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This thesis examines the Egyptian and Sudanese pol icy

of Gladstone's Second Ministry, Sources include microfilms

of letters from the prime ministers to the Queen, and Cabinet

papers. Essential were Hansard, The Times, and Herslet, as

well as biographical and autobiographical studies of the

persons involved. The thesis narrates the Egyptian events

preceding the formation of Gladstone's Ministry. It then

discusses the revolt in Egypt, which resulted in British

occupation, and the Mahdi's rebellion in the Sudan, which

led to the fall of Khartoum. The thesis concludes that

Gladstone failed because he did not want Britain to be in

Egypt or the Sudan. Therefore, there was no consistent

policy, and his failures were among the elements that led

to the fall of his Government.



PREFACE

William Ewart Gladstone was bitterly criticized for

his handling of events in Egypt and the Sudan from 1881 to.1885,

both then and later. For example, William E. Forster, Chief

Secretary for Ireland in Gladstone's Second Cabinet, was one

of Gladstone's contemporary critics. He felt the Government's

policy revealed much hesitation and a shrinking from respon-

sibilities. I Modern historians blame representatives of both

the French and British Governments for muddling along in

Egypt, never knowing where events would lead. They had no

policy, and as a result matters were not brought "to a satis-

factory conclusion." This thesis will argue that Gladstone,

while not taking a decisive stand over the situation in Egypt

and the Sudan, was doing what he thought best for Great

Britain.

The thesis opens with a general survey of Egyptian

events from the British purchase of the Suez Canal Shares in

1875 to the beginning of the military riots in 1879. Gladstone

was not the Prime Minister during this time, yet he was to

T. Wemyss Reid, Life of the Rt. Hon. W. E. Forester
2nd ed., 2 vols. (London: Chapman & Hall, 1888) 1:497.

2
William L. Langer, European Alliances and Alignments

1871-1890, 2nd ed. (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1956), p. 277.
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inherit the results of the actions of the ministry preceding :

him. In April 1880 Gladstone formed his Second Government.

A year later there were two more mutinies in Egypt, Condi-

tions were chaotic. The British felt forced to present a

show of naval force at the ports of Said and Alexandria. The

French had been involved in Egypt sincede Lesseps built the

canal, but at this critical moment, the Ministry in Paris

was in difficulty and would not allow French vessels to as-

sist the British. So the French lost their rights in Egypt,

and the British remained there less from any direct decision

than from the pressure of events,

As the true power in Egypt, the British became invol-

ved with events in the Sudan, where the Mahdi was raising a

rebellion against Egypt and for religion. Gladstone was

against the Egyptians' efforts to retain the Sudan because it

was a great economic drain; he also felt that the Sudanese

were a "people rightly struggling to be free." Nevertheless

several expeditions were sent against the Mahdi, and they

all met with disaster. The failure of these missions and

Gladstone's failure to produce a definite policy concerning

the Sudan contributed to the failure of his Ministry.

Gladstone had become involved in events that were

beyond his control. As Prime Minister he had to deal with

other matters that were just as urgent as the problems of

ii



Egypt and the Sudan. As a result, Gladstone's main attention

was focused on domestic reform of Ireland, or some other

issue, and Egypt and the Sudan took only a relatively small

part of his attention. Unfortunately for his success others

in his Government and in Parliament saw the Egyptian and Sudan-

ese problems as more vital or certainly more important than

Gladstone did. This thesis will attempt to unravel the basic

problem: was Gladstone responsible for the events in Egypt

and the Sudan, or was he a prisoner of events?
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CHAPTER I

ENGLAND, EGYPT, AND THE CANAL

The involvement of William Ewart Gladstone's government

in the affairs of Egypt and the Sudan had its beginnings in

the desire of a Frenchman to build a canal. On November 30,

1854, the Khedive of Egypt, Mohammed Said, had given Ferdinand

de Lesseps a concession to construct the Suez Maritime Canal

from the Mediterranean to the Red Sea.1 To find money for

the construction costs, de Lesseps sent out an appeal to the

world market, but the appeal was far from successful. When

subscriptions opened, 226 Frenchmen contracted for a total of

207,111 shares. 2  Some persons made purchases to annoy and

injure England, not from any conviction concerning the success

of the Canal. "One subscriber asked at the company's office

for a form of application for shares in the railway on the

Island of Sweden. He was told that the scheme was not for a

railway but a canal, not on an island but on an isthmus, not

1Edmond Fitzmaurice, Life of Granville George Leveson
Gower Second Earl Granville K. G., 1815-1891, 2 vols. (London:
Longmans, Green & Co., 1905),~1:244.

2Rondo E. Cameron, France and the Economic Development
of Europe 1800-1914, Conquests of Peace and Seeds of War
TPrinceton: Princeton University Press, 1961), p. 475.
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in Sweden but at Suez. 'It's all the same to me,' answered the

investor, 'provided it be against the English I suscribe.'"3

In other countries the response was limited. De Lesseps

reserved 100,000 shares, a fourth of the total, for subscrip-

tions in Britain and the United States. Not one share was

purchased at this time. Lord Palmerston, the Prime Minister,

was skeptical and prejudiced. Benjamin Disraeli, the future

purchaser of controlling interest in the Canal, said it could

never be built.4 A total of 15,247 shares were all that were

purchased by European subscribers other than the French.5

Said had agreed to subscribed for 64,000 of the 96,000 shares

reserved for the Ottoman Empire, but Turkey did not buy any.

De Lesseps, acting with "questionable legality in order to

get the company legally constituted," imposed on Said the

purchase of the unsubscribed shareswhich totaled 177,642,or

44 per cent of the total capital.7

3Paul H. Emden, Money Powers of Europe in the Nineteenthand Twentieth Centuries (London: Sampson Low, Marstom & Co.,n.d.), p. 309.

4 Ibid., p. 311.

5David Landes, Bankers and Pashas: International Fi-nance and Econornic Imjpe i ali sm inEf'3t (Cambridge: Harvardvesity res, 8T p.777Y ameron, France and the EconomicDevelopment, p. 476,

6Landes, Bankers and Pashas, p. 177,
7Ibid., pp. 97, 177. The Government in Egypt waspersonal, consisting in the Khedive. There was little conceptof a continuing body of law. The Times (London), March 19,1865.
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Said initially was upset about the large number of

shares, but he gave in after de Lesseps told him he could pay

the money when he was able. In 1860 Said signed an agreement

to pay the first call of 100 francs per share by means of

treasury bonds. These bonds represent Egypt's first foreign

borrowing. By the end of 1862 the value of the shares had

increased from 100 francs to 300 francs, and Said's liability

had grown from 15 million to 54 million francs. 8 The Suez

Canal Company needed the money for further construction, but

de Lesseps disliked calling for more funds while the biggest

stockholder was not paying anything. On January 8, 1863,

Said died. For de Lesseps it was a personal tragedy because

the two were close friends. Fortunately for de Lesseps,

Ismail, Said's successor, accepted the liability of the Egyp-

tian Government for all the shares subscribed.9 Said had

left a public debt of L3,293,000, which Ismail increased rather

than decreased. He contracted four loans from 1864 to 1868,

all of which were secured by the revenues of Egypt. Ismail

borrowed money from a never-ending supply of moneylenders.

There were many such moneylenders because the "profits of

Egyptian finance grew as the position of the treasury deteri-

orated." 10 The rise of a floating debt opened the door to

8Landes, Bankers and Pashas, p. 177.

9 Ibid,, p. 178.

1 0Ibid,, p. 317.
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speculation. Public loans were floated occasionally to

clear short-term obligations from the market. The contrac-

tors remitted the proceeds of their issues in the govern-

ment's own depreciated paper, at least doubling the margin.

Thus Ismail brought Egypt to the verge of bankruptcy within

a few years. In December 1870 he offered to let Britain

buy his shares in what was then a non-paying concern. Lord

Granville at the Foreign Office rejected the opportunity,

and the public never knew about it, 1  The Khedive's fi-

nancial situation continued to be an embarrassment. By

1875 the Khedive's debt had grown to 194,000,000, In

November 1875 Ismail urgently needed funds to meet obliga-

tions that were due in December, It was rumored in Europe

that he planned to meet this obligation by selling his shares

in the Canal to a French syndicate. The firm of Dervieu,

Chenard and Company offered to buy the shares for 92,000,000

francs, but had trouble raising the money in Paris. The

situation between the French banks and the private firms

involved in the finances of Egypt resulted in a request for a

time extension on the part of the firm holding an option to

buy the shares,1 2

R. C. K. Ensor, England 1870-1914 (Oxford: Clar-
endon Press, 1936), p. 37,

12 Charles W. Hallberg, The Suez Canal, Its History
and Diplomatic Importance (New York: Columbia University
Press, 1931), pp. 234-238.
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Word of these transactions came from several sources.

One was Henry Oppenheim, a financier with interests in Egypt

and one of the original proprietors of the Daily News. He

told Frederick Greenwood, editor of the Pall Mall Gazette,

who related the information to Lord Derby at the Foreign

Office. Benjamin Disraeli, the Conservative Prime Minister,

possibly also received the information at a dinner given by

the Baron Lionel de Rothschild. Lord Derby did not welcome

the suggestion for purchasing the shares, but Disraeli was

eager for a transaction which might enhance the imprtance

13England attached to her Eastern Empire.3 Also at this time,

General E. Stanton, the British agent in Egypt, learned of

these negotiations and told the Egyptian Foreign Minister,

Nubar Pasha, and Ismail that the British Government could

not condone the transfer of the Khedive's interests in the

Canal. He insisted on the suspension of negotiations to

give the British Government time to make a proposal.14

In order to make a proposal Disraeli had to have the

consent of the Cabinet. There were many differences of opin-

ion on the wisdom of such a purchase, but Disraeli was

13George Earle Buckle, in succession to William Fla-
velle Monypenny, The Life of Benjamin Disraeli: Earl of
Beaconsfield, 6 vols. (London: John Murray, 1920), 5:439-
440.

14 Ibid., p. 442.
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finally given carte blanche in the enterprise.15 Word was

sent to General Stanton, and he informed the Khedive that

the British Government was ready to purchase the shares. The

Khedive replied that he really had no intention of selling

his shares, but the next day, November 18, he signed a new

contract with the French owner of the previous option. The

new contract arranged for an advance to the Khedive of

85,000,000 francs (;3,400,000) for three months at the exces-

sive annual rate of 18 per cent.16 The Khedive pledged not

only the 176,000 shares, but his right to 15 per cent of the

annual profits of the Canal. 17 If the Khedive failed to

redeem the loan, the shares and the right to the profit were

to become the property of the French syndicate. In addition

to these terms, the Khedive promised to pay an interest of

10 per cent in place of the alientated coupons secured by the

customs revenues of Port Said. 18 Even though the terms were

very favorable to the French, the transaction had to be rati-

fied by the Paris syndicate of Dervieu, Chenaud and Company,

15 Report of Cabinet Meeting, November 20, 1875, Letters
of the Prime Minister to the Queen, CAB 41/6, Public Record
Office, Great Britain; cited hereafter as PRO.

16 Buckle, Disraeli, p. 444,
17 The text reads 177,000 shares, which is a discrepancy

of 1000 shares; 76,000 is the number most noted. The original
number of shares was 177,642 but Ismail only sold 176,602
because he had disposed of the others in Paris; Hallberg,
Suez Canal, p. 240; Buckle, Disraeli, 5:444-445.

18 Ibid., p. 445; Hallberg, Suez Canal, p. 237.
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and Edouard Derviev was given until November 26 to obtain

such a ratification.

Even with such excellent financial terms, Dervieu had

difficulty finding the funds to secure the loan. De Lesseps,

desperately trying to retain control over the shares, wanted

the French Government to interpose, to supply the needed funds,

and thus to remove all financial obstacles. He told Duc

Decazes, the French Foreign Minister, that the shares would

eventually fall into French hands through default of payment.19

But Decazes did not want to alienate the British. They had

helped him through a war scare with Bismarck, and Decazes

wanted to remain on friendly terms with them. He sent the

French Charge d'Affaires at London, Garvard, to talk to

Lord Derby. Derby in a very decisive manner told him that

the British would oppose the shares' falling into French hands,

especially since nearly four-fifths of the shipping which

used the Canal was British. 2 0

The French Government, because of this British oppo-

sition, declined to support the French syndicate, so the

negotiations for the mortgage collapsed, The Khedive thereupon

offered the shares to the British Government for ;4,000,000

with interest at five per cent till the coupons or bond were

paid for. The offer was considered by the Cabinet on

19Ibid., p. 237,

20 Ibid., p. 238.
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Wednesday, November 24, and accepted. Disraeli wrote to

Victoria, "It is settled: You have it, Madam."21  On

November 25 the contract was signed at Cairo, and on Novem-

ber 26 the Khedive's shares were deposited in the British

Consulate in Cairo. The entire proceedings had taken place

in ten days.22 It was a period of time too short to allow

the ordinary systems of appropriating funds to operate.

Therefore Disraeli had asked Lionel de Rothschild for the

capital to purchase the shares. Rothschild replied, accor-

ding to the legend, "'What is your security?' 'The British

Government.' 'You shall have it.'" 23  And so the English

Rothschilds in a transaction entirely without precedent with-

drew four million sterling from their resources for a con-

siderable period. As a result the British Government was

the owner of the largest bloc of shares. The other shares

were owned by Europeans in small denominations. The British

had controlling interest in the Suez Canal Company.

The offical announcement of the purchase provided,

first, general surprise, and then public satisfaction. The

acquisition was viewed as a strong assertion of foreign

policy, and it made Europe more aware of the power Britain

21 Disraeli to Her Majesty, November 24, 1875, CAB
41/6, PRO.

22 Buckle, Disraeli, p. 446.

23 Ibid. , p. 447.
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24
possessed. The purchase was approved by newspaper edi-

toris, publishers, civil servants, army officers, Anglican

clergy, the Liberal press and Liberal Members of Parliament.

One man who was against the purchase was Gladstone. He said,

"The manner in which it was received really makes me blush

for my Countrymen and for their press.,25 Two years later

when arguing with Edward Dicey about eventual English occu-

pation of Egypt, he said, "Enlargement of the Empire are for

us an evil fraught with serious . . . danger. I object be-

cause they are rarely affected except by means more or less

questionable that tend to compromise British character."26

Disraeli's purchase of the Suez shares not only gave

the British a voice in the management of the waterway, but

also kept France from purchasing them, Lord Derby said it

was necessary to keep the French from having an exclusive

interest that might be used against British aims.27 However

innocent the British purchase might have been, the question

24D. A. Farnie, East and West of Suez, the Suez Canal
in History 1854-1956 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1969), pp.
234-235.

25 Ibid., p. 235.

26 William E. Gladston, "Agression on Egypt and
Freedom in the East," The Nineteenth Century 2(1887):151.

27Ronald Robinson, John Gallagher, and Alice Denny,
Africa and the Victorians, The Climax of Imperialism in the
Dark Continent (New York: St. Martinrs Press, 1961, p. 83.
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was whether commercial interference would necessarily lead

to financial protection and ultimately to political control.

Eventually, it did lead to control, much to Gladstone's

regret. And that involvement led to his fall from the prime

ministership.

After the sale of the shares Ismail continued to spend

money extravagantly. He also continued to borrow money at

ruinous rates of interest. He finally asked for help in

reorganizing his finances. On November 26, 1875, Disraeli

sent Stephen Cave to Egypt to report on Egyptian finances.28

Cave proposed the limitation of the Egyptian budget to a

maximum figure and the unification of the debt, using one-

half of the state revenue to pay off the debt, and he pro-

posed establishing an office of financial control.29 Even

though asking for British help in solving his financial

problems, Ismail took the initiative in April 1876 when he

suspended payment on his debts. Concerned for the interests

of her bondholders, France urgently pressed Great Britain

to join in asserting complete control over Egyptian finances.

Fianally the British helped in setting up the joint finan-

cial control of the Khedive's government. The Khedive,

28 Report: Lord Tenterden, October 10, 1881, CAB
37/5, PRO.

29W. W. Ward and G. P. Gooch, The Cambridge History
of British Foreign Policy 1783-1919 (New York: The Macmillan
Co., 1923, p. 159; Lord Cromer, Modern typj, 2 vols. (London:
The Macmillan Co., 1908), 1:ll-l7~5e also, Letter, May 18,
1876, CAB 37/5, PRO.
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also, yielding to pressure from France, instituted the

Caisse de laDette publique by a Decree of May 2, 187630

Four Powers (France, Italy, AustriarHungary, and Great Bri-

tain) were invited to nominate commissioners. De Blignieres,

Baron von Kremer, and Borabelli were chosen by the continen-

tal countries, and after a years delay, the British Foreign

Office chose Sir Evelyn Baring as its commissioner,31

After the Caisse de la Dette publique was established,

a more rigorous form of control was instituted to restore

the financial situation. Following the establishment of an

Anglo-French Financial Mission consisting of Sir Edward

Goschen and the Frenchman, Jourbert, a Commission of Control

was begun. Ferdinand de Lesseps was President, Sir Rivers

Wilson, Vice-president and Controller of State Revenues, and

de Blignieres, Controller of Treasury Accounts and Disburse-

ments. 32 The English Controller watched over the receipts

of the whole of the state revenues and a French controller

supervised, checked, and audited the accounts and payments of

the Treasury and its branches, Yet at the end of 1877, Egypt

seemed again on the verge of bankruptcy, and the possibility

of repudiation alarmed the bondholders; so the British and

French Governments continued their demand for a complete

30, A. R. Marriott, England Since Waterloo (New
York: G, P. Putnam's Sons, 1922), p. 499; Robinson, Africa
and the Victorians, p, 84.

31 Ward, Cambridge History, p, 160.
32Ibid.
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inquiry by the Commission free from any restrictions imposed

by Ismail.

One of the measures recommended by the Commission was

the use of revenues from the sale of Daira Lands (lands be-

longing to the family of the Khedive) to pay all the outstand-

ing debt. But of more importance were political reforms.

In return for a new loan the Khedive surrendered his auto-

cratic powers and his personal revenues and estates to a

responsible ministry headed by Nubar Pashawith a British and

French minister as members.33 Egypt was given a consitutional

system and, in a modified form, a representative government.

"Less from conviction than under compulsion, the Khedive

accepted the recommendations without demur," 34  Nubar was

hostile to international interference in the administration

of Egypt's financial problems, but he saw that the country

needed temporary help from the Anglo-French Financial Control.

Lord Salisbury, who became the new British Foreign Secretary

in March 1878, advised the Khedive that even though he had

surrendered his personal power and a constitutional status

was in effect, his responsibilities continued. Rather than

taking this advice, Ismail began a course of intrigue against

his own ministers, and on February 2, 1879, he tried to throw

off the constitutional yoke by dismissing Nubar.35

33Robinson, Gallagher, and Denny, Africa and the
Victorians, p. 84.

3 4Ward, Cambridge History, p. 160.

35 Ibid,., p. 161.
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The powers served an ultimatum on the Khedive: they

insisted on conditions that would insure the continuation

of financial reforms. Among those conditions was that the

two European ministers would have an absolute veto over all

expenditures. That ultimatum is considered to be the first

definite act of interference by the Government of Great

Britain in the internal affairs of Egypt.36

The Egyptian people were also having financial problems

because of Ismail's reckless spending. In order to raise money

to pay the interest for his loans, the Khedive burdened the

land with taxes which it could not bear. Tax collection be-

came more of a tribute than taxation. Taxes were so high that

the peasant saw no reason to cultivate his fields, and har-

vests did not come close to meeting the required assessment.37

Unfortunately, Egypt and her people had to pay interest on

,77 millions of which they .received. only 150 millions. Some-

where along the Thames, the Seine, the Marne, and the Nile,

bankers and moneylenders pocketed r27 millions.38

Not only financially but politically, the Egyptians were

losing control of their affairs. In the 1600's a system of

treaties called the Capitulation treaties had been initiated.

36Fitzmaurice, Life of Granville, pp. 249-250.

37Emden, Money Powers of Europe,, p. 313.

38 Ibid.
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The most vital privileges were conferred on foreigners. The

privileges included exemption from taxation, protection from

arbitrary arrest, and exemption from the jurisdiction of

native courts. These privileges gradually placed members of

most European communities outside the Egyptian law. And

within a few years these privileges were grossly abused.39

An attempt was made to correct the more flagrant abuses with

the establishment of the Mixed Tribunals in February 1876;

yet there was still one law for the natives and one for the

foreigners,because the Tribunals said no legislation appli-

cable to foreigners could be enforced without the consent

of the Capitulatory Powers.40

Besides the privileges the foreigners had in the

courtroom, the foreigners also held the highest posts in

the public service. The natives had difficulty moving up

the hierarchy of civil service because Europeans held all the

higher positions. Such favoritism inflamed the resentment

Egyptians felt toward aliens. The irony was that the Egyptians

were having to pay the salaries of the foreigners, who were

exempt from taxes even though they held the higher-paying jobs.41

39 Lawrence Apalara Fabunmi, The Sudan in Anglo-Egyptian
Relations (London: Longmans, Green, & Co., 1960), p., 29;
John Marlowe, Arab Nationalism and British Imperialism (London:
The Cresset Press, 196l), p. 221.

40Fabunmi, Sudan in Anglo-Egyptian Relations, p. 29.

41 Samuel W. Baker, "The Reform of Egypt," The Fort-
nightly Review, 32(1882):541; Ward, Cambridge History, p. 165.
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The Army also had grievances. Pay was low and uncer-

tain, and there was a practice of favoritism. In 1879 there

was a large reduction in the native force in the interest of

economy. Twenty-five hundred officers were put on half-pay

without receiving any back -pay which was owed them. A mili-

tary riot occurred at Cairo on February 18, 1879, directed

against the Government, particularly against Nubar Pasha and

Sir Rivers Wilson. The Khedive was able to quell the riot,

but the incident was a symptom of unrest over the many priv-

ileges of the Europeans, their higher pay, and their increasing

numbers in Egypt. 4 2

It is unfortunate for Egypt that at a time so critical

the Government under Ismail could not do a better job of easing

native discontent. But because of the continued interference

with the Khedive's powers, the administration was weakened,

and it lost the respect and confidence which would enable it

to force obedience.4 3

In April 1879 Ismail tried again to defy the British

and French governments. He dismissed the cabinet of which

European officials were members, and created an all-native

cabinet. The British and French were not prepared to take

any immediate action, and perhaps this rough-and-ready

42Ward, Cambridge History, p. 165.

43Ibid.
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solution of Ismail's to rid Egypt of foreigners might have

been the best thing for British interests in the long run.44

At this point, a new factor entered the situation.

Bismarck of Germany protested the dismissal of the foreign

cabinet members to the Khedive. There were no German bond-

holders, and to this point Bismarck had not been involved in

Egyptian politics, so why he intervened remains a little

mysterious. There are two possible explanations, First, it

is possible that he wanted to keep Britain and France em-

broiled in a difficult situation and thus divert them from

interfering in German programs.45  Second, Bismarck's

intervention might have come about from some complex finan-

cial pressures. The Rothchilds were anxious over the pos-

sibility that Ismail's next step might be to renounce all

debt obligations. In this manner, all money would be lost.

The Rothschilds pulled strings at Downing Street and Whitehall

without success. Britain was not interested in intervening

in Egypt over the dismissal of cabinet ministers, and in any

event they were preoccupied with troubles in Ireland, Simi-

lar pressure on the French produced no result. The Roths-

childs thereupon talked to Bismarck, and he implied to the

44 Henry Dunckley, "Egypt, Europe, and Mr. Gladstone,"
The Contemporary Review, 46(1884):6,

4Ibid,,see also Herbert Feis, Europe: The World's
Banker (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1930), p. 387.
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British and French Governments that if they did not act

over the dismissal of the ministers, the German Government

would. 46

Thus the British and French agreed that the Sultan would

be asked to depose Ismail. Constantinople was happy to

oblige. On June 26, 1879, Ismail received a cablegram ad-

dressed to the "ex-Khedive" which instructed him to leave

the government to his son, Tewfik.48

Salisbury admitted that being involved with the French

in deposing a Khedive made the character of non-intervention

difficult to maintain.49 This setting up of a new ruler by

external pressure strengthened the existing Egyptian resent-

ment against foreigners and intensified nationalist sentiment.

All these changes signified in very plain terms the

presence of a dual Anglo-French control over Egyptian affairs.

Commercial intervention, financial reform, and political in-

volvement were resented by almost every Egyptian. Of course

Ismail resented British and French control because it had

46Wilfred S. Blunt, Secret History of the English
Occupation (New York,: Alfred A. Knopf, 1922), pp. 49-50;
William L. Langer, European Alliances and Alignments, 1871-
1890. 2 n d . e d . ( NewToW7"ATTYV6~~T6n-opT,~~T9 ,77f62

7Ibid., p. 50.

48 Robinson, Gallagher, and Denny, Africa and the Vic-
torians, p. 85.

49Ibid.; Salisbury was not anti-imperialist by nature.
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reduced him to the status of a puppetnemperor, and ultimately

he had lost even that position, The peasants disliked finan-

cial "reform", Instead of reform and alleviation of taxes,

under the Caisse de la Dette and the Anglo-French Commission,

their taxes were just as high as before, if not higher. The

civil servants were being denied jobs because of the constant

influx of Europeans. These Egyptian resentments and the

emergence of a new nationalist political party form the back-

ground for the following years of political confusion.



CHAPTER II

GLADSTONE AND BRITISH INVOLVEMENT IN EGYPT

Disraeli's Second Ministry, from 1874 to 1880 was

plauged by problems at home as well as abroad. A depression

in trade led to unemployment and wage reductions. There were

bad harvests in 1878 and 1879 and widespread disease in cat-

tle and sheep. The formation of the Irish National Land

League directed against landlords and the payment of rent to

them was difficult for the Disraeli cabinet to deal with.

Gladstone took advantage of the turmoil to start a strong

campaign against Disraeli. He delivered an extensive series

of political speeches, which became known as the Midlothian

campaign, in which he attacked- the record of the government,

particularly its imperial policy. He claimed needless wars

had weakened the economy and drained the treasury.1

William Ewart Gladstone was born December 29, 1809,

- - 2in Liverpool. His father was a prosperous merchant with

interest in West Indian sugar and coffee plantations. He

was well able to afford to educate his children. At his

William Ewart Gladstone, Political Speeches in Scot-
land, November and December 1879, 2 vols. (Edinburgh: Andrew
Elliot, 1880), 1:115-117.

2See John Morley, The Life of William Ewart Gladstone
(London: Macmillan & Co., 1908) and Sir Phillip Manus, Glad-
stone, a Biography (New York: E. P. Cutton & Co., 1954).
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death he had an estate of 600,000. Young Gladstone went

to Eton and then to Christ Church, Oxford. When he arrived

at Oxford, he was aghast by its dry Anglican orthodoxy which

he thought was hostile to vital religion, and he reacted

violently against it. The contrast between his own exalted

views and the wordly sophistries which he found in society

set up a powerful state of tension in his mind.3 Sir Phillip

Magnus, his biographer, argues that Gladstone tried to get

rid of this tension by living on the highest moral and intel-

lectual plane which he was capable. Yet he often used those

self-same principles simply "to justify the vagaries of his

volcanic temperament." 4

Gladstone would have preferred a career in the church,

but in 1832 he stood as a Tory candidate for the borough of

Newark and was elected. In Sir Robert Peel 's ministry of

1841-6, Gladstone was vice-president of the Board of Trade.

Two years later he entered the cabinet as president of the

Board of Trade. In 1852 he was Chancellor of the Eschequer

in Lord Aberdeen's ministry, and showed his financial ability

by introducing an exceptionally brilliant budget in 1853.

Gladstone had started his political career as a Tory,

but with age he became more Liberal in his outlook. Gladstone

3Ibid.9, p. 8.

4 Ibid., p. 287.
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believed that politics had a moral basis and all political

questions could be determined on a basis of right or wrong.5

He believed in democracy, and thought all men had a natural

right to vote. He thought democracy could be strengthened

by promoting legislation to remove social discrimination and

political inequalities, From 1868 to 1874 he had led his

first Liberal Government.

Gladstone won the election of April 1880, and Queen

Victoria grudgingly asked him to form a cabinet. Gladstone

chose George Leveson-Gower, the 2nd Earl Granville, as his

Foreign Minister. Lord Granville was born in 1815 and, like

Gladstone, was educated at Eton and Oxford. A consistent

Liberal, Granville had been Colonial Secretary in Gladstone's

first ministry, and in 1870, Foreign Secretary, as he was

again in 1880-85. 6

That Gladstone and Granville increased the English pres-

sure in Egypt and paradoxically, for they both wanted to

avoid involvement there. Yet, it was Gladstone and his Second

Ministry of anti-imperialist who fixed British rule on Egypt.

Why did Gladstone permit his Government to become entanged

in Egypt when he had forecast difficulties five years before?

5W. N. Medlicott, Bismarck, Gladstone, and the Concert
of Europe (University of London: The Athlone Press, 1956),
p. 19.

6
See Fitzmaurice, Life of Granville,

Cromer, Modern Egypt, 1:176,
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Gladstone had regarded the acquisition of interests

in the Suez Canal as politically ill-advised and a hazardous

transactions Indeed even a year after his Government took

power, on November 1881, the Government disclaimed any self,

aggrandising designs on the part of England. In a dispatch

approved by Gladstone, Lord Granville proclaimed the desire

of the cabinet to uphold the independence in Egypt.9 Gladstone

was drawn into events in Egypt and later the Sudan because

England's resources and reputation had already been committed

there, and once involved there never seemed to be a logical

stopping place. Gladstone did not so much make a decision to

intervene as fail to make a decision to withdraw. No one in

England in 1880 foresaw that the magnitude of Egyptian prob-

lems would increase. Nor did they foresee that, once involved,

Britain would only become more entangled.

One disability in forming British policy intelligently

was that no one in England realized the strength of the support

given the Egyptian nationalist movement. There were the lib-

eral reformers, led by Cherif Pasha, who were inspired by

resentment of Turkish control and a desire for a western con-

stitution. A second group consisted of Muslim conservatives

who were against Christian influence. The third element was

8Morley, Gladstone, 3:74,

9Ibid.
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the landowners who wanted to maintain their financial power.

The fourth was Arabi Bey and the colonels who wanted to re-

gain their former positions in the government and to estab-

lish a larger army. In addition, an unrecognized group was

the peasantry who had been forced to pay for all of Ismail's

schemes and debts.10 These peasants were quite willing to

join rebel forces. After a mutiny in February 1879, when

Disraeli was still in power, Col. Arabi Bey and the army

"became "the spearhead of the nationalist reactions."11

Sir Evelyn Baring, Controller-General in Egypt until

April 1879, had reported that there might be a possible pro-

blem from a petition circulated among the officers in words

intended to incite the Muslims against European control.12

In December 1879, Baring visited Cairo and noted that the dis-

cipline of the army was shaken. He warned Riaz Pasha, the

Foreign Minister, to remedy grievances and also to punish

signs of insubordination. Riaz countered there was not the

smallest danger from the army.13

On January 15, 1881, a different petition was addres-

sed to Riaz. This petition expressed the discontent officers

10Robinson, Gallagher, and Denny, Africa and the
V i ctori ans , p. 87.

1 1lbid.

1 2Cromer, Modern Egypt, 1:173.

13Ibid., p. 174.
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found in the conditions of the army It demanded that the

Minister of War be removed and that an inquiry be held into

the qualifications for promoting officers. 14 Riaz tried to

get the colonels to withdraw their petition. The Council

of Ministers decided to arrest the colonels, and try them by

courtmartial. The colonels were arrested, but the men and

other officers of their regiment freed them, and the troops

then marched on the Khedive's palace and repeated the demands

stated in the petition. The demands were met; yet the offi-

cers still mistrusted the Khedive and also resented Riaz.15

On September 9, the crisis was reached. Arabi Bey

with 2500 men and 18 guns marched to the Khedive's palace.16

The artillery and cavalry were in the middle, and three

regiments of infantry were drawn up on the four sides of the

square. Charles H. Cookson told Arabi he was making a mistake

with his menacing attitude. Arabi answered that the army had

assembled to secure the liberties of the Egyptian people.1 7

The military also believed they were working out the liberties

of their country, and the method was justified by the circum-

stances. They were convinced Europe did not have the right

14 Ibid., p. 174.
15Ibid., p. 179.

16 Ibid.; The Times (London), September 12, 1881, p. 6
reports 4000 soldiers with 30 guns.

17 Letter: Cookson to Granville, September 10, 1881,
CAB 37/6, PRO.
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to interfere.18  Arabi demanded three things: dismissing

all Ministers, calling a Parliament or Chamber of Notables,

and raising the strength of the army to 18,000 men. 19 The

Khedive had no choice but to consent to the demands. Because

all these events were reported to them, the British Govern-

ment was clearly aware of the discontent among the officers

of the Egyptian army of the Government of the Khedive. The

British Embassy at Paris was also informed of the reports of

discontent.20 Barthelemy St. Hilaire, the French foreign

minister from 1880-81, said that he believed in joint action

between the two Governments on every occasion. He also ex-

pressed himself against Turkish troops being sent to Egypt,

because if that happened the troops might stay.21

Cherif Pasha was nominated first minister. The new

ministers hoped to have the support of the Chamber of Nota-

bles and avoid Arabi's challenge to the Dual Control Cherif

was to work with the Controllers to win British and French

approval. One of their first actions was for the Khedive to

18Memorandum: Sir Auckland Coleman, September 10,
1881, CAB 37/6, PRO.

19Cromer, Modern Egypt, 1:186; Letter: Cookson to
Granville, September 10, 1881, CAB 37/6, PRO.

20Letter: Granville to Adams, September 10, 1881,
CAB 37/6, PRO.

21Letter: Adams to Granville, September 11, 1881,
CAB 37/6, PRO.
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telegraph Constantinople asking the Sultan for twenty bat-

talions of Turkish troops to help restore order. 22 Informa-

tion concerning that telegram was sent to London immediately.23

The British Government answered in a letter to F. 0.

Adams that it did not want the Sultan to undertake any active

measure of repression. There was no objection to the Sultan

sending a Turkish General to Egypt to support the Khedive's

authority if the Sultan just received the consent of France

and England.24  This letter proves again that the British

Cabinet headed by Gladstone wanted to work with the other

powers in settling the Egyptian uprising.

The Turkish Envoys arrived in Alexandria on October 6,

1881, and Arabi Bey left Cairo for El Oualy.25 Once Arabi

was gone, a new ministry could be formed. Cherif Pasha was

nominated. Even with the new ministry, the real power had

passed from the Khedive to Arabi and the colonels. 26 But

their power was not so clear as the Khedive's had been, nor

was their base of power secure, and Egypt was threatened

22Letter: Cookson to Granville, September 11, 1881,
CAB 37/6, PRO.

23 1 b i d.

24 Letter: Granville to Adams, September 12, 1881,
CAB 37/6, PRO.

25Letter: Malet to Granville, October 6, 1881, CAB
37/6, PRO.

26 Robinson, Gallagher, and Denny, Africa and the
Victorians, p. 88.
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with confusion. There was a vacuum of power, into which

Britain might be drawn. The British Government was firmly

opposed to active intervention. Lord Granville wrote that

the only event which would justify this course would be "the

existence of anarchy or some attack on the canal." 27

Granville (and Gladstone) were firmly opposed to in-

tervention, but now some reservations had crept in, and events

would force Granville's hand. Gladstone's Cabinet was reluc-

tant to intervene, but equally reluctant to see any other

Power intervene without a British presence, and France took -

the initiative.

On December 14, 1881, the new prime minister of France,

Leon Gambetta, told Lord Lyons, the British Ambassador in

Paris, that he considered it important to strengthen Tewfik's

authority.28 The French and British Governments, Gambetta

added, ". . . should come to an agreement as regards the most

suitable means, either of averting a crisis, if the explosion

can be prevented, or of applying remedies, if it is unavoid-

able." 29 On December 24, Lord Lyons replied to Gambetta that

"Her Majesty's Government is of opinion that the cordial

27Morley, Gladstone, 3:74.

28Cromer, Modern Egypt, 1:215.

29Paul Deschanel, Gambetta (New York: Dodd, Mead &
Co. , 1920), p. 305.
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understanding that exists on the subject of Egypt must

assuredly be made manifest. ."30 Gambetta proposed that

the two governments should instruct their representatives to

assure Tewfik of the sympathy and support of France and Eng-

land.3 1 Lord Lyons wrote to Gambetta on January 6, 1882,

that Her Majesty's Government agreed on the recommendations.

Lyons limited the support he gave Gambetta; he added that it

was very necessary to understand that Britain was not commit-

ting herself to any particular mode of action, "should action

prove necessary." 3 2

A plan to send a joint note was accepted, but the ques-

tions of action and mode of action were held over. Lord Gran-

ville remarked to the French Ambassador at London, Challemel

Lacour, "The most important thing is, not that France and

England should really work in harmony, but that they should

appear to do so."33 The Joint Note of January 8, 1882, that

emerged from this discussion assured the Khedive that England

and France were prepared to give him effective support to

restore order and protect his authority. It was intended to

encourage Tewfik and exert a beneficial influence on Egyptian

public opinion. 3 4

3 0 Ibid.

31Ibid.

3 2 Ibid.

3 3 Ibid.

34Cromer, Modern Egypt, 1:222, 228; Langer, European
Alliances and Alignments , p. 266.
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Gladstone's Cabinet wanted to cooperate with France,

but this note went further than it really wanted to go. The

note implied a joint expedition under some circumstance, and

the British Government did not, on cold reflection, want to

participate in any such enterprise. Gladstone wrote that the

idea of Egypt for the Egyptians might be the best solution of

the Egyptian question,35 and he doubted whether a true na-

tionalist movement could be stopped. He and the humanitar-

ians were hesitant about interfering with the Egyptian revo-

luation because they had a passion for oppressed nationalities.

On the other hand a preference for allowing local revolutions

to work themselves out was difficult to maintain. These revo-

luations were growing more violent, and they affected directly

the interests of the European Powers. 36

Even though Gladstone wanted to stay uninvolved, he

had complete faith in the Concert of Europe acting to help

determine the Egyptian question. It was he who had resur-

rected the idea of a Concert of Europe in his Midlothian

speeches.37 Gladstone saw the Concert functioning as an

informal consultant body of all the powers. He realized that

35Agatha Ramm, ed. The Political Correspondence of
Mr. Gladstone and Lord Granville, 1876-1886, 2 vols. (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1962), 2:327.

36Hallberg, The Suez Canal, p. 256.

37Gladstone, Political Speeches in Scotland, November
and December 1879, 1:115-117.
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many of the international rivalries were the result of

reciprocal fears,38 and he was convinced that the only sat-

isfactory basis for intervention in the affairs of other

states was in collaboration with other powers. He felt that

his own country should not demand advantages which could not

be reconciled with European interests.39 Gladstone saw poli-

tical issues in moral terms, as one of right against wrong,

as justice against freedom from oppression.

Granville, on the other hand, recognized that the

Egyptian problem could become more complicated yet, if all

the Powers became involved. Their various interests would

come to light and cause divisions in the Concert of Europe.

Britain might find herself in opposition to France, and

Greece would demand a part since many Greeks lived in Egypt.

Combined European treatment would only complicate the ques-

tion.40 Nevertheless, Granville felt if there were any

material intervention then it should represent the collec-

tive action of Europe, and the Sultan of Turkey should take

part in it. 4 1

38Medlicott, Bismarck, Gladstone, and the Concert
of Eur ope, p. 34.

39Ibid.5,p. 21.

40 Count Herbert Bismarck to Prince Bismarck, Janu-
ary 7, 1882, E. T. S. Dugdale, trans., German DiplomaticDocuments 1871-1914, 4 vols., (London: Harper & Brothers,
1928) 1:158.

4 1Fitzmaurice, Life of Granville, 2:258.
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In spite of Gladstone's sympathy for the Egyptian

nationalist movement, the majority of the cabinet decided

that it was essential to support Tewfik and to preserve the

alliance with France over Egypt. The Joint Note of January

1882 was clearly little more than a bluff. It promised sup-

port to Tewfik, but Tewfik was now only a puppet of Arabi

Bey's revolt. The Cabinet hoped that the Joint Note would

lead the nationalists to support the Khedive and, of course,

preserve the financial rights of the Europeans.42 That

England was following the French lead in disregard of their

own best interests is a possibility.43

The Joint Note was intended to restore European pres-

tige. It did not, and in fact, it intensified the anti-

European feeling in Egypt because the Egyptians suspected

Britain and France of conspiracy to gain even more control

over Egyptian affairs. Cherif stated that the Joint Note

threatened intervention, which nothing in the state of the

country justified. Sir Edward Malet, the British Consul-

General in Cairo, in a telegram to Granville, stated that the

military was again in the foreground, and Arabi was protesting

unjust interference.44

42Robinson, Gallagher, and Denny, Africa and the
Victorians, p. 97.

4 3 Hallberg, The Suez Canal, pp. 260-261.

4 4 Fitzmaurice, Life of Granville 2:263.
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Granville attempted to clarify the British interpre-

tation of the Joint Note, and he explained that the British

had no ambitious designs concerning Egypt. Gambetta, who

did favor either unilateral or joint foreign control over the

Egyptian administration, fell from power at this critical

moment, and was succeeded by Charles de Freycinet. Freycinet

was inclined to accept the British policy of collective action

by the Powers. The British, now thinking in terms of the

necessity of involvement to stabilize Egypt rather than the

desirability of non-involvement, sent messages to their am-

bassadors telling them that the crisis in Egypt might encroach

on the order of things established by the Firmans of the Sul-

tan of Turkey.46 It was necessary to ascertain, read those

messages to the ambassadors, whether the Powers would be wil-

ling to exchange views on the best way of dealing with the

crisis according to the rights of the Sultan and of the Khe-

dive. Bismarck thought intervention by Turkey would be the

the least objectionable method.4 7 Granville, on the other

45Ward, Cambridge History, p. 168.
4 6 Granville to Her Majesty's Represenatives at Berlin,

Vienna, Rome and St. Petersburg, February 11, 1882, Great
Britain, Foreign Office, British and Foreign State Papers.
1882-1883, 74:384; this series cited hereafter as BFSP.

47Earl Granville to Lord Ampthill, May 3, 1882,
BFSP, 1882-1883, 74:393.
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hand, disliked intensely the idea of Turkey intervening in

the affairs of the Sudan.

In Paris, Freycinet, while wanting to work with the other

powers, suggested that England and France should send naval

squadrons to Alexandria. The French objected to including other

Powers in this demonstration. Although Gladstone objected to

omitting them, he agreed to the French proposal, and as a con-

sequence the other Great Powers were displeased.49 Admiral Sir

Beauchamp Seymour would command the British vessels and Admiral

Conrad would command the French fleet ordered to make the demon-

stration. Since the two countries did not have a European

mandate, it was agreed they should not land troops.50 It would

be a purely naval demonstration, then, and intended not to ini-

tiate occupation of the country, but to intimidate the minis-

try.51 Between May 17 and 27, the French and British war ships

steamed into the harbor at Alexandria.

With the arrival of the squadrons at Alexandria, Egyptian

public opinion became more excited and more outspoken concerning

foreign interference. 52 The Egyptian ministry regarded the Khe-

dive's appeal to foreign powers a breach in his authority and

48 Fitzmaurice, Life of Granville, 2:261.

49Morley, Gladstone, 3:79.

50Langer, European Alliances and Alignments, p. 271.

51 Ibid.

52Ibid., p. 272.
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summoned the chamber without consulting Tewfik.53  It was

apparent the nationalist leaders wanted to despoe the Khedive.54

The French and British consuls were instructed to recog-

nize only Tewfik, and he was to dismiss the present Ministry,

but he lacked resoluteness. The consuls finally demanded the

resignation of the ministry. The Cabinet resigned, but the Khe-

dive could not organize another one. The officers demanded

Arabi's reinstatement, and he returned to office on May 28.55

The menance explicit in the arrival of the ironclads did

not strengthen the Khedive's position. Instead it strengthened

the hand of Arabi Bey, in title the Minister of War, but now in

reality functioning as a military dictator. The Egyptian Army,

under his control, began to construct earthworks at Alexandria

opposite the ironclads.

The Anglo-French naval demonstration had been intended

as a compromise that would exclude Turkish intervention, But

neither power was willing to do more than sail its ships around.

Neither side was willing to land troops, and the Egyptian problem

remained unresolved, The British and French thereupon agreed that

the Sultan would be asked to send a special commission to Cairo. 57

53Ibid., p. 271.

54 Cromer, Modern Egypt, 1:265.

55 Fitzmaurice, Life of Granville, 2:263; Langer, Euro-
pean Alliances and Alignments, p. 271.

56 Lord Thomas Wodehouse Newton, Lord Lyons, 2 vols.,
(London: Edward Arnold, 1913) 2:283.

57Fitzmaurice, Life of Granville, 2:263.
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The Turkish Commission which went to Egypt was no more

successful in restoring order than the Anglo-French demonstra-

tion had been. Three persons went, and they were all given

different instructions. One was to support the Khedive, the

second commissioner was to support Arabi, and the third com-

missioner was to spy on the other two.58

These commissioners and conferences could not impede the

mischief which had long been brewing. On June 11, 1882, the

massacre of Alexandria occurred. Some fifty Europeans, mostly

Greeks, were killed by a mob, and there was an orgy of looting

before the Khedive's troops stopped the riot.59 Arabi remained

dominant, and his soldiers began to fortify Alexandria. Admiral

Sir Beauchamps Seymour reported that these new batteries threa-

60tened the fleets. The riots provoked Members of Parliament

to demand protection for vessels using the Canal and caused

them to equate British interests in Egypt with the free passage

of British ships through the waterway.61

Gladstone had been in broken spirits since the Dublin

Phoenix Park murders.62 Refusing to believe in the flow of

58Ibid.

59R. J. Evans, The Victorian Age 1815-1914 (London:
Edward Arnold, 1950), p. 265.

60Report of Cabinet Meeting, July 8, 1882, CAB 41/16, PRO.
61Salisbury, June 20, 1882, Great Britain, Parliament,

Hansard's Parliamentary Debates, 3rd series, 276(1882):1141,
hereafter cited as Parliamentary Debates.

62 Farnie, East and West of Suez, p, 285, The men murdered
in the Phoenix Park murders were Lord Frederick Cavenish, the
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alarmist rumors from Egypt and never believing the canal was

in any danger, Gladstone refused to make the security of the

Canal an object of British policy, although he conceded the

importance of the Canal.63 But Gladstone failed to keep a

firm hand on the departments of the government.64

The most important decisions were made by departments

rather than the full Cabinet. Pressure came from the Marquess

of Hartington, Secretary of State for War; Lord Northbrook,

First Lord of the Admiralty; Josephy Chamberlain, President of

Board of Trade and a Jingo; and Sir Chalres Dilke, Under-

Secretary for Foreign Affairs. Hartington equated Egyptian

nationalism with Irish nationalism, and he wanted to avenge

his brother, Lord Frederick Cavendish, who had been killed in

Phoenix Park, by invading Turks. Hartington wanted to dispose

Arabi so as to achieve the victory in Egypt which had not been

forthcoming in Ireland.6 5  Gladstone would go as far as allow-

ing the War Office and Admiralty to consider how best to pro-

tect the Canal, but he did not intend to authorize military

preparations for the protection of the Canal and felt unpre-

pared to take any action without the authority of Europe.66

Secretary for Ireland, and Burke, the Undersecretary. They were
walking home through the park when Irish conspirators ambushed
them. The murderers were waiting for Burke whom they detested.

63June 14, 1882, Parliamentary Debates, 3rd series,

64 Ibid.

65I b i d.

66Ramm, Political Correspondence, 2:38.
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Freycinet suggested a European Conference to discuss the

admissibility of Turkish intervention. Gladstone looked on the

conference as a good way to keep the other powers involved. The

Turks declined to join, and the Constantinople Conference opened

on June 23 without them. On the same day, the Sultan through

Reschid Pasha, his private secretary, asked Lord Dufferin, Bri-

tish Ambassador to Constantinople, what the intentions of Eng-

land were. Lord Dufferin said that the only desire of England

was to preserve the integrity of the Sultan's rights.67 En-

couraged by this response, Reschid said the Sultan was willing

to hand over to Great Britain the control and administration of

Egypt, keeping for himself only some rights of sovereignty.68

The magnitude of the offer was and is difficult to grasp. The

Sultan was offering Britain almost unlimited control over part

of his country. Gladstone and Granville refused this generous

offer on the grounds, stated publicly earlier, of having no am-

bitious designs on Egypt. The Queen complained later because

the two men made such a momentous decision without consulting

the Cabinet.69  The incident is another example of Gladstone's

desire to refrain from controlling Egypt. He had no terri-

torial designs and rejected this perfect opportunity to win

control of Egypt.

67Ward, Cambridge History, p. 170.
68 Ibid.

69 Morley, Gladstone, 3:80.
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On June 25 the members of the Conference signed a Self-

Denying Protocal agreeing not to attempt to add to their terri-

tory should intervention become necessary. The Sultan was

asked to send troops to Egypt subject to certain conditions.

He refused the conditions, so the troops were not sent.71

While the Conference was going on, Arabi was preparing

to resist an invasion by continuing to fortify Alexandria. On

July 3 the Cabinet instructed Admiral Seymour to destroy the

forts if the preparations continued. Hartington, Northbrook,

and Childers, the Chanchellor of the Exchequer, had sent out

secret orders to prepare for mobilization, and they told Glad-

stone that troops were needed at once to ensure the safety of

the Canal.72 At a Cabinet meeting on July 5 Gladstone reluc-

tantly agreed to the dispatch of military reinforcements to the

72
Mediterranean. He refused to agree to occupy the Canal and

stated England had no separate rights. He was able to with-

draw the orders to Seymour to enter the Canal. 74  But in the

opinion of the Cabinet the circumstance required that decisive

instructions should be given to the Admiral at Alexandria. He

should be authorized to destroy the earthworks and fortification

70 Hallberg, Suez Canal, p. 260.

71Ward, Cambridge History, p. 170.

72 Farnie, East and West of Suez, p. 287.

73 Report of Cabinet Meeting, July 5, 1882, CAB 41/16,
PFRO.

7Farnie, East and West of Suez , p. 281.
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in case any attempt should be made to resume the construction

of the works or any operation to complete them, or to block

the harbor and enclose the fleet. 7 5

Since the nationalists continued to fortify Alexandria,

on July 11 Seymour opened fire and demolished the forts. A

fire followed the bombardment of ten and a half hours, and then

a plundering mob attacked and destroyed a large portion of the

town. The condition of anarchy, which Lord Granville had ori-

ginally insisted would alone justify an armed intervention by

Great Britain, now existed.76 The French were in the harbor

along with Seymour, but Admiral Conrad steamed away without

assisting the British. The French Government informed Lord Lyons

that the operation would be an act of war against Egypt, and such

an act without the consent of the Chamber was unconstitutional 7

Gladstone had written to Victoria even before forcing interven-

tion in Egypt that the "hesitating and vacillating French policy,"

due to the weakness of the position of the French Government was

retarding and disconcerting proceedings in Egypt, and was leading

toward military domination in Egypt.78

Even though Britain had acted alone to restore European

prestige in Egypt, she did not want to disassociate herself from

75Report of Cabinet Meeting, July 3, 1882, CAB 41/16, PRO.

76 Fitzmaurice, Life of Granville, 2:270.

77Cromer, Modern Egypt, 1:294.

78 Report of Cabinet Meeting, July 3, 1882, CAB 41/16, PRO.
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the other Powers. On the day following the bombardment in

the British sent a note to the Powers explaining the dangers

that were threatening the Canal. Communication between Eng-

land and France resumed. Freycinet wanted the Conference to

allow England and France to defend the Canal. Gladstone

sought to limit any protective measures to naval only. On

July 19, Freycinet went before the Chamber and asked for pre-

liminary credits to put the French fleet into an efficient

state and explained they would not be committed to action.

A great debate took place. Gambetta suported him and urged

joint action with Great Britain. "'I have seen enough,'" he

explained in an eloquent passage, "'at least to be able to

tell you this: never, even at the risk of the greatest sacri-

fices, break off the alliance with England''"80  Freycinet

received the money, and a French squadron joined the British

in policing the Canal. But the Canal needed troops, and on

July 29 Freycinet asked for an additional sum of nine million

francs. He said that there would be no intervention in Egypt.

The French involved her military force'in Egypt as well as

Tunis.81 The French deputies were determined not to leave

themselves defenseless for the sake of the Canal. By an

unprecedented vote of 417 to 45, Freycinet, with a majority

79 Hallberg, Suez Canal, p. 263.

80Fitzmaurice, Life of Granville, 2:270.

81Morley, Gladstone, 3:82-83.
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of the Chamber, was defeated.82 Freycinet, too, was accused

of having a vacillating policy, and his vacillations cost

France her position in Egypt. He did not seem to have a clear

idea of what his policy was. His plans moved from intervention

to non-intervention and back again. With no other thought than

to maintain himself in office, he became subservient to the

Chamber, and it had no definite policy.83

Granville turned to Italy for financial help. Even

though Italy had interests in the Canal, the government re-

fused to join in the undertaking. Their refusal was neither

unexpected nor unwelcome, but Granville was getting tired of

the diplomatic games he was forced to play. It seemed as

if no other member of the Concert of Europe was willing to

take any decisive action or to be of any decisive help in

restoring order in Egypt. Granville wrote to Sir Augustus

Paget, Ambassador in Rome, "We have done the right thing;

we have shown our readiness to admit others; and we have not

the inconvenience of a partner. . .. If Arabi caves in, as

appears probable, we shall be on velvet."84 Some difficulties

arose when the Sultan, who had previously refused to accept

a seat at the Conference, suddenly decided to participate.

82 Hallberg, Suez Canal, p. 263.
83Ibid.

84 Lord Granville to Sir Augustus Paget, July 28, 1882,
Fitzmaurice, Life of Granville, 2:271.



42

He wanted to send an army corps to Egypt with no limitation on

its use, provided the British force would withdraw. Granville

refused the offer, and further discussions were never initiated.85

Granville wanted a proclamation issued which would brand

Arabi as a rebel and would support Tewfik's administration.86

Such a proclamation was issued and a proposal to dispatch troops

went as far as the drafting table, but there was no further

action.87 The Constantinople Conference broke up on August 14,

and a month later when a British expeditionary force landed at

Alexandria, the convention was still unsigned.

With the Cabinet having the impression that further

delay would be dangerous to the security of the Canal , the

center of political interest passed from the Foreign Office

to the War Office. Sir Garnet Wolsely, in command of the

British forces, went to Port Said on August 16. Having built

up his forces, Wolsely defeated the Egyptians at Tel-el-Kebir.

Arabi fled. Gladstone explained that the British position was

that of a tenant in a house on fire, who would not hesitate to

put it out without waiting for the assent of the owner or other

tenants. 88 Since the Sultan and other Powers refused to come

85 Hallberg, Suez Canal, p. 264.
86 Telegram: Admiralty to Seymour, August 8, 1882,

CAB 37/8, PRO.

87 Hallberg, The Suez Canal, p. 260.

88 Despatch from Granville to Dufferin, October 27, 1882,
CAB 37/9, PRO.
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to the aid of Egypt, the British had to step in and establish

order.

The bombardment of Alexandria cost Gladstone the sup-

port of one of his closest friends, John Bright. In July with

confrontations in the Cabinet over Egypt, it was thought that

both Bright and Gladstone would resign.89 But Gladstone stayed,

and the invasion resulted. He tried to explain his reasoning

to Bright in a letter which was probably an attempt to justify

the invasion90 but he wanted Bright especially to know his

reasoning. Gladstone stated that he assumed responsibility

for the bombardment because he thought this solution to be

the only one for the chaotic situation in Egypt. Only violence

ruled in Egypt since every legitimate authority had been put

down. England had worked with other civilized countries in

an attempt to secure their sanction and their help if force was

needed to stop Arabi. Gladstone went on to explain that Great

Britain had been forced to defend its fleet when the national-

ists built fortifications and refused to tear them down. The

result of all this was that Britain had struck a blow at the

reign of violence, had begun a legitimate rule in Egypt, and

had advanced the Egyptian question towards a peaceable solution.

89Morley, Gladstone, 3:84-85.

90 Ibid.
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As such he was a laborer for peace. In such a way Gladstone

tried to dissolve for Bright and perhaps for himself any qualms

or misgivings over wanton aggression.

If Gladstone had been able to end the British involve-

ment in Egypt immediately after the routing of Arabi, his

colleagues and fellow citizens would probably have looked on

him as a determined, resolute Prime Minister who had acted

swiftly but with care and intelligence and ended all the

troubles of Egypt in one dramatic move. Gladstone himself was

in extraordinary spirits after Wolsely's victory. This period

of congratulations ended when he and his countrymen- realized

that the Egyptian problems would take time to solve. Gladstone

had hoped to occupy Egypt for a short period, but he believed

that he could not leave the country with its government unsta-

ble. So England stayed and stayed, and Gladstone's jubilant

hour turned into years of regret.

The British Government, however, made some decisions

regarding Egypt. One Englishman expected the Egyptian Govern-

ment to help defray the cost of keeping British troops there

to maintain and preserve order.92 Sir Charles Dilke stated

911Ibid.

92 Despatch from Granville to Malet, October 18, 1882,
CAB 37/9, PRO.
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that the Egyptian settlement would have to be both military

and political. For the military settlement there would be

total disbandment of the rebel forces, trial of criminals,

and banishment of officers belonging to the rebel causes.

After the country's management was handed over to the Egypt-

ians, a small British force might be retained at the desire

of the Khedive and at the cost of Egypt.93  The political

arrangement would include the reform of local administration

as well as a satisfactory settlement concerning the Canal and

international agreements.

Lord Granville in a dispatch to the Great Powers said

Britain would not keep 'troops in Egypt any longer than was

necessary but it would be an act of treachery if they were

withdrawn before a beneficial Government could be established

in Egypt." 94  Granville explained that "the course of events

has thrown upon Her Majesty's Government the task which they

would willingly have shared with other Powers, of suppressing

the military rebellion in Egypt and restoring peace and order

in that country. . .. Although for the present a British force

remain in Egypt for the preservation of public tranquility,

Her Majesty's Government are desirous of withdrawing it as

soon as the state of the country permits."95

93 Note to Northbrook, November 1, 1882, CAB 37/9, PRO.
94 Cromer, Modern Egypt, 1:330.

95 Granville to Her Majesty's Representatives at Paris,Berlin, Vienna, Rome and St. Petersburg, January 3, 1883,
BFSP, 75:670.
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After the fall of Arabi Bey, there were two opinions in England,

one calling for the early evacuation of Egypt, the other deman-

ding an assertion of British control and the assumption of the

full responsibilities of government. The Gladstone Government

adopted neither course clearly. The British Government wanted

the occupation to be as short as possible, yet felt bound not

to withdraw from the task until the affairs of the country were

such that there were satisfactory guarantees for the maintenance

of peace, order, and prosperity in Egypt. Also of concern were

the stability of the Khedive's authority, the development of

self-government, and the fulfillment of obligations towards

foreign Powers.96

Owing to the refusal of military co-operation by other

powers, Great Britain had become responsible, unwillingly and

by the force of circumstances, for the administration of Egypt.97

Everything had happened so quickly that its implications were

not realized. "Great Britain should there and then have pro-

claimed a Protectorate over Egypt, an act which would have been

accepted at the time by all the Powers."98 Instead a policy

of half measures involved her in constant difficulties and

96 Granville to Dufferin, November 3, 1882, BFSP,
75:670-671.

97 Fitzmaurice, Life of Granville, p. 306.

98Evans, Victorian Age, p. 267.
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frustrations. Had England proclaimed Egypt a protectorate, it

would probably have saved her many difficulties and dangers

later in Egypt as well as in the larger sphere of diplomacy.99

99Ensor, England 1870-1914, p. 80.



CHAPTER III

GLADSTONE AND THE SUDAN: THE FIRST PHASE

In 1881 the officers of the Egyptian army started the

mutiny which ultimately ended in revolution and Britain's

occupation of Egypt. Later that year the Revolution of Al-

Mahdi began in the Sudan. In the Mohammedan world there was

a belief that Mahdi (Messiah) a descendant of the Prophet

himself, would come and convert the entire world to the

Mahammedan religion.

In 1843 Mohammed Ahmed was born in the province of

Dongola, the son of a boatbuilder. From his earliest child-

hood, he showed himself to be more interested in religious

studies than boat-building. At prayer time, according to

the legend, he would weep until the ground about him was

moist.I After much studying and extreme abstinence from the

comforts of life, Mohammed Ahmed proclaimed himself to be the

long-awaited Mahdi for the Muslim People. In August, 1881,

when he made his announcement, he was able to convince the

1E. A. Wallis Budge, The Egyptian Sudan (Philadelphia:
J. B. Lippincott Co., 1907), p. 241.
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tribes of the Sudan that he intended to eradicate evil and

corruption from the earth.2

The Mahdi preached the absolute equality of all men, and

the communality of all goods and possessions. Somewhat dimin-

ishing the universality of his teaching was his declaration

that every man was to become a Muslim under penalty of death.

He prophesied that he would take first the Sudan, then Egypt,

and then found a kingdom at Mecca which would last for a

thousand years.3

The Mahdi found his support from the Sudanese tribes, all

of which disliked the Egyptians intensely. The years of Egypt-

ian rule had given them inefficient administration of inferior

quality. The taxes were collected by agents described by

Colonel Stewart as "swaggering bullies, robbing, plundering,

and ill-treating the people with impunity."4  Some of the

Egyptians sent to the Sudan for administrative purposes were

sent there as punishment for crimes committed in Egypt or for

incompetence at home.5  The Mahdi also received support from

the religious people waiting for him, and from the Baggara,

2 Mikki Shibeika, British Policy in the Sudan 1882-1902
(London: Oxford University Press, 1952), p. 14.

3Budge, The Egyptian Sudan, p. 243; Cromer, Modern
Egjypt, 1:352.

4Fabunmi, Sudan in Anglo-Egyptian Relations, p. 25.

5 Ibid., p. 24.
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cattle-owning tribes of the western desert, who were alarmed

by efforts of the Government to abolish slavery. Slavery was

their occupation and chief source of income. 6 With this sup-

port the Mahdi's rebellion swept over the Sudan.

The area of the Sudan is large and diverse. It has two

main divisions, the Arabic speaking north, and the Negro and

Negroid south. The country of the Arabs is largely sandy with

very little rainfall. Sometimes, in the Halfa and Dongola

provinces, no rain falls for several years. In the central

provinces, crops are dependent on the annual flooding of the

Nile. In the Negro south are swamps, forests, and dense tro-

pical grass. During the rainy season from May to October, the

rainfall in the south is extremely heavy which brings about

flooding along most rivers.

The Sudan proper can be divided into four political areas.

A Western area or that part lying west of the Niger River; the

area between the Niger and Lake Chad; the central area between

Lake Chad and the Nile basin; and a northern area within the

the Upper Nile Valley. This last area is composed of the Sudan-

ese states conquered during the nineteenth century by the

Egyptians. The Northern Sudan is predominantly Arabic in lan-

guage and Islamic by religion while the South speaks a different

6Great Britain, Foreign Office Historical Section,Peace Handbook vol. 16, "Anglo-Egyptian Sudan," p. 28.
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language and is mostly pagan in religion.7 There existed a

good deal of fear, suspicion and open hostility between the

Southern and Northern Sudanese. Some of this hostility can

be attributed to slavery. The Southerners were the chief

victims of Arab Sudanese, and Egyptian slave traders from

the North.8

It is difficult to draw a rigid line between the northern

and the southern Sudan but Khartoum may be taken as their

point of divergence. Khartoum is the meeting place of the

White Nile and the Blue Nile, as well as the market place for

much of Africa.

The revolution of the Mahdi was concurrent with the

period in Egypt when the Khedive's authority over his army was

at its least extent.9 The Egyptian Army in Sudan was supposed

to stop the revolution, but the officers were more concerned

about safeguarding their property in Egypt during the power

struggle between the Khedive and Arabi Bey. The private sol-

diers were Muslims, and to put down the rebellion would be to

interfere with the holy Mahdi in his mission to eradicate

corruption from the world. These Muslims had had his coming

7Fabunmi, Sudan in Anglo-Egyptian Relations, p. 7.
8 Ibid., p. 9.

9Shibeika, British Policy in the Sudan, p, 14,
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prophesied to them, and now they were being ordered to pre-

vent him from fulfilling his mission,10

It is doubtful the Mahdi would have met with success had

not the discontent among the Sudanese prediposed them against

the Egyptian Government. The Mahdi became more and more popu-

lar with the Sudanese as his victories over the Egyptian

troops continued. 1 The Egyptian forces sent against him usually

did not number more than one thousand men. They were hastily

assembled groups from the various providences led by the pro-

vincial governors, and their sole purpose in fighting was the

protection of property.12 The only large regular force in the

Sudan was the Egyptian army stationed at Khartoum and it was

of poor quality. The officers were ignorant, and one-third

of the troops did not know how to use a rifle. It was sugges-

ted they might be more formidable as adversaries if they used

sticks. 13

Gladstone's impression of the rise of the Mahdi was that

this was a case of "a people rightly struggling to be free." 14

At a later stage of the Sudanese affair he stated he was glad

he had never spoken in favor of the dominion of one country

over another. He looked on Egypt's possession of the Sudan

10 Budge, The Egyptian Sudan, p. 241-242.

11 Cromer, Modern Egypt, 1:353.

12 Budge, The Egyptian Sudan, p. 244-245,

13 Cromer, Modern Egypt, 1:353.

14 Morley, Gladstone, 3:144.
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as a calamity, a drain on her treasury as well as her men.15

Granville called the Mahdi a false prophet and underestimated,

him.1 6  Gladstone's cabinet members were blind to the implica-

tions of the Mahdist movement, and even more blindly, they

imagined they could reconstruct Egypt while assuming no respond

sibility for the defense of upper Egypt,) 7

By the end of September 1882, the British in Egypt real-

ized something would have to be done about the Sudan. Sir

Charles Wilson, a military advisor attached to the British

agency in Cairo, prepared a long memorandum that was forwarded

to the Foreign Office.18  In that memorandum, Wilson said the

Mahdi's forces were estimated at between 80,000 and 150,000

men, and he seemed to be successful everywhere. Wilson fore-

cast the fall of Khartoum by the end of October, and that event

would, he wrote, have a disastrous political effect on Egypt,

for it would encourage the Egyptians as well as the Sudanese

to accept this proclaimed Messiah. The Egyptian Government,

Wilson wrote, was unable to stop the Mahdi; its army had al-

ready been wiped out. British assistance was necessary, Sir

Charles advised. 1 9

15Ibid. pp. 144-45.

16 Fabunmi, Sudan in Anglo-Egyptian Relations, p. 32.

17 Robinson, Gallagher, and Denny, Africa of the
Victorians, p. 132.

18 Memorandum by Wilson: October 2, 1882, CAB 41/16, PRO.

19Ibid



54

The British reply to Wilson's memorandum was that no

British troops would be allowed to operate in the Sudan,

The British pressed Wilson to send them news of any Egyptian

plan to send forces there,20

In a related move, the Government chose Lord Dufferin,

the former British presence in Egypt, Dufferin knew that

before the British involvement in Egypt, the Egyptian Govern.

ment had treated the whole Nile Valley as one administration

unit. Possibly trying to evade the Sudanese problem, Dufferin

decided to separate the Nile Valley into two units, one Egypt

and the other the Sudan,2 1

The British had just disbanded the Egyptian army, and

they did not want to create a force that would form a nucleus

around which Egyptian nationalists could gather. On the other

hand, Dufferin had to provide some sort of force to deal with

the Sudan, if the British wanted to maintain Egyptian author-

ity there. Dufferin believed, however, that the Sudan had

been a drain on Egyptian resources, and thought it would be

advisable for Egypt to abandon the Sudan.22

20 Ibid.

21Shibeika, British Policy in the Sudan, p. 57.
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Dufferin suspected that this proposal to abandon the Sudan

would meet with strong opposition.23

The British authorities in Cairo at this time sent Col.

J. D. H. Stewart, with the sanction of the Foreign Office, to

investigate the situation in Khartoum.24  He reported that the

morale of the Egyptian troops was very low because they had no

cause for which to fight. Their own country was occupied by

a foreign power, and they felt they had been sent to Khartoum

to be killed. They believed that if they surrendered, the Mahdi

would spare their lives. Stewart advised that the situation

was one which the Egyptian soldiers could not meet.25 Dufferin

believed that had it not been for the misgovernment and heavy

taxes of the local authorities, the Mahdi would not have at-

tained the following of the people. Stewart thought what had

happened was the direct interposition of God.26

As early as the end of October 1882, the Egyptian Govern-

ment asked that the new force for the Sudan should have some

British officers. The British Government stated they would

have no objections if Egypt would obtain the services of a

British officers on the retired list.27 The Egyptians chose

23 Ibid.

24 Peter Malcolm Holt, A Modern History of the Sudan
(London: Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 1961)-, p. 35.

25 Shibeika, British Policy in the Sudan, p. 58.

26 Ibid., p. 58-59.
27Ibid.
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Colonel William Hicks born in 1830 and a veteran officer in

India to fill their post as chief-of-staff.

By January 1883, when Col. Hicks arrived in Cairo,

Lord Dufferin had become very gloomy about the situation.28

The conflict in the Sudan had cost the Egyptians about 10,000

soldiers. Even though it was estimated that the Mahdi had

lost about 40,000 men, Dufferin did not rejoice. It seemed

wrong for him for such a waste of life to continue. 29 Still

his main interest was to prevent the British Government from

becoming involved in the Sudan, and in particular from taking

responsibility for any of the arrangements for the Sudan.30

Hicks meanwhile had gone to Khartoum, and his corres-

pondence from there suggests that he thought the British were

too deeply concerned with Sudanese affairs. When he had left

Cairo, he had been told to limit his activities, in reference

to Great Britain, solely to supply information to the British,

but Hicks claimed to be uncertain concerning the precise posi-

tion of Gladstone's Government.3 1

28 Shibeika, British Policy in the Sudan, p. 79.

29Ibid

30 Ibid., pp. 79-80; Fabunmi, Sudan in Anglo-Egyptian
Relations, p. 33.

31Shibeika, British Policy in the Sudan, p. 80.
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On April 14, 1883, Hicks sent an official report to

Hartington, the Secretary of State of War, concerning a

military operation he intended to undertake on the White

Nile. He planned to proceed up the Nile to the ford of Abu

Zaie, which he would hold with a strong detachment until the

arrival of the main body by land. Then the fortified army

would attack the rebels at al-Jabalain.32 In his report,

Hicks pointed out that he was without sufficient provisions,

his army's pay was several months in arrears, and his steamers

that would otherwise bring him food and fuel were broken.33

Lord Granville in a dispatch sent to Cartwright, May,7,

1883, which was also important enough to be given to Glad-

stone, said they were moved by the messages received from

Hicks, and Lord Granville said the British Government was

interested in getting information from Hicks, but. . ."Her

Majesty's Government are in no way responsible for the opera-

tion in the Sudan. . .or for the appointment or actions of

General Hicks." 34  Although Dufferin had already warned that

it would be safe for Egypt to abandon part of the Sudan and

concentrate on defending Khartoum and the Nile, the British

32 Ibid., p. 83.

33Ibid.

34 Despatch: Granville to Cartwright, May 7, 1882,
BSFP, 1882-1883, 14:682.
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Government had refrained from passing this advice to the

Khedive or to Colonel Hicks, 35

On May 13, 1883, Hicks sent a telegram to Lord Dufferin

in which he claimed he had convinced many of the Baggara and

other Sudanese chiefs to submit to his authority. He asked

Dufferin to place him in indisputed command in the Sudan,

rather than having him continue in the anomolous position of

chief of staff.36 Dufferin had already left Egypt for new

duties in India, and Sir Edward Malet, a long term professional

diplomat, was now serving as consul-general. Malet therefore

took receipt of the telegram, and declining to act, he forwarded

a copy to Cherif, the Minister of War for Egypt, asking

Cherif to take whatever action seemed advisable.37 Malet also

declared that he did not endorse the contents of Hicks' tele-

gram and that the British Government was in no way responsible

for the operation in the Sudan.38

Correspondence between Hicks and Malet concerning requests

for additional troops and funds was forwarded to Granville and

then to Childers, Chancellor of the Exchequer. Childers con-

sidered Egypt and the Sudan to be financially separate although

35Lord Elton Godfrey Elton, General Gordon (London:
St. James Place, 1954), p. 328.

36Telegraph: Hicks to Dufferin, May 18, 1883, BFSP
1883-1884, 15:690.

37Ibid.

38 Telegraph: Malet to Granville, August 18, 1884,
BSFP 1883-1884, 15:702.
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Egypt sent bl00,000 each year to the Sudan.39 Childers said

the British Government did not want to keep up the dependency.40

The British Government had declined to allow any active-duty

officers to serve in the Sudan although it had approved their

collecting information. Childers thought the British Govern-

ment was allowing the situation to develop past their original

intention. 41

It was the Egyptian Government that decided that all of

Hicks' successes and all of the money already spent would be

lost if reinforcements were not sent. 41 Therefore, they or-

dered troops to the Sudan, but more than half of the men they

sent were old soldiers or soldiers with some physical

infirmity.4 3

At the end of June 1883, Hicks asked Malet whether the

Egyptian Government was going to give him any further support.

If they were not, he wanted to be recalled.44 In August,

Hicks was appointed Supreme Commander of the Sudan forces.45

Whether that constituted supportin Hicks' mind, is unclear.

39 Shiebeika, British Policy in the Sudan, p. 88.
40 Ibid.

411Ibid.

42Ibid., p. 88-89.

43Ibid.

44 Ibid., p. 90
45 Telegraph: Malet to Granville, August 18, 1883,

BFSP 1882-1883, 14-686.
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Meanwhile, the situation in Khartoum in the Sudan failed

to improve. Frank Powers, the bigotted Times correspondent

in Khartoum, wrote that he felt sorry for Hicks, who was a

good man, because he was forced to work with the "wretched"

Egyptians.46 Powers added that the Egyptians were "incompe-

tent," generally "lie," and were "slow-moving,

Hicks planned to take his force composed of 9,000 in-

fantry, 500 cavalry, 5,500 transport camels to al-Duwaim.47

He left Khartoum on September 9, and reached al-Duwaim on

September 20, and then moved on to Shatt, Meanwhile the Mahdi

had collected about 40,000 men. Hicks left Shatt on September

28 and wandered through a waterless country of which he knew

nothing. His guides led him astray, and his force marched to

and fro suffering from a lack of water,48

Meanwhile in Britain, the Cabinet remained fixed in its

resolve not to accept any responsibility for carrying on the

Sudanese war, and not to give any advice at all regarding the

advance of Hicks,49

46Shibeika, British Policy in the Sudan, p. 95,

47Budge, The Egyptian Sudan, p. 245.

48 Ibid.; Richard A. Berman, The Mahdi of Allah, The
Story of the Dervish Mohammed Ahmed (New York: The Macmillan
Co., 1932),, p. 176.

49 Morley, Gladstone, 3:146,
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Gladstone as late as November 2, 1883, said it was not

part of the duty of the British Government to restore order

in the Sudan. The Sudan is not within the British sphere of

responsibility.50

Hicks marched on to disaster. The entire campaign he

led was marked by a lack of discipline. There was little food

and water for the soldiers, a failure to feed the animals when

grass was available, and a hostility between Hicks and his

officers. Among his problems was that nearly all the officers

were strangers to the country, and the men were mutinous. The

army was harassed by a reconnaissance force and proclamation

from the Mahdi saying it was hopeless to fight against the

soldiers of God.5 1  At Shaykar south of El Obeid on November 5,

1883, the Mahdi ordered a general attack. All of the Egyptian

troops except for 250 were surrounded and killed, and Hicks too

died. 52

When the news of the Hicks disaster reached England,

Parliament was not in session, but the opposition voiced its

disapproval of the Government's non-interference. Within the

Government, only Sir Charles Dilke, now the President of the

Local Government Board, said that Britain could have been able

to foretell the failure of the HicksExpedition. It would have

50 Ibid.

51Holt, A Modern History of Sudan, p. 85.
52 Ibid.
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been better, Dilke contended, if the British Government had

clearly and definitely told the Egyptian Government that they

had to give up the Sudan.53 Lord Derby excused the Government

by explaining that it was not possible to estimate the force

of Arab fanaticism.54

On November 22, 1883, the Cabinet agreed with Lord Gran-

ville that Sir Evelyn Baring, who had returned to Cairo as

Consul-General in August, should bring to the attention of

the Egyptian Government the policy of trying to bring about an

honorable withdrawal.55 Egypt, however, was determined to

restore its authority over the Sudan. The Egyptian Government

said that if Britain did not send British or Indian troops,

they would like to see Turkish troops called in. The Sultan

of Turkey, the ultimate sovereign of the Sudan, made no comment

about the situation. 56

On December 10, 1883, Baring asked Granville for more

definite instructions on the British Government's policy in

the Sudan.57 The Egyptian Government was wobbling along without

53 Shibeika, British Policy in the Sudan, p. 108.

Ibid.,p. 109.

55 Report of Cabinet Meeting, November 22, 1883, CAB
41/17, PRO.

56 Morley, Gladstone, 3:147.

57 Cromer, Modern Egypt, 1:378-379, Shibeika, British
Policy in the Sudan, p. 120.
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any real plan of action, and they needed advice. The Egypt-

ians had several choices, Baring wrote. Given their desire

to hold as much of the Sudan as possible, they could try to

hold the country as far south as Khartoum, thus effectively

conceding control over the southern and eastern half of the

country to the Mahdi. Or they could evacuate their forces

to the Egyptian-Sudanese border at Wadi Halfa.58

The Cabinet discussed Baring's telegram at length.

Gladstone's reaction showed his preference for abandoning the

Sudan as far north as Wadi Halfa. But it was impossible, he

said, to make a judgment without knowledge of the country

between Khartoum and Wadi Halfa.59 The Cabinet decided from

the contents of Baring's telegram that the Egyptian Government

was not only aware of its own incapacity to hold the vast

territory of the Sudan, but was also prepared to announce

to the Sultan that he, not they, should undertake the respon-

sibility of recovering it. The Egyptian Government in return

would surrender all title to the Sultan.60

58Ibid.

59 Report of Cabinet Meeting, January 3, 1884,
CAB 41/18, PRO.

60Report of Cabinet Meeting, January 4, 1884,
CAB 41/18, PRO.
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Lord Northbrook stated in a memorandum drawn up to

reply to Baring that he thought that neither Egypt nor Eng-

land was able to hold Khartoum. Financially, Egypt could

not pay the cost of operations, and England was unwilling to

do so. Northbrook's memorandum concluded that he preferred

to abandon any attempt to govern the Sudan from Egypt.61 On

December 12, Granville drafted a telegram based on North-

brook's memorandum. It was approved by Harlington, North-

brook and Dilke, and sent to Baring.62 The telegram said

the British Government would not employ British or Indian

troops in the Sudan, but had no objection to the employment

of Turkish troops, provided the Turkish Government paid for

them. 63 Baring said that the impression he got from the

Egyptian Government was that it was. only half in earnest in

their request for Turkish aid. Baring thought the suggestion

to use Turkish troops was a ploy to force the British Govern-

ment to employ British troops.64

The Egyptian Government headed by Cherif objected to

the Northbrook Memorandum because the Firman of August 7,

1879, prevented them from giving up any territory.65 Cherif-

61 Report of Cabinet Meeting, November 22, 1883, CAB
41/18, PRO.

62 Report of Cabinet Meeting, December 12, 1883, CAB
41/18, PRO.

63 Cromer, Modern Egypt, 1:379.

64 Ibid., p. 380, Morley, Gladstone, 3:147.

65 Shibeika, British Policy in the Sudan, p. 125,
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proceeded to claim that Egypt was maintaining law and order

in most parts of the Sudan and that abandoning the Sudan

would mean giving up the eastern Sudan to the insurrection,

which was a tacit omission that the Mahdi controlled the

west. 66

Baring was sure that no amount of persuasion would make

the Egyptian Government accept the policy of abandonment. If

the Khedive refused, then new ministers would have to be named,

but Baring did not know if it would be possible to find minis-

ters who would be willing or able to carry out the policy of

abandonment. Baring thought the British Government might have

to consider appointing English ministers to the Egyptian Cabinet

even though removing Cherif would be very detrimental to the

country. It could not be helped. Baring also believed that

it would be necessary to send an English officer to Khartoum

to oversee the withdrawal of the troops from there.67

Baring told the Khedive that Cabinet ministers who

68refused the policy of abandonment must resign, Cherif gave

up his office rather than yield, and Nubar formed a new Govern,

ment on January 8, 1884, of ministers pledged to the policy

of abandonment. 69 Nubar stated after he had replaced Cherif

66Ibid., Mekki Abbas, The Sudan Question (New York:
Frederik A. Praeger, 1972), p.~36~

67 Cromer, Modern Egypt, 1:383,

68Ibid.

6 9Fabunmi, Sudan in Anglo-Egyptian Relations, p. 26.
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that, on mature reflection, abandonment was the best decision

for the country.70

Thus the events in the Sudan had resulted in a British

puppet exercising control in Egypt. Gladstone had not looked

on the rise of the Mahdi, or Hicks' position in the forces that

were trying to subdue the Mahdi's rebellion, as committing

Great Britain to any further involvement in Egyptian affairs.

Indeed, he and his Cabinet had made it plain, time after time,

that the British Government was disinterested in any greater

involvement in Egypt. But events had driven Gladstone onward

to a far more grave interference in Egyptian affairs. And the

problem of the Sudan was not yet settled.

7 0Cromer, Modern Egypt, 1 :383-384.



CHAPTER IV

GLADSTONE AND THE SUDAN: GORDON IN KHARTOUM

After the Hicks disaster, the Foreign Office in London

was committed to evacuating the Sudan south of Wadi Halfa.

It was the Foreign Secretary, Lord Granville, who had to face

the problem of precisely how to evacuate the scattered Egyptian

garrisons in the Sudan.

It was Sir Charles Wilson who first brought up the

possibility of using General Charles "Chinese" Gordon as the

man to bring order to the Sudan, but he made his suggestion

in 1882 when the British Government was avoiding any involve-

ment in the Sudan, and nothing came of his proposal.I Gordon,

known as "Ghinese" Gordon because of his adventures in China,

had been born in 1833 and commissioned into the Royal Engineers

in 1852. After service in the Crimean War he went to China

in 1860 where he took part in the capture of Peking. In

1863-64 he commanded the major Chinese forces against the

Taiping rebellion and was made a Chinese mandarin of the first

class for his services. For six years after these feats he

served as an ordinary officer of engineers, and after two

years on the Danube Navigation Commission from 1871-72, he

accepted from the Khedive of Egypt, Ismail Pasha, the task

Fitzmaurice, Granville, 2:381.
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of opening up the equatorial Nile. Gordon established a

chain of military posts along the Upper Nile and moved

steamers above the last rapids, thus securing Lake Albert.

But his main efforts were devoted to the eradication of the

slave trade, which he viewed as an abomination, and in this

task he realized he would be unsuccessful unless his powers

were extended to cover the plains of the Sudan west of the

Nile, as well as the Nile Basin itself.

Defeated, he went back to England in 1876, but in

1877 the Khedive appointed him Governor General of the

Sudan from the Second Cataract of the Nile to the Great Lakes,

which included from east to west, the edge of the Red Sea to

the headwaters of the streams that feed Lake Chad. Gordon

spent the next three years walking and riding over this vast

territory and working against the slave trade. Although his

efforts were only partially successful, his crusade and his

real achievements in government and in building public works

made him a hero to Victorian England and to many Egyptians.

Gordon's health broke in 1880 and he resigned. He

spent the next four years in India, China, Ireland, Mauritius,

the Cape, and then almost all of 1883 in Palestine, trying to

develop his unorthodox ideas on religion.2

2See lives of Gordon by: Lieutenant General Sir Wil-
liam F. Butler, Charles George Gordon (London: Macmillan &
Co., 1901); Lord Elton, General Gordon; and H. E. Worthham,
Chinese Gordon (Boston: Little, Brown & Co., 1933).
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Gordon, therefore, was, leaving aside his Christian zeal

and his determination to end slavery, the Englishman most com-

petent to deal with any affair in the Sudan. After the Hicks

disaster, Lord Granville, because of Gordon's immense reputa-

tion in Egypt and popularity in England, wrote Gladstone to

ask him whether Gordon could be used in some capacity in the

Sudan. 3

Gladstone does not seem to have been strongly in favor of

Granville's proposal, but he agreed to it, and Granville tele-

graphed to Baring to ask if Baring had any use for Gordon.4

To begin with, Baring thought it would be unwise to send any

Englishman to the Sudan. The disaster of Hicks' operations had

shown him how much compulsion there might be for a rescue mis-

sion if things took a turn for the wrose. It would contradict

the purpose of withdrawal if Britain were drawn into military

operations. Sending a British officer to the Sudan might cause

that involvement.5 Second, the Mahdi's movement was a religious

one, and the Mahdi was a fanatical Muslim; to send a person who

was an equally fanatical Christian might alienate the Sudanese

tri bes. 6

3Fitzmaurice, Granville, 2:381.

4Ibid.; Shibeika, British Policy in the Sudan, p. 153.

5Cromer, Modern Egypt, 1:428; Cecil, British Foreign
Secretaries, p. 267.

6Shibeika, British Policy in the Sudan, p. 148.
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Granville persisted, and wrote again to Baring, empha-

sizing the power of Gordon's popularity in England, and the

public desire to send the most qualified person to the Sudan.

His telegram crossed one from Baring, in which Baring said that

he had reconsidered his position and now wanted a British offi-

cer to conduct the withdrawal from Khartoum.7

Having the approval of both Gladstone and Baring for

sending Gordon, Granville felt there was a need for haste.

Parliament was not in session, and many members of the Cabinet

were unreachable. Granville and Hartington, the Secretary of

State for War, on their own initiative sent for Gordon and

induced him to accept the appointment to make inquiries and

to advise on the situation in the Sudan.8

Gladstone stayed at his home in Hawarden and did not meet

with Gordon. Gladstone believed that Gordon's opinion would

be of great value to both Britain and Egypt, but he believed

strongly that the Government needed to be extremely careful in

the instructions given Gordon. Gladstone was fearful that Gor-

don would, in some fashion, shift the responsibility of the

Sudan to Great Britain, and Gladstone was determined that Bri-

tain should carry no part of that burden.9 It was ironical

Ibid.

8Elton, General Gordon, p. 338; I. L. Garvin, Life of
Joseph Chamberlain 4 vols. (London: Macmillan & Co., 1932),
1:505.

9Shibeika, British Policy in the Sudan, p. 153.
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that Gladstone and Gordon, two men who relied heavily on each

other, never met each other.

On January 15, 1884, Gordon went to the War Office.

Lord Wolseley greeted him, and Gordon was given his instructions.

"Her Majesty's government are desirous that
you should proceed at once to Egypt, to report to
them on the military situation in the Soudan, and on
the measures it may be advisable to take for the
security of the Egyptian garrisons still holding
positions in that country, and for the safety of
the European population in Khartoum. You are also
desired to consider and report upon the best mode
of effecting the evacuation of the interior of Soudan,
and upon the manner in which the safety and good
administration by the Egyptian government of the
ports on the sea coast can best be secured. In
connection with this subject you should pay especial
consideration to the question of the steps that may
usefully be taken to counteract the stimulus which
it is feared may possibly be given to the slave trade
by the present insurrectionary movement, and by the
withdrawal of the Egyptian authority from the in-
terior. You will be under the instructions of Her
Majesty's agent and consul-general at Cairo, through
whom your reports to Her Majesty's Government should
be sent under flying seal. You will consider your-
self authorized and instructed to perform such
other duties as the Egyptian government may desire
to entrust to you, and as may be communicated to
you by Sir E. Baring. You will be accompanied by
Colonel Stewart, who will assist you in the duties
thus confided to you. On your arrival in Egypt you
will at once communicate with Sir E. Baring, who will
arrange to meet you and will settle with you whether
you should proceed direct to Suakin or should go
yourself or despatch Colonel Stewart via the Nile.10

These instructions are less clear than they appear to be.

Gordon was ordered to investigate various matters; he was not

ordered to refrain from doing additional things. Moreover,

10
Morley, Gladstone, 3:554-555.
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he was under the orders of Baring and yet was ordered to follow

any orders of the Egyptian Government which Baring should com-

municate to him. A close reading of his instructions would

forbid Gordon from following the orders of the Egyptian Govern,

ment unless Baring had forwarded them, and thereby concurred

in them. But the distinction is a fine one,

These written orders were supplemented verbally, but

there was so much confusion in the minds of the people with

whom Gordon spoke, that when he left no one was very clear

about what he had been instructed to do, And neither Lord

Hartington nor Lord Granville thought it necessary to see or

speak to Gordon, even though they were in the same building

when Gordon was given his instructions, 11 Granville personally

bought Gordon's ticket to Alexandria on January 18, which was

a polite act and one that also fixed a degree of responsibility.12

Gladstone still had some reservations about sending Gordon and

added a note to the telegram to Baring forwarding a copy of

Gordon's instructions to Cairo, Gladstone told Baring that

Gordon was only to report what should be done. He was not to

be the judge of who should do it, nor should he be allowed to

commit Britain by giving official advice,13 In brief, Gordon

11Ibid. ,3:150.

12Cecil, British Foreign Secretaries, p. 266.

1 3 Morley, Gladstone, 3:150.
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was to advise on the military situation and leave the political

situation to Baring and the Cabinet.14

Gordon arrived in Cairo on January 25, 1884. The Bri-

tish Government believed it had sent Gordon to report on the

best methods of carrying out an evacuation.15  Baring, for

reasons that are not entirely clear, thought Gordon was author-

ized to execute the evacuation,1 6  Upon Gordon's arrival in

Cairo, he met with Baring and others, and they agreed that the

evacuation would be for the whole of the Sudan. They would not

use force to effect the evacuation, and they hoped to carry it

out without loss of life.17  Gordon then met with the Khedive

who appointed him Governor General of the Sudan. Baring re-

ported to Granville that Gordon had acted in a very civilized

manner. He reported the meeting with the Khedive and said

that Gordon had charmed him. Gordon, Baring added, spoke of

trying to finish the task of evacuation in three to four

months and entirely agreed with the policy of abandonment.

The only fear that Baring expressed was that Gordon changed

his opinions very rapidly.18

D. C. Somervell, Disraeli and Gladstone, A Duo-Bio-
graphical Sketch (Garden City, New York: Garden City Publish-
ing Co., 1926) p. 256.

15 Cromer, Modern Egypt, 1:390; Holt, Modern History
of the Sudan, p. 87.

16Ibid.

17Elton, General Gordon, p. 348.

18 Shibeika, British Policy in the Sudan, p. 148.
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Gordon, however, was acting on a dangerous assumption:

he believed the Mahdi's revolution in the Sudan had little

religious significance. Perhaps here Gordon was revealing

the short-sightedness of his own religious fanaticism. More-

over, Gordon thought the Mahdi was a mere figurehead and as

such the Mahdi could not take the offensive to advance beyond

tribal frontiers.20  This misapprehension and underestimation

of the Mahdi's power led Gordon to try to buy him off. Be-

fore he left Cairo, he wrote the Mahdi offering to have the

Khedive recognize the Mahdi as the legitimate Sultan of

21 buky 22
Kordofan. The Mahdi refused this offer briskly.

Before he left Cairo, Gordon reiterated his agreement

with Gladstone's policy of evacuation. In fact, he asked

that the phrase "should on no account be changed" be added

to the official statement of policy.23  This was done.24

As Gordon was going toward Khartoum, an incident des-

tructive of Gordon's authority occurred. When the Khedive had

commissioned him Governor-General, he had given Gordon two sets

19Ibid., p. 168.
20 Ibid.

21Holt, Modern History of the Sudan, p. 87.

22 Ibid.

23Cromer, Modern Egypt, 1:390-391.

24Ibid., p. 391.
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of documents. One spoke of restoring order and good govern-

ment to the Sudan. The other described the policy of evacu-

ation.25 By mistake, Gordon had the second set published in

Berber. The Mahdi had already disclosed Gordon's offer of

a Sultanate. Now these documents were added to that revela-

tion and indicated to the Sudanese that the Egyptian Government

was trying to extricate itself from Sudanese affairs,26 which,

of course, it was. But the authority of the Khedive behind

Gordon was henceforth wortblesst, Gordon would have only the

authority he could maintain personally.

When Gordon was sent to Egypt, Parliament was in recess.

When it met on February 6, 1884, immediate questions were asked

concerning Gordon's mission. Gladstone, when asked about fur-

ther aid to Gordon, responded that there was nothing to warrant

any change in the instructions to General Gordon, who had "con-

siderable discretionary powers." 27

Another M. P. inquired whether the Government thought it

necessary to send any material aid to Gordon. Gladstone an-

swered that the Government did not see any reason for adopting

any new measures. They would wait for additional information.28

25Holt, Modern History of the Sudan, p. 87.
26Ibid.

27 February 6, 1884, Parliamentary Debates, 3rd series,
284: 97.

28Ibid., c.111.
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On February 7 in the House of Lords, Salisbury, who

had been Foreign Secretary in Disraeli's Government and who

was now the leader of the Conservatives, moved that the recent

lamentable events in the Sudan were due in large part to the

facillating and inconsistent policy pursued by Her Majesty's

Government.2 9  The motion was defeated, but the Conservatives

were clearly going to use Egypt and the Sudan as electoral

issues.

In the House of Commons, Sir Michael Hicks-Beach, who

was to be the Chanceller of the Exchequer in Salisbury's

Government of 1885, argued that the Government had Gordon

embroiled in a difficult mission. He was expected to tame

a fanatical leader and his followers, who had defeated two

Egyptian armies led by English officers, and he was expected

to withdraw 27,000 men. Goron had been ordered to accomplish

these goals by personal influence and an unlimited amount of

money from an empty Egyptian treasury.30

Gordon arrived in Khartoum on February 18, 1884. Once

at the center of danger, Gordon began to extricate the garri-

sons and civilians in accordance with his instructions. 31

Within one week he saw that it could not be done by peaceable

29Parliamentary Debates, 3rd series, 284:131.

30February 12, 1884, Parliamentary Debates, 3rd series,
284:111).

31 Morley, Gladstone, 3:154-156; Garvin, Joseph
Chamberlain, 1:513.
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methods and could not be done at all unless he was given some

support.32 Gordon was harassed from morning to night by duties

and anxieties and failed to explain himself to the Cabinet in

the connected language of the parliamentary or departmental

kind.33  In contrast Gladstone and Granville knew about lan-

guage, parliamentary language in particular, but they were

afraid of decisive action. Action was what Gordon had in mind.

He felt the only way to manage the evacuation was like a gen-

eral in battle. It was war.34 Because he was not getting

the support from the British Government that was necessary,

Gordon felt compelled to take matters into his own hands.

The Cabinet did not understand that Gordon could not

arrange for the withdrawal of the garrisons as stated in his

original instructions. For one thing the garrisons were scat-

tered too far apart. The Government thought Gordon was "wild

and wicked" for violating and reversing his instructions.35

The Government was also alarmed when Gordon asked for

Zobeir, the leading slave trader. Gordon had sent a telegram

to Baring saying he wanted Zobeir to be named his successor

as Governor-General of the Sudan.36 Gordon considered Zobeir

to have great political capacity, military skill, and

32Ibid.

33Ibid.

34Ibid., p. 510.

3 5 Ibid., p. 513.

3 6 Morley, Gladstone, 3:156.
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authority. The Cabinet had grave objections to this proposal

and also thought Zobeir would not be accepted by public opinion.37

The Cabinet at this point could have recalled Gordon, or

they could have accepted his ideas and supported him, but they

did nothing. Baring, nearer the situation, began to support

Gordon's requests. He began to write on the necessity of rescue

for the sake of British honor and statesmanship.38 Gladstone

to his credit was not disinclined to send cavalry to Berber.

39
But this Cabinet could not agree on anything. Towards the

end of March, when neither Joseph Chamberlain, President of

the Board of Trade in Gladstone's Cabinet but considered a

Radical, nor Gladstone was there, the Cabinet refused to send

a relief force.40 Sir William Harcourt, the Home Secretary,

threatened to resign if an autumn expedition were prepared.

In mid-April, Baring sent warning against further delay

in organizing an autumn expedition. But the Cabinet was not

listening. A large majority of the Ministers were furious with

Gordon. 41

37 Report of Cabinet Meeting, February 18, 1884, CAB
41/18, PRO.

38Garvin, Joseph Chamberlain, 1:515.

3 9 Ibid. ,5.PP, 515-516.

40Report of Cabinet Meeting, March 23, 1888, CAB
41/18, PRO.

41 Garvin, Joseph Chamberlain, 1:516.
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Public indignation among Whigs as well as Conservatives

ran high against the inaction of the Government. At the begin-

ing of May the Opposition gave notice of a vote of censure.42

Chamberlain sent a confidential letter to the editor of Brim-

ingham Daily Post saying that the excitement of the public was

trying to force the British Government to establish a protec-

torate over the Sudan. He was definitely against this, as was

Gladstone.43

In mid-May, debate on the vote of censure took place

for several nights. Gladstone attacked Gordon for disobedi-

ence and hallucination.44 The Cabinet was damaged by speeches

from other Cabinet members. Gladstone's Ministry only escaped

destruction by a majority of 28,45

Distraction and anxieties left the Government little

time to think of Khartoum. The franchise crisis was approach-

ing, and bankruptcy threatened Egypt. The Cabinet was absorbed

by financial discussions concerning the law of liquidation in

preparation for a diplomatic conference.46

That conference preoccupied the Cabinet. In one meeting

discussions over the conference took up two or three hours,

42 Ibid.

43 Ibid.,p. 517.
44May 12, 1884, Parliamentary Debates, 3rd series, 288:68.
45 May 13, 1884, Parliamentary Debates, 3rd series, 288:301.

46Garvin, Joseph Chamberlain, 1:517-518.
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with only the last five minutes given to quick references to

Gordon and the situation in the Sudan.47

At the end of May, Hartington requested the construction

of a railroad from Suakim towards Berber which would allow

Britain to give Gordon the logistic support he needed. Glad-

stone fell on this project and destroyed it. 48  Until the end

of July, Gladstone resisted any proposal for a relief expedi-

tion and welcomed every inconclusive result in the Cabinet.

This was not through inattention but through conviction that

an expedition was wrong and the British Government had no

business in the Sudan. So he sought to procrastinate.49

Hartington and Selborne became more and more outspoken

in their objections to this inactivity. Hartington insisted

that unless preparations for an expedition were made, he and

Selborne, the Lord Chancellor would resign. When the Confer-

ence of the Powers adjourned their negotiations on the finance

of Egypt, Gladstone had more time to turn his attention to the

Sudan. Perhaps because of the increasing public outcry, per-

haps because of the mounting political pressure, perhaps because

of a sober evaluation of the situation in the Sudan, Gladstone

reversed his position. The Prime Minister asked the House of

47Ibid., p. 524.

48Ibid., p. 525.

49Ibid.
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Commons for supplies to enable the Government to undertake

operations for the relief of Gordon.50

Gladstone now, possibly as a result of direct pressure

from the War Office, was committed to what the Radicals had

feared; a relief expedition. The War Office chose General

Sir Garnet Wolseley to head it. Someone more speedy and daring

would have been a better choice.51 Wolseley was appointed to

command an expedition for which little preparation had been

made. He left England at the end of August and started up the

Nile on October 5. He marched for three months with an Eng-

lish camel corps. On December 29 Wolseley, who had reached

Korbi, sent on Sir Herbert Stewart with a picked force to

cover the last stage toward Khartoum.52  On January 17,

Stewart defeated the Mahdists at Abu Klea, and his forces won

another victory at Gubat two days later, but Stewart was killed.

Sir Charles Wilson was given command. On January 21, 1885,

the force made contact with Gordon's four steamboats send down

from Khartoum. Had the force gone upstream with reinforcements

that same afternoon they would have reached the beseiged city

50Report of Cabinet Meeting, August 2, 1884, CAB
41/18, PRO.

51Garvin, Joseph Chamberlain, 1:526.

52The Times (London), January 6, 1885.

53Ensor, England, 1870-1914, p. 82.
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on the 25th at the latest.54 But Wilson did not grasp the need

for haste and he allowed his men three days of rest. They ar-

rived in Khartoum January 28 only to find that Gordon had been

killed two days earlier, The Mahdist forces had made a general

attack on the lines and met with feeble resistance from the

starving soldiers. The forces reached the palace where Gordon

stood. Gordon was killed by the first rush of Mahdist forces.

Wilson stated after he reached Khartoum that the sight

of the fluttering banners of the enemy, the long rows of rifle-

men, the bursting shells and the choppy water from hundreds of

bullets made an impression that he and his soldiers would not

forget.

However heroic the stance appeared, Gordon was dead.



CHAPTER V

CONCLUSION

The first months of 1885 were difficult ones for Glad-

stone because of the threatened break up of his Cabinet; he

worried also about his party and its future, The problem of

how to administer the financial situation of Egypt was going

on, of course, during the Khartoum crisis, but it was finally

resolved. The London Convention, signed in March 1885, was

the result.) The plan implied the eventual supervision of

Egyptian finances by Europe. It also meant the start of inter-

nation control for Egypt, The ultimate British evacuation of

Egypt seemed assured by the success of the London Conference.2

And so the goal the British Government originally established

after the overthrow of Arabi was now coming close to

realization.

After news of the fall of Khartoum reached England on

February 5, Gladstone thought the news would put an end to

his Government. The Queen blamed her ministers for what had

happened. In a telegram sent en clair for all the world to

read, she wrote to Gladstone: "These news from Kahrtoum are

IRobinson, Gallagher and Denny, Africa and the Victor-
ians, p. 151.

2 Ibid.
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fightful, and to think that all this might have been prevented

and many precious lives saved by earlier action is too fearful." 3

Gladstone was very angry and wondered if he could continue in

office after receiving such a public rebuke from his sovereign.4

He wrote back to the Queen saying he had the honor to receive

her telegram en clair. He said he did not presume to estimate

the means of judgment possessed by Her Majesty, but there were

some facts that did not allow him to come to the same conclu-

sions that Her Majesty had come to. 5

Besides the rebuke from the Queen, Gladstone felt the

disapproval of Parliament. Sir Stafford Northcote moved for a

vote of censure, several days later. The vote was taken at

four in the morning with the result giving the government a ma-

jority of fourteen. 6 Gladstone remarked to a colleague on

the bench, "That will do." 7

The year moved on and in April the ministers felt obliged

to discuss the question of abandonment of offensive operations

in the Sudan and the evacuation of the territory. The Queen was

against withdrawal because she was afraid it would affect the

3Morley, Gladstone, 3:167; Magnus, Gladstone, p. 321.

4Morley, Gladstone, 3:167.

5Ibid.

6 Ibid., p. 176.

7 Ibid.
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British position in India.8 But on April 15 the Cabinet

decided to retire from the Sudan and to fix the southern

frontier of Egypt at Wadi Halfa, the line where it was left

9for twelve years.

During the last months of the Government's life, the

Cabinet was torn by dissensions and misunderstandings. 1

Dissolution and an election were imminent, and Chamberlain

and Dilke hoped that the next Parliament would be more radical.

Therefore, they wanted to leave all Irish legislation incom-

plete in the hope that the next Parliament would be more sympa-

thetic. Gladstone announced he wanted to renew some parts of

the Coercion Act and to introduce a scheme of government land

purchase in Ireland. 11 Chamberlain and Dilke thereupon

resigned. But on June 8, 1885, the Government was unexpectedly

defeated on the Budget. The vote was 264 to 252, and Glad-

stone resigned the next day.12

The Second Ministry of Gladstone was over. Many critics

of Gladstone have considered his lack of a foreign policy over

Egypt and the Sudan to be the main reason for the loss of his

8 Ibid., p. 179.

9Ibid., p. 180.

1 0Magnus, Gladstone, p. 328.

11 Ibid.

12Ibid., p. 330.
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majority. But there were other events going on, besides those

in Egypt and the Sudan, which brought about his fall.

Gladstone was a powerful intellect swept forward into

unsuspected courses by a profound moral fervor sustained by

an intense religious belief. He was never able to set forth

his political creed in a clear-cut formula, but from the begin-

ning of his days of leadership, one ruling' principle took com-

mand of his soul--the love of liberty--and he followed its

guidance.13 Gladstone carried morality into politics, and he

did not snap at opportunities. Now he was blamed by some of

his supporters for not setting these principles aside.1 4

Gladstone never understood that high moral
principles in their application to foreign policy
are often more destructive of political stability
than motives of national self-interest. In that
respect he was at an even greater disadvantage in
possessing a mind which was conditioned to search
at all times for high moral principles in order to
justify the vagaries of his volcanic temperament.15

Gladstone did not pursue the policy of amoral national self-

interest for which he had criticized Disraeli. He "could never

look at foreign problems with the single eye of a British pa-

triot: he saw them always in their European context, and tried

13John Cobb Hearshbw, ed., Political Principles of
Some Notable Prime Ministers of the Nineteenth Century, (Free-
port, New York: Macmillan & Co., 1926), pp. 258-259.

14 Henry Dunckley, "Egypt, Europe, and Mr. Gladstone,"
The Contemporary Review 46 (1884): 17.

15Magnus, Gladstone, p. 287.
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to solve them in the way that would be best not only for his

own country but for Europe as a whole."16

When Gladstone took office in 1880, he found much

unfinished work. He found the Dual Control in operation and

felt bound to respect the obligations that his predecessors

had incurred. Under Gladstone there was inconsistency because

he did not led the Egyptian intervention run out to its logi-

cal result: a protectorate. He tried to maintain the author-

ity of the Khedive and refused to take the Egyptian Government

into his own hands. He tried to create a native army which

was supposed to maintain order when troops were withdrawn.

Gladstone's love was liberty, and he supported Egypt's

liberty. His aim was for Egypt to stand alone. Even in its

partial failure it was noteworthy. "Lord Salisbury would not

have failed, for he would not have made the experiment. He

would have scorned to use such a 'blunted sword.'" 17

For a time there were two policies in Egypt. One was

the policy of the predecessors of Gladstone, and one was his

own. If Gladstone had not been driven from power in 1874,

it seems likely that there would have been no purchase of

the Suez Canal shares, no dabbling in Egyptian finance

16I. L. Hammond and M, R. D. Foot, Gladstone and
Liberalism (New York: Colliers, 1966), pp,'~12%~~2i6 ~

17 Dunckley, Egypt, Europe and Mr. Gladstone, p. 19.
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in the interest of the bondholders, no political interference

with the Khedive, and no Dual Control. 18

Gladstone regarded the occupation of Egypt as temporary,

it would be ended as soon as Khedive Tewfik was re-established

on the throne. The financial state of Egypt was an argument

against large-scale measures to suppress the rebels. 1 There

was also the point of view expressed by Gladstone that the

Sudanese were rightly struggling to be free.20

Gladstone was not a thoroughgoing pacifist, but he be-

lieved that war was such an immense measure, that only the

most indisputable and far-reaching good in the end could

justify the process. For whom was the Sudan to be conquered?

If it were for the British Empire then that would involve

the permanent acquisition of Egypt also, and this neither

political party wanted.21 Moreover, why should Britain con-

quer the Sudan for Egypt?22

Gladstone took no interest in conquering other countries

so that the British Empire might more easily dictate to the

18 Ibid

19 Holt, A Modern History of the Sudan, p. 84.

20 Somervell, Disraeli and Gladstone, p. 258.

211Ibid.

22 Ibid.
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universe. Force was no method of governing the world, in

Gladstone's opinion.23

Even though the defenders of Gladstone's foreign policy

have a strong case, there is an opposition groups which found

Gladstone guilty of a vacillating policy or lack of any policy

at all. One group was of the opinion that the Egyptian War

could have been avoided had Gladstone shown a little statesman-

ship, or a little consistency.24 If Gladstone had been asked

to judge an abstract cast of a Government that sent a vast

fleet into a port where it had no international right to go;

that made demands and when these demands were not met, enfor-

ced them by bombardment, he would have called this political

brigandage.25 He also would have indicated this attack as

being against the equality of nations.

There was a difference between the really patriotic

National Party composed of the Notables headed by Cherif Pasha,

and Arabi and his colonels who only used patriotism to bouy up

their military agitation. If the British Cabinet had not

treated the Egyptian question as a mere military revolt, but

23 George Robert Sterling Taylor, English Political
Portraits of the Nineteenth Century, (Freeport, New York:
Books for Libraries Press, 1929), p. 278.

24 "Was the Egyptian War Necessary," The Quarterly Review,
155 (1883): 231.

25Ibid.
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instead recognized the national aspirations of the Egyptians

from the beginning, then this excuse would have been torn away

from Arabi and his colonels, and "peace with honour"26 would

have been possible for England and Egypt without bloodshed.27

The British Government, however, failed to comprehend

the actual situation in Egypt even though representatives there

had explained it. Sir Samuel Baker and Colonel Stewart sent

messages explaining the actual situation in Egypt and the

Sudan, yet such communications were not used in decision ma-

king. For that matter, a few weeks after Gordon reached

Khartoum the telegraph lines that connected Khartoum to Cairo

were out, by the Mahdi's forces.

Gladstone's opponents noted that when warships were sent

to Alexandria to protect foreign residents, Cherif Pasha said

this would renew agitation and cause distrust in him. The

Consul-General, Malet, asked if this measure was necessary and

if it could be postponed. The Government did not listen to

these protests, and Gladstone's opponents contend this failure

caused the massacre of June 11.

The next evil was the Joint Note. It was issued just as

Cherif Pasha's administration was becoming successful. If

Gambetta lured the Cabinet into something they did not approve

2 6 Ibid., p. 240.
27 Ibid .
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it increases their responsibility. If the reason for following

Gambetta was to preserve the French alliance, then subsequent

events showed how valueless that alliance was. Some authori-

ties have declared that less than a thousand men could have

stopped the retreat of Arabi, saved the city, and nipped in

the bud the war which ultimately cost thousands -of lives and

millions of pounds.28

Regarding the responsibility for the catastrophe of the

Sudan, Gladstone could be found at fault for being pre-occupied

at home with events he thought to be more urgent. His mind was

immersed in his Reform bill and the possibility of placing the

whole Sudanese decision in Gordon's hands was a tempting offer.

For a government pressed to do something and with no clear

notion of what to do, it surely would not hurt to employ Gordon

. 29in some way.

Shortly after Gordon was sent to the Sudan, Gladstone was

faced with hostile questions in Parliament which he evaded

gracefully. In the end, Gladstone simply declined to answer

any questions concerning what the Government had done or not

done. 30 Therefore, Salisbury in the House of Lords interroga-

ted Granville. When Granville admitted that one of the Sudan-

ese forts, about which members of the House of Commons were

28 Ibid., pp. 248-249.

29Elton, General Gordon, p. 330.

30 February 11, 1884, Parliamentary Debates, 3rd series,
276:443-445.
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trying to get information, had fallen, and the troops had been

11 ,31
"cut to pieces, Salisbury went on the offensive. He stated

that after reading the correspondence relating to Egypt he

believed that the events in the Sudan were caused by the vacil-

lating and inconsistent policy pursued by Her Majesty's Govern-

ment. When one reads the Blue Books there is not a single

course of policy for the Sudan, he declared.32 Salisbury was

correct. It was a mixture of two policies, one that Gladstone

could not accept because its origins were against his princi-

ples, and the other that Gladstone could not implement, because

the first policy had initiated events he could not control.

There is really no question as to whether Gladstone had

a policy concerning Egypt and the Sudan. He did not want to

be in either country; at times he was perplexed as to why

things were so complicated in the two African countries. For

a man who believed in the intergrity of smaller countries, and

in the equality of nations in the Concert of Europe, it was

indeed a puzzlement as to why his country should be in a posi-

tion to determine the future of Egypt and the Sudan.

If Gladstone, not Disraeli, had been in power from 1874

to 1880, there would have been no purchase of the Suez Canal

shares and no dabbling in Egyptian finances. Gladstone was

not a follower of high finances nor a manipulator of men with

31 February 12, 1884, Parliamentary Debates, 3rd series,
276 :445.

32Ibid., c. 567.
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money. If Gladstone had been in power from 1874 to 1880,

England never would have been concerned with raising money

to buy shares in the Suez Canal and then ultimately worried

about its protection for the sake of the bondholders.

Gladstone made many mistakes, mistakes that could have

been avoided had he had complete knowledge and understanding

of the situations in Egypt and the Sudan. But Gladstone

showed more concern over problems at home like the reform bills

and the Irish Land Act than he- did over foreign policy. He

assumed that the difficulties would work themselves out, or

that someone else would solve the problem, or that time would

be his ally. The entire Egyptian and Sudanese events are

captured in the words of a future Prime Minister, H. H. Asquith:

"There has rarely been in the history of Governments a more

conspicuous case of honest intentions irresolutely pursued,

and dogged at every step by the malignity of fortune.",33

33 Lord Oxford and Asquith, Fifty Years of British
Parliament 2 vols. (Toronto: S. B. Gundy, 1926) 1:98.
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