiguous about England's 

responsibility to her friends. "England might prefer to 

acknowledge some degree of obligation morally in respect to 

following the same course as her ally (in terms of 

22lDicey, "England's Intervention in Egypt," 165 
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maintaining the Control)."223 Temple reminded the British 

that they would be well-served to maintain the moral high 

ground because "it is advantageous to keep and 

disadvantageous to lose."224 

John Seymour Keay, whose entire article was a criticism 

of the Control, expected the institution he so despised would 

continue to manage Egypt. He did not address the nature of 

any future administration of Egypt. He did, however, 

conclude by urging a reduction of the interest. 

It is to be fervently hoped that, in arranging the 
future administration of Egypt, Her Majesty's Government 
will lay these facts to heart, will collect independent 
testimony as to the 'inestimaJDle blessings' conferred on 
the people by the late European Control, and will not, 
as hitherto, accept as conclusive its own interested 
verdict in praise of a system which events have shown 
that the people of Egypt unamimously and justly 
condemn.225 

Keay's critic, Sheldon Amos, also avoided discussion of 

Egypt's future, though he reminded his readers that, "the 

British Government and its agents have consistently done 

their best, at every epoch, to protect Egypt and its 

population from the insatiable greed of its own native 

rulers, amd from the unscrupulous claims and intrusive 

proffers of European speculators."226 Amos' quarrel with 

223Temple, "Principles of British Policy," 507. 
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Keay was not whether the speculators were at fault, but 

whether the British agents were responsible. Both assumed 

British agents would now take the lead in Egyptian 

administration. Amos expected them to continue their 

practices for the benefit of Egypt, while Keay hoped they 

would change their practices for the benefit of Egypt. 

The writers who were most critical of the Control's past 

actions least expected its demise. A. J. Wilson chastised 

the Gladstone government for its failure to withdraw from the 

Control upon taking office. Those responsible would regret 

this failure. "When in after years the crimes that have been 

committed in Egypt under the name of justice and honourable 

dealing cry out for vengeance and stand revealed in their 

naked ghastliness, what would not some of our rising 

statesmen give that their hands had been clean of it all?"227 

The contributors who favored armed intervention, however, 

were convinced that the Control's day had passed. Emile de 

Laveleye and Samuel BaJcer were among those who believed that 

the Control was a thing of the past. "The 'Joint Control' 

has died a natural death; it was the cause of war, and it has 

been dissolved by war. Egypt demands reform, and it is the 

duty of England to reconstruct, after the disasters that have 

been occasioned by a resort to arms."228 

Reinach's article displayed a nervousness on the part of 

the French forward parties as to what the British might try 

227wilson, "Eleventh Plague," 665 
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in Egypt. He reminded his readers that it was "impossible to 

separate England's interests, properly understood, from the 

welfare of [France]."229 Britain and France had both made 

mistakes, but cooperation remained essential for the two 

countries' future in Egypt. However regrettable the errors 

might have been, Reinach stressed that they should not be 

allowed to cloud the solution to the Egyptian Question. The 

French, he argued, still had the same rights in Egypt as 

before. Any attempt by the British to deny these rights, 

especially the annexation proposed by some, would have "fatal 

consequences."230 

John Westlake, more agreeable to the continuance of 

cooperation with the French, had these "fatal consequences" 

in mind when he cautioned that "however desirable we might 

think a particular course to be with reference to our own 

interests or to those of Egypt, it is of no use to dwell on 

it or to yearn after it if it is plainly fraught with the 

seeds of a European war."231 The French, Reinach warned, 

were not blind to the more base motives of some parties in 

London. "Did Sir Garnet march on Cairo to expel Arabi or to 

expel French influence? This is the real question."232 The 

answer was that Seymour bombarded Alexandria to get rid of 

229Reinach, "Egyptian Question," 821. 
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France and Wolseley marched on Cairo to secure Egypt. 

Reinach had likely recognized that the latter was the correct 

answer to his question. A French-planned course of action 

had brought events in Egypt to a head, and the change in 

French governments had created a situation where the British 

could utilize the plan without the planners. Reinach ended 

on a menacing note. "It is your duty to choose; and we shall 

either greatly deplore for you the choice you make, or shall 

rejoice for you, for ourselves, for the happiness of the 

East, and for the peace of the world."233 His arguments for 

the validity of the French claims, as well as his threats, 

served only to irritate English sensibilities. His friend, 

Gambetta, would die on December 31, 1882, leaving the French 

forward paurty leader less. 2 34 Gamtjetta's last speech in the 

French Assembly had been to promote a vote of credit to send 

French troops to Egypt.235 

Fear of alienating the French did play a part in the 

actual settlement of the Egyptian Question. It led the 

British administration estadjlished in Egypt to continue the 

severe repression of the fellaheen to insure that the foreign 

debt was paid and that the French had no cause for disputing 

233ibid., 838. 
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the goodwill of the English.236 This policy, however, 

caused a great deal of resentment among the Egyptian 

population. The cost of getting rid of the French was to 

make the British tenure in Egypt a rocky one. 

The danger of European strife and war posed by a policy 

of annexation that so concerned Reinach and Westlake was less 

of an issue for other writers. The Belgian imperialist, 

Emile de Laveleye, had, along with Edward Dicey, advocated 

annexation earlier. The Suez Canal "henceforth rivets 

England to Egypt, in spite of all that illogical Lil>erals may 

say to the contrary. Do you wish to preserve the safety of 

the Canal?"237 That this end could not be accomplished 

without controlling Cairo was the belief that carried the 

British government into the Egyptian war. To de Laveleye the 

duty of carrying European civilization to the rest of the 

world outweighed any quarrel between France and England. His 

project was, he conceded, "only a new edition, somewhat 

enlarged and completed, of Sir Charles Dilke's Greater 

Britain,"^^^ 

Blunt, with some knowledge of British policy, had warned 

the British Controller in January 1882 "that intervention 

236see Mansfield, The British in Egypt, 101. 
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meant only war, and war meant only annexation."239 Though 

he had advocated the cause of the National Movement so 

energetically. Blunt, writing for the September 1882 

Nineteenth Centuiry, still showed signs of hope for a 

settlement amicable to the Nationalists. After Tel-el-Kebir 

and Arabi's trial, however, his enthusiasm flagged with the 

realization that his dreams for Egypt, and probably Islam 

itself, would not come to pass. He promised a more full 

account of the events "at the earliest possible date."240 

In 1883 he published his poem on the subject, but his Secret 

History emerged only in 1907, twenty-five years after the 

Egyptian Revolution. 

Duns amy aurgued that France ought to be content with its 

newly acquired territory of Tunis and leave Egypt's 

administration to England. If the French wanted to interfere 

with England's communications with India then Tunis was a 

sufficient threat.241 But Reinach had noted that "Cyprus 

balances Tunis."242 The British ought not to be trying to 

get ahead after the game had just evened up. Among the 

competing empires, Egypt was a bargaining chip, albeit a very 

large bargaining chip. 

239Blunt, "Egyptian Revolution," 341. 
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Samuel Baker amd Edward Dicey were advocates of Tewfik's 

return to power under English supervision. Baker envisioned 

Egypt governed on the Indian model: "The Khedive would 

represent the sovereign, but the Governor-General and council 

would constitute the actual governing body."243 Baker 

believed that the rest of the Egyptian administration should 

be left to itself as much as possible, with one exception: 

"There is one great blot in the position of Europeans 

residing in Egypt, who claim exemption from taxation 

according to the terms of the 'capitulations.' Nothing can 

be more grossly unjust."244 

In his August essay, Edward Dicey saw "only three 

practical solutions of the Egyptiem difficulty."245 These 

were annexation, internationalization, and the restoration of 

Tewfik as an independent ruler. Dicey preferred annexation, 

but he believed that the best he could hope for was Tewfik 

ruling under a limited degree of British supervision. With 

the militau;:y campaign ended he became more optimistic. "But, 

whatever we may do in the future, it is we who for the moment 

are masters of Egypt, we who have got to determine what her 

future is to be, under what institutions she is to be ruled, 

and by whom her affairs shall be administered."246 j^ 

243Baker, "Reform of Egypt," 546. 

244ibid. 

245£)icey, "England's Intervention in Egypt," 172 

246Dicey, "England in Egypt," 804. 
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November he again advocated allowing "the Khedive to rule in 

Oriental fashion."247 This "independent" Khedive should, 

however, have the benefit of an English advisor, and Dicey 

could think of no more respected and qualified person to 

undertake that role than ex-cabinet member and international 

banker, Goschen.248 Dicey also addressed an issue that had 

become a recent concern for Europeans, the future nature and 

composition of the Egyptian army. 

Dicey maintained that an army was necessary for Tewfik 

to rule in Oriental fashion.249 But he did question whether 

it needed to be kept at the previous strength. It needed to 

be sufficient only to keep order within Egypt; external 

security would be guaranteed by Great Britain.250 

Baker Pasha's project seems to me to be as good a one as 
could be desired, if it is necessary to reestadDlish the 
Egyptian army upon its old footing. But of this 
necessity I see no evidence. On the contrary, a force 
of four or five thousand men would, I believe, be amply 
sufficient to uphold the authority of the Government and 
protect the public peace and order.251 

Reinach, though he advocated status guo ante Arabi, did 

have some suggestions for reform of the administration. He 

echoed Dicey's call for a reduced Egyptian military, "the 

247ibid., 817. 

248ibid., 820. 

249ibid., 817. 

250ibid. 

251ibid. 



106 

disbanding of the army, and in its stead a national 

gendarmery,"252 He further warned that any national feeling 

"in this most advanced of all the countries inhabited by 

Arabs, must not be humiliated and insulted - therefore, a 

Khedive must be something more than a rajah under the orders 

of strangers, and the government must not be the menial of a 

Giaour viceroy,"253 

Though Dicey preferred a British protectorate in one 

form or another, he was unsure whether the Gladstone Ministry 

would oblige, "This is just what my [Liberal] friends will 

not hear of, we must accept the existence of adDuses 

inseparable from all independent Oriental administration."254 

Dicey's call for reinstatement of the Khedive under British 

protection meant Tewfik would require Britain's support with 

minimal interference in his administration. Dicey conceded, 

however, that Tewfik's weakness was partly responsible for 

the revolt. 

No doubt, if Ismail had remained on his throne, and the 
eJDJect terror which he inspired amongst his surroundings 
would have sufficed to hinder Araby or any other 
military intriguer . . . but Ismail was deposed in 
favour of a prince of a far more scrupulous and kindly 
character, while the mode of the deposition had gravely 
impaired the authority of the Khedivate.255 

252Reinach, "Egyptian Question," 837. 

253ibid. 

254Dicey, "England in Egypt, 817. 

255E)icey, "England's Intervention in Egypt," 167 
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Gladstone. Blunt, and the 
Official Mind of Imperialism 

The British Ministry became convinced that it should 

change its policy from non-intervention to one of 

intervention. The model set out by Robinson, Gallagher, and 

Denny demonstrated that what they termed "the official mind" 

of British rulers determined the course of action taken. 

These rulers existed in the reality of Downing Street; their 

assessment of the Egyptian situation was based on ideas that 

had little to do with realities in foreign countries they had 

never visited.256 Recognition of this reality led Seymour 

Keay to center his attacks on the veracity of the official 

correspondence. Amos' rebuttal was an attempt to defend the 

integrity of official agents. 

In the months between the fall of Gambetta and the 

Alexandria riot, Gladstone changed his mind about the 

necessity of intervention in Egypt. This timing suggests 

that the threat to European lives and property was 

influential in his decisions. Thus, the resolution of the 

Egyptian crisis required Gladstone, the Little Englander, to 

adopt the course of action advocated by Dicey and his 

imperialist colleagues. Gladstone became convinced that 

Arabi represented a class and race that could not rule 

itself. Egypt should not be ruled directly by the British or 

any European power but by its traditional rulers. The 

traditional rulers should, however, be bound to protect the 

interests of the European powers, especially England. 

256Robinson, Gallagher, and Denny, Africa and the 
Victorians, 19-21. 



108 

Gladstone continued to look for an opportunity to withdraw 

from the Nile, but the Khedive's government could not survive 

without the support of British troops. The imperialists 

continued to have their way. 

Following Wolseley's victory, supporters of Egyptian 

nationalism could do little except bemoan the lost 

opportunity for Egyptian liberty. Blunt published his ode to 

the movement in 1883, but his hopes for what might have been 

in Egypt were crushed.257 He continued to advocate Arab 

nationalism for the rest of his life. He entered politics 

and actively campaigned for Irish Home rule. He and his wife 

established a home outside Cairo where they spent much of 

their time, and Lady Anne was buried there after her 

death.258 Blunt did have another role in the eventual Arab 

emancipation from Turkish rule through his influence on T. E. 

Lawrence, a regular visitor to the Blunt estate.259 

Blunt's Nineteenth Century article of 1882 was meant for 

consumption by the British elite and rulers, his book Secret 

History of the English Occupation of Egypt told of his 

actions in England on behalf of the National Movement. 

Blunt's understanding of the mechanics of the British Empire 

led him to return to England in late February of 1882 as the 

crisis began to escalate. 

257Biunt, Secret History, 405. 

258siinmons, Passionate Pilgrims, 289 

259ibid., 289-290. 
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I saw that the situation was a very dangerous one, for 
between them they [the pro-intervention agents] had the 
Press and the Foreign Office wholly in their hands, and 
though I possessed at home the Prime Minister's ear amd 
a certain publicity for my views in the Times, 1 felt 
that I was fighting against them at an extreme 
disadvantage. I consequently decided to delay no longer 
my return to England, where I could do more for the 
Egyptian interests than I could at Cairo, by word of 
mouth and by a personal appeal to Gladstone.260 

Back in England Blunt found "the general feeling of the 

country was violent against all 'lawlessness' everywhere."261 

A British elite, made anxious by Irish troubles, were not 

interested in Egyptian revolutionaries. 

Blunt believed this atmosphere was the result of Irish 

unrest, but its effects transferred to the Egyptian 

situation. Colvin, the British Controller, had manipulated 

the press so that Arabi and the Nationalists "were a set of 

fanatical incendiaries who would bum down the Stock Exchange 

if they could get the chance, and who had already succeeded 

in lowering the value of securities and making dividends 

precarious."262 Robinson, Gallagher, and Denny described 

the atmosphere of Great Britain in the early 1880s as a 

period of nervousness brought aibout, not only by the Irish 

and Egyptian problems, but a "hardening of arteries and a 

hardening of hearts" in British outlook and policy throughout 

260Blunt, Secret History, 156 

261ibid., 163. 

262ibid. 
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their empire.263 Blunt recognized some aspects of this 

outlook upon his return to England. He was well aware that 

the opinions adopted by the elites in England would do more 

to determine the outcome of the crisis than events in Egypt. 

His goal was to prevent the financial interests from 

convincing the government to intervene. 

Blunt described the situation that allowed the financial 

interests to manipulate the leadership. The Foreign 

Secretary, Lord Granville, neglected to read the Egyptian 

dispatches, leaving that duty "to the Under-Secretary of 

State, Sir Chaurles Dilke, who was able to sift the news for 

him and set before him such facts as he selected, and such 

views as suited him."264 Dilke, in conjunction with Malet 

and Colvin, was able to manipulate the official records that 

affected Gladstone's and Granville's views on policy. They 

were also able to affect Gladstone through "the Pall Mall 

Gazette (the only paper Gladstone read attentively)."265 

This was possible because Morley trusted Colvin implicitly. 

Juan R. I. Cole has argued that the "forward" party, 

including cabinet members, men on the spot, bondholders, and 

journalists, were adDle to dupe Gladstone into believing that 

263Robinson, Gallagher, and Denny, Africa and the 
Victorians, 469-470. 

264Biunt, Secret History, 163. 

265ibid., 167-168. 
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anarchy existed in Egypt.266 cole criticizes Robinson, 

Gallagher, and Denny for neglecting to analyze the actions of 

the hawkish cabinet members and the actions of the Admiralty 

in forcing the crisis.267 Blunt recognized at the time that 

his efforts were no match for the combined forces in favor of 

intervention. 

On March 22 Blunt met with Gladstone at 10 Downing 

Street. "He told me to tell him all, and, without talking 

much himself listened. . . . His sympathy was obviously and 

strongly with the movement."268 

Such was the Gladstone I saw unveiled for a moment that 
day—a man of infinite private sympathy with good, and 
of whom one would affirm it impossible he should swerve 
a hair's breadth from the path of right. But, alas, 
there was another Gladstone, the opportunist statesmam, 
who was very different from the first, and whom I was 
presently to see playing in public "such fantastic 

tricks before high Heaven as make the angels weep."269 

Gladstone had been convinced that Arabi was a "bad man" amd 

that the Suez had to be controlled by England. Arabi was 

responsible for "crimes of the gravest kind" and deserved 

whatever punishment Tewfik desired to bestow.270 whether or 

not this conviction was legitimate or politically expedient, 

Gladstone came to believe that the Nationalists ought to be 

266cole, Colonialism and Revolution, 280-282 

267ibid., 281-282. 

268Biunt, Secret History, 178-179. 

269ibid., 180. 

270|4orley, Life of Gladstone, 86. 
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crushed, while Robinson, Gallagher, and Denny were convinced 

that the "official mind" considered control of the Suez a 

necessity and seized Egypt as a result. A. G. Hopkins has 

argued, as Blunt and Wilson did in 1882, that economic 

motives were the reason for intervention.271 Blunt, Wilson, 

Amos, and Keay all understood what Hopkins and Robinson, 

Gallagher, and Denny would all agree on, that the aspects of 

policy that were not written down in any form had a great 

impact on causes amd effects. Influence of the official mind 

was the goal of the periodical press. The reviews did 

justice to the Egyptian crisis by fulfilling their avowed 

goal of presenting all points of the debate. 

27lHopkins, "The Victorians and Africa," 363-391 



CHAPTER V 

CONCLUSION 

This thesis has demonstrated two points. It has shown 

that the British elite was, in 1882, well informed about the 

nature of events in Egypt. The periodical reviews were able 

to present works by writers who had formed educated opinions 

and could present arguments in a convincing manner. 

Publication in these reviews meant that people at the highest 

levels of the government would he exposed to the writers' 

views. It has also shown that the work compiled immediately 

after the British occupation of Egypt addressed the 

controversies that remain central to the historical debates 

one hundred and twenty-five years later. They were able to 

identify the important aspects of the problem without the 

benefit of hindsight. The British government that undertook 

the administration of Egypt was well cautioned as to what 

difficulties they might come to address. 

The Egyptian Question's history in the reviews prior to 

1882 had been influential in the debates. Edward Dicey had 

advocated the annexation of Egypt from the first issue of the 

Nineteenth Century in 1877, and he continued to do so 

throughout the crisis, though he thought that France would 

prevent unilateral British action. Gladstone argued in his 

response, printed in the August 1877 Nineteenth Century, that 

the seizure of Egypt would lead to a British empire in Africa 

that would expand beyond the capability of British resources 

in personnel, money, and materials to maintain.272 

272Giadstone, "Aggression on Egypt," 159. 
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The history of Egypt itself up to and during the 1880s 

was important to the writers of the time. The country had 

been an area of Anglo-French conflict throughout the 

nineteenth century, though this conflict had not led to 

direct combat between the two nations' forces since the 1802 

defeat of Napoleon's army in Egypt. The rival powers 

competed for strategic and commercial advantages. Framce 

scored a great success with the construction of the Suez 

Canal, but in doing so made Egypt a much higher priority for 

the British Empire. The cotton boom of the 1860s brought 

money amd bankers into the country frcan all over Europe, but 

French and British interests were predominant. When the boom 

collapsed, Egypt's finances were ruined, Britain and France 

took control of the Egyptian treasury and sought to meet the 

financial obligations placed on the country. The institution 

of the Dual Control became a controversial matter in the 

press. It embodied one of the central debates of empire. 

Were the Egyptians better off under the Control, or would 

civilization be best served by allowing Egyptian institutions 

to flourish? In 1882, as today, both sides of the question 

had their proponents. 

To imperialists, such as Edward Dicey, there were two 

villains whose complicity was argued in the periodicals. 

Both were given the opportunity to state their cases, but 

this had little effect. The first, Arabi, was portrayed as 

an ambitious, but ignorant. Pasha who had failed in an 

opportunistic gradD for power. Second, and most importamt, 

was France. The climax of the Egyptian crisis made it 
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possible that England should no longer have to contend with 

her troublesome ally in Egyptian matters. The dynasty of 

Mohammed Aly was to be reestablished in a position of real 

power guaramteed by England- As it happened, Arabi went into 

exile immediately, and the French were able to maintain their 

interest in Egypt for two more decades before relinquishing 

their claims. Ultimately, Mohammed Aly's descendants 

continued to reign as Khedives, but England ruled Egypt. 

The complexity of the Egyptian crisis was not lost on 

those who studied it as it unfolded. "The situation in Egypt 

can haurdly be adequately understood without a multiplicity of 

details for which this is no place, and in such cases details 

are everything."273 writers trying to argue a point had to 

present evidence to support their arguments. This made the 

articles a good source of information about the particulars 

of the crisis. Prime Minister Gladstone availed himself of 

the information contained in at least four of the articles. 

In July of 1882, he read Blunt's newly published The Future 

of Islam,^'^^ He read the Temple and Mulhall contributions 

to the October Contemporary Review on the last two days of 

September,275 The next month he read Reinach's contribution 

to the December Nineteenth Century,^"^^ Dunsany's rebuttal 

273Morley, "Life of Gladstone," 81. 

27^The Gladstone Diaries, v. 10, 303, 

275ibid,, 341, 342, 

276ibid, 370. 
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to Reinach was not mentioned in Gladstone's Diary; it is 

unlikely, however, that the Prime Minister was ignorant of 

Dunsany's sentiments and position. In early December of 

1882, Gladstone read what he described as "Arabi's impudent 

self-defense."277 Gladstone also had connections to James 

Knowles, editor of the Nineteenth Century, The Prime 

Minister had been a member of the Metaphysical Society, an 

intellectual club founded by Knowles in 1869 for the 

discussion of "questions after the manner and with the 

freedom of an ordinary scientific society."278 

The "inevitaible" seizure of Egypt by England due to the 

Suez Canal supposes an opportunistic event in 1882 which 

overcame the sentiments of the Prime Minister. There were in 

1882 five causes of the military intervention. First, 

Britain had strategic issues to consider regarding the route 

to India. Second, there was an internal threat to the 

European-supported Turkish government of the country. Third, 

France was politically unstable, enabling the British to 

intervene alone. Fourth, the decline of Ottoman power led 

the British to conclude that an alliance with the Porte was 

no longer the best guarantee of access to the Canal. 

Finally, the riot in Alexandria destroyed European lives and 

property; this was the immediate cause of the bombardment. 

But the riot and bombardment can be separated from the 

earlier events as they had little effect on the outcome. 

277jbid, 374. 

278Aian Willard Brown, The Metaphysical Society (New 
York: Columbia University Press, 1947), 20. 
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aside from escalation of mutual hostility between the 

Egyptians and Europeans. Wolseley's campaign secured the 

sites that were of real importance to England, the Canal and 

Cairo, with England in possession of the Nile Delta, the 

writers sought to establish responsibility for the war. 

A. G. Hopkins conclusions were more specific. He 

asserted that the bombardment was the single most important 

event in the invasion of Egypt. "In its simplest formulation 

the occupation of Egypt can be reduced to the issue of why 

Admiral Seymour turned his guns on Alexandria."279 Hopkins 

argued that the geographical remoteness of Alexandria from 

the Camal demonstrated that financial reasons were more 

important than the India route, citing as evidence the 

actions of the Admiralty, which "continued to base its 

strategy on the Cape route until the 1890s."280 Robinson, 

Gallagher, and Denny noted that Seymour exceeded his orders, 

much to Gladstone's dismay.281 But Seymour's actions alone 

do not explain British policy in its entirety. 

If the security of the Canal did not spark the invasion, 

what did? Several causal factors were mentioned in the 

section on the bombardment. Alexander Scholch argued, like 

Hopkins, that the Canal did not become an issue in the 

279Hopkins, "The Victorians and Africa," 363. 

280ibid., 373. 

28lRobinson, Gallagher, and Denny, Africa and the 
Victorians, 112. 
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decision to invade until after the fact.282 Edward Dicey, 

however, argued in the Nineteenth Century for five years 

prior to the invasion that the British should take Egypt and 

the Canal. His efforts paid off. Scholch and Hopkins were 

in the minority when they argued that the Canal was not the 

cause of intervention. Placing the financial crisis at the 

top of the list of causes, however, leads to a circular 

argument, as the Canal was largely responsible for the 

financial crisis. 

Investigation of causation leads to another question: 

why and how was the Canal threatened, and by whom? Robinson, 

Gallagher, and Denny argued that the Khedival regime had 

collapsed and that Britain had to respond.283 Blunt 

believed that the National Party could establish a stable 

government which would guarantee the security of the Canal. 

Modern historians, most notably Scholch,284 have turned to 

Blunt's works to make their case for the finamcial argument. 

They have departed from his work on one very important 

factor: the anti-European facet of the National Movement. 

Blunt downplayed the hostility of the Nationalists toward the 

Europeans. Modern authors arguing the financial case have 

followed the trends established by Keay and Wilson. The 

anti-European sentiment held by the Egyptians was real, but 

282sch61ch, "Men on the Spot," 784. 

283Robinson, Gallagher, and Denny, Africa and the 
Victorians, 465. 

284sch61ch, "Men on the Spot," 778. 
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more importantly it was justified by European actions. 

Blunt's vision for the future did not gain many real 

advocates in the British power structure. Great Britain 

continues, however, to use Arab sympathizers in the same 

manner they used Blunt. 
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