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Abstract

This thesis investigates the reception and treatwfethe refugees from
Hungary and Egypt who arrived in France and indBniafter the Hungarian
revolution and the Suez crisis. The thesis arguaisthe reception of the
refugees from Hungary and from Egypt was primdnilged to the French and

British immigration policies and influenced by tBeld War context.

The first part deals with the creation of the Huieyarefugees and their
reception in France and Britain. Chapter two gadsief account on the
Hungarian revolution and what led 200,000 Hungarianieave their country.
Chapter three deals with the reception and treatwfehe Hungarian refugees
in France, and sets out to demonstrate how thdutwo and the refugee
situation were first exploited for propagandistizposes and national political
interests. It also examines immigration policy naice and how the
Hungarians were to serve France's economic andglaypiuc interests as
candidates for immigration. French-Jewish respotsése refugee situation
are also explored. Finally, it discusses the effetthe Cold War in the
resettlement process. Chapter four explores simuastions about the

Hungarians with respect to Britain.

The second part of the thesis studies the exputditimee French, British and
stateless Jews from Egypt and their resettlemeltance and Britain. Chapter
five deals with who the refugees from Egypt werg] the unusual nature of

their nationality and cultural background. Chagigrdeals with the reception



and treatment of refugees from Egypt in France,faodses on how the
French government and administration oscillatedvben obligation and desire
to provide relief to the French Jews of Egypt,hes/twere not considered to be
suitable candidates for resettlement in Francerdaug to immigration

policies and practices. As most of the refugees fE@ypt were Jewish, the
chapter also looks at the Jewish specificity ofrdsettlement policy and how
their resettlement made the refugees question fnench identity. Chapter
seven discusses the reception of the refugeesEgynt in Britain. It analyses
the different domestic context regarding the Sugestscand its impact on the

refugees. The question of identity and culturakigacund is also explored.
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1. Introduction

The Hungarian revolution on 23 October 1956, amnddpression by the Soviet
army on 4 November, created 200,000 Hungarian eefsigAt the same time in
Egypt, the Israeli military intervened on 29 Octqgheined by France and
Britain on 31 October to claim back the Suez cam&ipitated the expulsion
of approximately 40,000 Jews, mainly French andigrinationals by the
Egyptian government. Out of this total of 240,06fugees, 52,000 sought
refuge in Britain and France. Almost 22,000 refiggieem Hungary and 6,000
from Egypt went to Britain, while 13,000 Hungariaarsd 11,000 refugees

from Egypt went to France.

This thesis deals with the creation of these twaupgs of refugees and their
reception by France and Britain, and the refugesgonses. This study of two
groups of refugees, which arrived in France anBritain within a few weeks
of each other, interrogates the links between imatign policies and two
major Cold War events. Moreover, it uncovers timailsirities and differences
in the treatment of two different groups of refugi@etwo different countries,
and the reasons for that. The reception and tredtafehese two waves of
refugees have been left almost unexplored, an@ &ch the politics of

Hungarian refugees and the disappearance of thelleammunity in Egypt,

! Michael M. Laskier;The Jews of Egypt, 1920-1970: In the Midst of ZioniAnti-Semitism
and the Middle East Confli§New York, 1992), p.264; Centre des Archives Comgeraines
(CAC), 20050590, art. 120, Situation of Hungariafugees on 15 December 1957, 28
December 1957; The National Archives (TNA), AST&Z3, R.A. Butler statement at the
House of Commons on Hungarian refugees in Bri2in-ebruary 1958; COJASOR
(C0J).R.Egy.Al, Dix ans d'action sociale en faw#es Réfugiés d'Egypte (1956-1966), n.d.;
TNA, HO 240/5, Anglo-Egyptian Resettlement BoardB), final report, March 1960.
These numbers do not include diplomatic and Suexpeny staffs.



the historiography is sparé&his thesis draws on unutilised archives as well
as original interviews of former refugees to adouo knowledge of the
Hungarian and Egyptian refugee immigrations in Eeaand Britain. This
study deals both with the politics and organisatiooncerned with the
reception of refugees, and refugees' reflectiotheir reactions to their

treatment.

One hundred and eighty thousand Hungarian refugessed the Austrian
border, while about 20,000 refugees escaped to Maga, as they fled the
Soviet repression of the revolution. In those twardries, Hungarians were
placed in improvised refugee camps, while waitmgmigrate to another
country, as Austria and Yugoslavia did not wanprovide asylum for such
large populations. The Hungarian refugees arrimegérance and in Britain
before the refugees from Egypt. On 7 NovemberFtleach government
granted asylum to 10,000 Hungarians, while thédrigovernment decided to
accept 2,500, although, by the end of the monty, both claimed that they
would accept any Hungarian refugee who wishedgettie theré.Once in
France or in Britain, refugees were placed in caraphostel, usually old
military barracks or abandoned buildings, untiptsecured employment and
permanent housing, or re-emigrated. The arrivélwigarian refugees in

France and Britain was extensively reported inndgonal press, and was

2 Ruth Tolédano-Attias, 'La dénationalisation dégsdIEgypte’, in Shmuel Trigano, (ed.p
Fin du judaisme en terres d'islafRaris, 2009), pp.51-85; Stéphane Duféiglitiques d'exil:
Hongrois, Polonais, Tchécoslovaques en France ap8d$ (Paris, 2002); Laskiefhe Jews
of Egypt Michael M. Laskier, 'Egyptian Jewry under the BeErsRegime 1956-197W0iddle
Eastern Studies31:3 (1995), 573-619.

® CAC, 19990260, art. 35, Minister of Defence to Mier of Interior, 29 November 1956;
TNA, HO 352/144, Memorandum on the admission afigeks, 5 December 1956.
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generally welcomed |t also coincided with a great popular welcoméath
countries as large amounts of money, food, andhetotvere collected to

support the Hungarian refugees.

In contrast with the conditions of departure of khengarian refugees, most of
the refugees from Egypt did not escape, but wepeleed by the Egyptian
government. In response to the joint French, Briaisd Israeli military action,
the Egyptian president, Gamal Abdel Nasser, detlane22 November that all
French and British nationals, as well as statelesss, were to be expelled
from Egypt since the country was in a state of wiéh France, Britain and
Israel. The majority of the expellees were Jewisbst of whom had French or
British nationality> Unlike the immigration policy for Hungarian refuege the
French and British governments did not accept utgtnumbers of refugees.
Apart from their own nationals, both governmentsegted stateless refugees
only on condition that they already had close retat established there, with
Britain applying this policy in a stricter mannbah France, nor did refugees
from Egypt benefit from the official and popularla@ne Hungarian refugees
enjoyed® The focus in the press was on the Suez crisi itg@er than on the
refugees from Egypt. There was little popular supfay this group of

refugees as they were considered to be the redplatyf the French and

* Tony Kushner and Katharine Knd®efugees in an Age of Genocide: Global, National an
Local Perspectives during the Twentieth Cen{@yford, 1999), p.244.

® Michael M. Laskier, 'Egyptian Jewry under the NasRegime 1956-197Middle Eastern
Studies 31:3 (1995), pp.573-4; see Chapter 5, pp.199-203.

® Ministére des Affaire Etrangéres (MAE), Levant 49¥965, Egypte 1953-1959, 514, Note of
the Ministry of Foreign Affaires on the evacuatwiPort-Said, 8 December 1956; London
Metropolitan Archives (LMA), ACC/3121/B/06/002/03Kleeting at FO, 30 November 1956.

11



British governments for their involvement in theyfaan campaigri.The

refugees from Egypt were placed in hostels in Britgand hotels in France.

Focus will now shift to the terms in which the rgées were legally defined.
The status of the Hungarians and Egyptians adqalliefugees was
problematic. Refugees from Hungary and Egypt adriztea time when
international refugee law was still relatively néihe 1951 Geneva
Convention's definition of a refugee imposed sgmbgraphical and temporal

limits:

The term 'refugee’ shall apply to any person wha. a eesult of events
occurring before 1 January 1951 and owing to walikfded fear of being
persecuted for reasons of race, religion, natipnahembership of a
particular social group, or political opinion, igtside the country of his
nationality, and is unable to or, owing to suchr feaunwilling to avail
himself of the protection of that country; or wimmt having a nationality
and being outside the country of his former habitesidence as a result
of such events, is unable or, owing to such feannwilling to return to

it.8

In order to make sure that Hungarians could befrefit the protection of the
Convention, the General Assembly of the United dfegtiHigh Commissioner

for Refugees (UNHCR) debated whether they fell imithe mandate of the

"TNA, AST 7/1621, Refugees in Britain, 8 Januar$4.9

8 UN General Assembl\Gonvention Relating to the Status of Refug2@sluly 1951, United
Nations, Treaty Series, vol. 189, pp.137-84. Acedsx:
http://www.unhcr.org/refworld/docid/3be01b964.html
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UNHCR and if the 1951 Geneva Convention appliethéan? Auguste Lindt,
the High Commissioner, considered that the Hungasiaation was linked to
political changes which took place as a resulhef$econd World Wd?. It

was argued that since Hungary became under So¥iieénce following the
end of the war, the refugee situation and the tewwi had their origins before
1951. Lindt thus concluded that the Hungariansueder the protection of the
1951 Geneva Convention and were under the mantitie NHCR. The
Geneva Convention, which was originally designethhe aim of solving the
Second World War refugee and Displaced Persons)(@Bblem, was
reinterpreted in the light of the Cold War in ordemgive international
protection and recognition to the Hungarian refisggétevas also a way to
support the Hungarian revolution, and to condemmnegpression by the Soviet

army. France and Britain accepted this interpresati

As far as the refugees from Egypt were concerreet who were stateless
fell under the 1951 Geneva Convention and mandateedJNHCR. The
French authorities linked the expulsion of statel#sws to the creation of the
State of Israel in 1948 and interpreted as the Eaypesponse to it: On the
other hand, Britain decided to apply the Conventmthem, despite linking
the expulsions to the British retreat from the Caoae in 1951, and Nasser's
policy regarding the Suez CarfalAlthough different, both interpretations
focused on the Egyptian government's responsilfdityhe expulsions and

implies that the French, British and Israeli intamtion served as a pretext to

® lvor JacksonThe Refugee Concept in Group Situatiffise Hague, 1999), pp.114-9.
191 ouise HolbornRefugees: A Problem of our Time: The Work of thigedrNations High
Commissioner for Refugees, 1951-19v2tuchen, 1975), p.394.

' CAC, 19810201, art. 1, Report on a OFPRA meefiiglanuary 1957.

12TNA, HO 352/158, Home Office, minutes, 21 May 1957
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expel Jews from Egypt. There again, the readingefeneva Convention

was done to serve Cold War interests.

The British and French refugees did not benefitnftbe protection of the
Geneva Convention. They were expelled from a cguwftevhich they were

not nationals, and still benefited from the pratatiof their respective
governments. They, nonetheless, experienced thkeepes linked to the
resettlement in another country after losing aiitlassets and property. Due to
their British or French nationality, this categafyrefugees was also
sometimes referred to as 'expellees’ by the Britmieign Office and 'rapatriés'’
by the French Ministry of Foreign Affairs. If theowd 'expellees' is accurate,
the use of the word 'rapatriés' is debatable. TtwelWwapatriés', despite its
occasional use by the Ministry of Foreign Affaasd also its use by a French
person from Egypt to distinguish herself from othen-French refugees, does
not reflect the situation of the French nationaigsedled from Egypt since they
were born in Egypt and lived there all their fifeThe word 'rapatriés' implies
the rediscovering of the 'patrie’, bringing backsone to his or her homeland.
The use of this word was to make the French nasdnam Egypt feel as
though they were full members of the French societyas also to make a
distinction with the Hungarian refugees who weneigners. Yet, the thesis
shows how this status was put to a test when tssttted in France or Britain
since they were still considered liabilities whlengarians were seen as

assets.

13 Interview with Renée Hakoun, 5 November 20009.
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The implications linked to this work on definitioaad recognition of refugee
status shows that the two groups of refugees reptes a political stake for
France and Britain following the Suez crisis anelltungarian revolution, in
the Cold War context. In this thesis, the wordugefe' refers to those
individuals who fled from Hungary and Egypt in 19&6a result of the
political upheavals discussed, and takes into adce particular

circumstances of their departure in each case.

-Analysis

The thesis establishes that refugees from Hungatyram Egypt were
accepted in France and Britain on the basis of gnamion policies and
practices in a process of change and developmeohwiere challenged by
the Cold War context. Hungarian refugees were dedap France and Britain
without limits while this was not the case for tieéugees from Egypt. The
difference in reception between the Hungarian reésgand the refugees from
Egypt as groups in France and Britain is signifiasthey were considered as
assets and liabilities in both countries. Yet,tthe countries had different
immigration policies as well as a different recdrding the Second World
War regarding the Jews of Europe and the Holockustmore immediate
context, Paris and London shared a common involmémehe Suez crisis,
and adopted the same position during the Hungag,olution, not only

towards refugees, but also in condemning its reppady the Soviet army,

15



while refusing military intervention to help insemfs** This thesis argues that
the reception of refugees from Hungary and Egy fre@med by immigration
policies and practices adapted, for the occasothe Cold War context. There
are three main themes revolving around the charsat®n of refugees as
assets and liabilities affecting the refugeestineat and reception: political,

economic, and national identity.

As far as politics are concerned, this is linketath international, Cold War,
issues and to domestic considerations. We seeothiea instrumentalization
of Hungarian refugees, even while there was silemcthe situation of the
refugees from Egypt. The thesis analyses the ingfabie Cold War on the
decision by Paris and London to accept unlimitechipers of Hungarian
refugees while limiting asylum to their own natitsen the case of the
refugees from Egypt. The Hungarian refugees reptedenultiple political
advantages for Paris and London. They were coresiderbe of possible use
for propaganda purposes: welcoming them withouitdtion in numbers was a
way for the two countries to assert their suppodriti-Soviet movements.
Their reception was also the reassertion of FramckBritain as members of
the 'free world' against 'Soviet imperialism’, agddoWar rhetoric would phrase
it.'> As far as internal affairs were concerned, Huragarefugees were used in
Britain as a way to distract, temporarily at leg@sthlic and political criticism

of the handling of the Suez crisis. In France, Huran refugees were used by
left and right-wing political parties to weaken theench Communist Party

(PCF). Refugees from Egypt, as reminders of the $ampaign failure, were

4 GyorgyLitvan, The Hungarian Revolution of 1956: Reform, RevotytRepression 1953-
1963(London, 1996), p.94.
1> TNA, FO 371/122387, UN British delegation to FgreiOffice (FO), 10 November 1956.
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barely visible in the press, and their situatiors\\ess discussed in the French
and British parliaments. They were political liato#ls for Paris and London, as

viewed by the press and public opinién.

The thesis shows also that French and British imatiiign policies determined
the reception of the two groups of refugees. Tlesithdemonstrates that
because many were working-class, Hungarians asantgywere preferred to
refugees from Egypt as they could be considerethfmur. In a context of the
need of manual labour in both France and Britaumg#rian refugees
represented a large and immediately employable fmard, as the bulk of
refugees were composed of single young fiéviany of the refugees from
Egypt, because they were British or French nat®oatld not be refused
entry. The fact that the refugees from Egypt weainhg composed of middle-
class family units and mostly entrepreneurs andlesspeople played a part,
as they were not considered suitable candidatamfoigration according to

French and British immigration rules and practite$956°

Finally, national identity varied greatly as farthe two groups of refugees
were concerned. In 1956, both France and Britainl@ged immigration from
European countries. As colonial powers, the twantioes experienced

immigration from colonies or former colonies aftee Second World War,

1 TNA, AST 7/1621, Refugees in Britain, 8 Januar$d.9

" MAE, Europe 1956-1960, Hongrie, 97, Francois Seydo Christian Pineau, 7 December
1956; TNA, LAB 8/2580, Notes for Sir Arthur Rucké& January 1957.

18 Alexis Spire Etrangers a la carte: 'administration de I'immigian en France 1945-1975
(Paris, 2005), p.107; Gary P. Freemamnigrant Labor and Racial Conflict in Industrial
Societies: The French and British Experience 19985Princeton, 1979), pp.136-7; TNA,
AST 7/1621, Refugees in Britain, 8 January 1958.
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which both governments were trying to find a wageéatrol® Hungarian
refugees were associated with European immigratwich was favoured. On
the other hand, refugees from Egypt were considieree a colonial type
group of North African and Jewish immigrants. Therthd African identity was
a considerable drawback for the refugees from Egyyat were considered to
be undesirable immigrant8In practice, it meant that refugees from Egypt
with nationalities other than French or British eelenied access to France and
Britain, while stateless refugees were acceptetthestrict conditions of
having relatives already established and who cbodahcially provide for
them?! Their Jewish identity was also a problem sincenéezand Britain each
had a record of restricting or discriminating, oidily or by practice, Jewish
immigration?® This study will also show that the memory of thee@nd World
War played out in different ways in France anddnit While Britain restricted
Jewish entry to Palestine during the Nazi peribdould still boast of having
helped 70,000 Jewish refugees from Nazi Germanyewinance participated
in the deportation of Jews The thesis will show how these two different
memories affected the reception of the refugeas fEgypt in France and

Britain.

19 Spire,Etrangers & la cartepp.124-5; lan R. G. Spenc@&ritish Immigration Policy since
1939: The Making of Multi-Racial Britai(London, 1997), pp.46-8.

2 patrick Weil, La France et ses étrangers: 'aventure d'une pplii de I'immigration de 1938
a nos jourgParis, 1991), pp.84-5; Freemammigrant Laboy pp.136-7.

2L CAC, 19900353, art. 17, Ministry of Interior, aitaire n°595 on admission of foreign
nationals from Egypt in France, 29 December 19%6A,THO 240/1, Persons eligible for help
from the Board, 7 May 1957.

2 ouise LondonWhitehall and the Jews, 1933-1948: British ImmigmatPolicy and the
Holocaust(Cambridge, 2000), pp.38-9; Zig Layton-Herfjpe Politics of Immigration:
Immigration, 'Race' and 'Race' Relations in Post-®etain (Oxford, 1992), pp.5-6; Vicki
Caron,Uneasy Asylum: France and the Refugee Crisis, 1982 (Stanford, 1999), pp.358-
61; Patrick WeilQu'est-ce qu'un Frangais ? Histoire de la natioté&afrancaise depuis la
Révolution(Paris, 2002)pp.208-13.

%3 London,Whitehall and the Jews.9; Michaél Marrus and Robert Paxtdiichy et les Juifs
(Paris, 1981), pp.473-4.
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Each of these three themes are deeply intertwikdf the chapters of this
thesis deal with these themes and their relatidh@éaefugee groups in France
and Britain. The refugees from Hungary and Egypevteo very different
groups. The Cold War politics associated with tlemvell as their
geographical origins and the groups' compositiaméd the way they were

treated in France and in Britain.

To uncover the impact of immigration policies ahd Cold War on the
refugees this thesis examirteg treatment of each group of refugees and the
organisations that helped them and the dynamiti@alaetween organisations,
governments and the refugees. The resettlemerdgia in both countries
reveal the attitudes of the authorities towardsweegroups of refugees.
Finally, the thesis studies the history of the gefes from the start of their life

as refugees until they left refugee camps.

-The Comparative Approach

This thesis is a comparative study of two refugesigs in two different
countries. The reason why it is a comparative wetk establish the reasons
for having similar responses to the refugees framd#éry and Egypt in two
countries with different immigration policies andaptices. Comparison will
also uncover the refugees' different reactionséar reception in France and

Britain.

19



In order to carry out comparative work, valid uratscomparisons must be
selected to explain the phenomena studied. Willsawell, in analysing Marc
Bloch's theories on comparative history, argueshistory can only be fully
understood when relationships between phenomerestablished and
explained®® The comparative method is a way to assess thaityadif
explanatory hypotheses and to discover the uniqaseofedifferent societies.
Bloch thus calls for the selection of an approprgeographical framework, in
which the study of the units of comparison can tweed while Sewell argues
that the choice of units of comparison dependserekplanatory problem

addressed, and does not need to be limited to apbigal frontiers?

Yet, a different approach to the choice of unite@mhparison exists. Jurgen
Kocka argues that units of comparison can be stgzhflom each other, and
do not necessarily need to have anything in comr@ases for comparison are
not determined by continuity or mutual influencetvween two phenomena.
Units of comparison are independent cases andlytimaught together by
asking for similarities and differences betweemtfi€Kocka's approach
supposes that anything is comparable and that texh@od geographical limits

are not necessary.

Units of comparison, in the case of this thesigjgees from Hungary and
Egypt in France and Britain, are not the only chsito make. The comparative

approach also calls for the choice of the phenomén@xplain and the choice

24 Wwilliam H. Sewell Jr, '"Marc Bloch and the Logic @bmparative HistoryHistory and
Theory 6:2 (1967), pp.208-10.

% Sewell, 'Marc Bloch', pp.211-2.

% Jiirgen Kocka, 'Comparison and Beyohtistory and Theory42:1 (2003), p.41.
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of the level of analysis. Nancy Green claims thatdcomparative method fits
particularly well immigration studies and that seéevels of comparison are
possible: past and present immigrants, immigramtistbe State, immigrants
and society, and immigrants as a group. Compatistps the understanding of
specific and general aspects of the phenomena baidgd, and the causes
and origins of these phenomefaccording to Green, 'la comparaison doit
nous permettre de dégager les contraintes striesuta I'expérience
individuelle, de distinguer la différenciation ddas parcours de groupes ainsi
que de dégager si possible I'essence du phénomnigregaite.?® In the case of
this thesis, comparison will help to uncover thiéedénces and similarities in
treatment of the refugees from Egypt and Hungalrance and Britain, but
also, why these two groups were considered todidities or assets in both

countries.

Comparison helps us to understand the causes mmasasf phenomena, as
well as analyse the specificity and generalityhefse phenomerfd. Comparing
different groups of immigrants within a nation-staan help us to deconstruct
the notion of nation-state for migration studi®s. thus helps us to understand
that the frontier between national and foreignpamigrants, as well as
refugees, are defined by their nationality andrtbeitural attributes® This is
especially important in the case of the refugeesi fEgypt, as many

considered themselves to be culturally French @rsBr The way the two

2" Nancy L. Green, 'L'Histoire comparative et le cpathes études migratoireAnnales ESC
45:6 (1990), p.1335-8.

%8 Green, 'L'Histoire comparative', p.1339.

2 Nancy L. Green, 'The Comparative Method and Pstsiral Structuralism: New
Perspectives for Migration Studiedjurnal of American Ethnic Histort3:4 (1994), p.5

% Green, 'Comparative Method', p.7.

31 Green, 'Comparative Method', p.13.
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refugee groups were treated helps to define thei&obetween foreign and
national when other attributes are taken into astothe fragmentary nature

of the frontier between foreign and national igtier exposed in the case of the
Hungarians, who could be seen as assets despitalisence of French or
British culture or nationality, while refugees frdbgypt were seen as

liabilities.

Comparing the reception of Hungarian refugees sstasn France and Britain
to refugees from Egypt as liabilities implies comipg their experiences as
groups but also as individuals before they becaheees until the moment
they left refugee camps. Therefore, the thesisamithpare how the two groups
of refugees were created and the circumstancebichwhey left their original
country. The French and British public and politiesactions to their arrival
will be analysed. The conditions and legal framdworwhich they were
accepted to their country of asylum will be studikavill also compare the

role of governmental and non-governmental orgaioisatin their reception:
both those affecting the context from which thesneaand those affecting their
reception. All this comparative work will be doné&hwout losing the focus that
this thesis is about refugees, so it will includiigees' reactions to their
treatment in France and Britain. The aim of thisiparative work is to
understand the political and cultural contextshef immigration of these two
groups of refugees in France and Britain, the &fetthese contexts on their
reception and treatment, while acknowledging thexggities of their

experience depending on the country of origin anshtry of asylunt’?

%2 Green, 'L'Histoire comparative', p.1345.
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-Methodology

A range of evidence is used in the thesis. In Brjtdhere is a great volume of
material available at the National Archives. As lvesl materials issued by the
Home Office and the Foreign Office, the Nationatiives holds all the files
relating the Anglo-Egyptian Resettlement Board (A3Ran official body
created to organise and coordinate the receptamonamodation and
employment of the refugees from Egypt in Britatralso holds papers of the
National Coal Board (NCB) which have been consudtledig with files of the
Labour and Employment Departments, to examine eynpat plans for

Hungarians, and Cabinet files on Commonwealth innatign.

In France, the Archives Nationales and the Archgdomatiques proved to
be rich in material on the creation of refugeeE@ypt and Hungary, and the
French reactions to it. Other governmental bodiash as the Office Frangais
pour la Protection des Réfugiés et des Apatridé$P@A) and the British
Council for Aid to Refugees (BCAR), had little miag to offer. The OFPRA
archives are still in the process of being clasdifivhile the BCAR kept very
little of its original material on the subject. TBervice Social d'Aide aux
Emigrants (SSAE), on the other hand, has rich ssurcpapers now kept at
the Archives Nationales. As foreigners, the refggeem Hungary and the
stateless refugees from Egypt in France had tatrépthe police. The
archives of the préfecture de Police in Paris adfgreat range of material on
the refugees from Hungary in Paris and the relptadical activity of the

French Communist Party (PCF). However, nothing isd found on the
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stateless refugees from Egypt, who seem not to teavght the attention of the
police. The Archives de la Ville de Paris was adysource of information on
the accommodation of refugees in Paris. All theshigal sources have been
read alongside British and French parliamentanatesbhwhich not only point
to the main flaws and successes of their natiooldips of asylum, but also
allow for the comparison of the two cases. Foretibns of public opinion, |
sought out parliamentary debates and articles alefugees in the national
press covering right and left-wing political opinid also looked at Jewish

publications such dsArche

Papers from the Central British Fund and the Bo&ideputies of British Jews
give a good insight into Jewish relief for refugéesn Hungary and Egypt,
and divergences from government plans. This aspastcorrelated to the
material provided by the Comité Juif d'Action Séeiat de Reconstruction

(Cojasaor).

However, what all the material mentioned aboveddokas the 'voice' of the
refugees themselves. As the period treated inhth&d is fairly recent, it was a
good opportunity to seek the experiences of theéorefugees in their own
words. During the Forty Years Crisis conferenceeingees in the twentieth
century that took place at Birkbeck, UniversityLaindon, in September 2010,
speakers mentioned how rare it was for oral histodye included in refugee
history and how hard the task is. | tried to tapehis challenge and the thesis

includes interviews with many former refugees fregypt and Hungary.
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The former refugees from Egypt were found througké main associations:
the Association pour la Sauvegarde du Patrimoirieu@l des Juifs d'Egypte,
the Association des Juifs Originaires d'Egypte, thiedAssociation of Jews
from Egypt. Other interviewees were found by adserng at Holland Park
Synagogue in London, and via the Association ofige®Refugees, composed

of former refugees from Nazi Germany.

Finding former refugees from Hungary proved a miatder task. Only one
former refugee from Hungary in Britain has beeeiwewed for the thesis and
repeated attempts to advertise or find networkewesuccessful. In France,
advertising in the newsletter of the Mardis Hongyai Hungarian social group,
reached four interviewees. Other efforts were uossgful. As a consequence
Hungarian individuals tend to be less represemtdba thesis than the refugees
from Egypt. However, the majority of the interviemsplored British and
French culture before migration, and its influenoceresettiement. As this
phenomenon existed only in Egypt, the thesis shoatduffer from the
difference in the number of interviews betweentthe groups of former

refugees.

No matter how useful these interviews are, theytrhadreated with critical
awareness. The events related by the refugees iegbpsore than sixty years
ago. Thus, the interview material depends on theong of the refugees.

Daniel Schacter, in his work on the theory of dratory, discusses the
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problems inherent to memory as 'a process of reragn)>* Individual
memory is not a ready-formed story but a procesaticry meanings of past
facts, also framed by the public memory of thegeremembered. Moreover,
what the interviewees may hold to be true may beradicted by other forms
of evidence, as memory is a narrator's interpiatf their experienc¥ Paul
Thompson argues that oral history, as any histoeigaence, is framed by
'individual perception, and selected through sdui@$, conveys message of
prejudice and powet®. According to Thompson, depending on the fields|'o
history can result not merely in a shift in fochat also in the opening up of
important new areas of inquirf. The author does not mention immigration
history as an example, although it makes senssd®ral history in this case.
It enables us, for instance, to discover how imatign policy was perceived
by immigrants. Moreover, refugees' opinions are@diand it can be assessed
whether they felt grateful or rejected, and hoafiécted their experience as
refugees. | have dealt with all these issues wheluding interviews in the

thesis.

As far as the structure of the thesis is concemésidivided into two parts.
The first part deals with the creation of the Humyarefugees and their
reception in France and Britain. Chapter two gadsief account on the
Hungarian revolution and what led 200,000 Hungarianieave their country.
Chapter three deals with the reception and treatwfehe Hungarian refugees

in France, and sets out to demonstrate how thdutwo and the refugee

% Daniel SchacteiSearching for Memory: The Brain, the Mind and thestNew York,
1996), p.71, quoted in Lynn Abran@ral History TheoryOxford, 2010), p.79.

3 Abrams,Oral History, pp.78-105.

% paul ThompsoriThe Voice of the PagDxford, 2000), p.305.

% Thompsonyoice of the Pasp.7.
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situation were first exploited for propagandistizposes and national political
interests. It also examines immigration policy mnafice and how the
Hungarians were to serve France's economic andglaypiuc interests as
candidates for immigration. French-Jewish respotsése refugee situation
are also explored. Finally, it discusses the effetthe Cold War in the
resettlement process. Chapter four explores simuastions about the

Hungarians with respect to Britain.

The second part of the thesis studies the exputditimee French, British and
stateless Jews from Egypt and their resettlemelitance and Britain. Chapter
five deals with who the refugees from Egypt werg] the unusual nature of
their nationality and cultural background. Chapigrdeals with the reception
and treatment of refugees from Egypt in France,faodses on how the
French government and administration oscillatedvben obligation and desire
to provide relief to the French Jews of Egypt,hes/twere not considered to be
suitable candidates for resettlement in Francerdaug to immigration

policies and practices. As most of the refugees fEmypt were Jewish, the
chapter also looks at the Jewish specificity ofrdsettlement policy and how
their resettlement made the refugees question fnench identity. Chapter
seven discusses the reception of the refugeesEgynt in Britain. It analyses
the different domestic context regarding the Suestscand its impact on the

refugees. The question of identity and culturakigacund is also explored.
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-Historiography

The history of the refugees from Hungary and Ednygst been little studied.
There is no existing comparative study of theiepmn and treatment in
France and in Britain. There is also little secaogdidéerature on the subject of
refugees from Egypt and Hungary. Secondary liteeadtn what happened to
these two groups of refugees after 1956 is limisedas yet we know very little
about the reception and the treatment of the refsiffem Egypt and Hungary
in Britain and in France. This thesis thereforesatmfill that gap. Although
small in numbers compared to the 15 million dispthEuropean civilians
estimated to have been on the move directly dfteSecond World War,
refugees from Hungary and Egypt nevertheless repted a real challenge to
the French and British governmentsThe thesis aims to assess the nature of
asylum for refugees in 1956, to explore governnmeoiivations to accept

refugees and to understand how this affected theéption.

Refugees from Hungary are only briefly mentionedtundies on the Hungarian
revolution® and tend to form part of more general researctefugees in
Europe in the twentieth centu¥yThere are also only a few mentions of
Hungarian refugees in France and in Britain in sdeoy literature on

immigration. For example, Colin Holmes,AnTolerant Country;?mentions,

%7 Jacques Doublet, '"Mouvements migratoires d'apuésrg',Population 2:3 (1947), p.498.

% Terry Cox, (ed.)Hungary 1956: Forty Years Ofiondon, 1997); Daniel F. Calhoun,
Hungary and Suez, 1956: An Exploration of who make®ry (Lanham, 1991); Johanna
Granville, The First Domino: International Decision Making Diig the Hungarian Crisis of
1956(College Station, 2004); Béla Kiraly and Paul Jr{aéds);The Hungarian Revolution of
1956 in RetrospediNew York, 1978); LitvanHungarian Revolution

% Dufoix, Politiques d'exil Kushner and KnoxRefugees in an Age of Genogigp.241-61;
Michael Marrus,The Unwanted: European Refugees in the Twentietitu@e(Oxford, 1985),
pp.359-61.
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en passantthat refugees from Egypt and from Hungary gereréttle

interest, while Black and Asian immigration captuegmost exclusively all
historical attention in Britaifi’ Alexis Spire inEtrangers & la Cartaises the
example of the Hungarian refugees in France to ghevarbitrariness of the
uses of circulars to favour one group of migramsrahe otheré! Spire argues
that the example of Hungarian refugees in Framgstibte how post-war
immigration policy on refugees could be interpretedifferent ways in order
to facilitate the employment of one group, whilegiag the status of refugee
to another. Yet, it does not analyse the speadgiof the Hungarian migration

and their resettlement in 1956 and 1957, espedrallye Cold War context.

However, the politics of Hungarian refugees in@kive been researched. In
Politiques d'exil which is a comparative study with Polish and @zexiles,
Stéphane Dufoix studies how some of the Hungarn#daserecreated a political
space outside their country of origin in an attetoptpresent the true interests
of the Hungarian peopf&.Despite a very complete analysis of the question,
Dufoix is more interested in the political actietsi of Hungarian exiles than
their resettlement in France as a refugee groughandit was achieved, and
the interests of the French government in lettitay@e number of Hungarians
resettle. One of the drawbacks of such reseairittaist focuses on a smaller
group among the refugees, not necessarily reprasendf the whole wave but

more visible due to its political activity.

“0 Colin Holmes A Tolerant Country? Immigrants, Refugees and Kiiies in Britain
(London, 1991), pp.44-5.

“! Spire,Etrangers a la cartepp.224-8.

“2 Dufoix, Politiques d'exil.
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Another interesting aspect which has been veryuligaf this thesis is the role
of French diplomacy during the Hungarian revolutiGusztav Kecskés has
written a number of articles on this theffiéde has shown that the French
government saw in the Hungarian revolution and&hegee crisis a way to
use them as propaganda against the Soviet UnionseeNATO archives to
show that the French government reacted to the &hargrevolution and its
consequences in accordance with NATO directivessk&s argues that the
French government followed closely the events imdituy, and considered
that granting asylum to Hungarian refugees couldkea the position of the
Soviet regime. Kecskés attempts to place refugaels into history by
showing their importance in international politicekponses. However, while
focusing on political issues and propaganda, tba@umic aspect of the
Hungarian refugee immigration is ignored, as weltanditions of reception

and relations to immigration policies.

Despite a tendency to focus on the political aspétite Hungarian refugee
crisis, other works have been published on theptesre of Hungarian
refugees. Tony Kushner and Katharine Knox do natysthe politics of
refugees but the reasons and the conditions ofilmsushner and Knox
dedicated an entire chapter on the Hungarian reigeBritain inRefugees in

an Age of Genocide: Global, National and Local Pextives during the

3 Gusztav Kecskés, 'La politique étrangére frandaise a la révolution hongroise de 1956,
Relations Internationaled22 (2005), 87-103; Gusztav Kecskeés, 'La poldifrancaise et la
révolution hongroise de 19568latériaux pour I'Histoire de Notre Tem@3 (2006), 40-49;
Gusztav Kecskés, 'The Suez Crisis and the 1956 atiamgRevolution'East European
Quarterly, 35:1 (2001), 47-58; Gusztav Kecskés, 'The Notthric Treaty Organization and
the Hungarian Revolution of 1956', in Lee W. Congdad Béla K. Kiraly, (eds)deas of the
Hungarian Revolution Suppressed and Victorious 12389 (New York, 2002), pp.121-41.
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Twentieth Centur§* They analyse the British political context of thairival
in the country, popular responses, as well aseimporary accommodation
provided for the refugees. Many of their findinge aseful for this thesis,
notably on the conditions of the accommodatiorrébugees. Their main
argument is that the British government acceptgoeat number of refugees
because of popular pressure, without consideriagoibld War context in the
way Kecskés does. Kushner,Remembering Refugedsms a totally different
argument regarding the resettlement of Hungariamitain. He claims that
the government was not in favour of resettling gefes, and that the Home
Office had to be convinced by the Foreign Officataept Hungarians. As a
consequence Kushner argues that the resettlemeatiexce of the
Hungarians was not a happy experience for therefagees were

accommodated in abandoned or semi-abandoned tgsftin

Humanitarian responses to the Hungarian situatiayepl a role in the
refugees’ reception in France and in Britain. P&&grell argues that 'in
addressing the refugee crisis in Hungary in 195é6stfn powers responded
urgently in the light of Cold War rivalrie®’.He thus implies that France and
Britain's humanitarian responses were framed byibld War context of the
Western bloc opposition to the Soviet regime. Glatnewever, sees another
reason for this response as he claims that Wepgtemers' actions 'affirmed a
commitment to assist people who faced persecutictance that avoided

acknowledging their belated and inadequate reattidne plight of Europe's

4 Kushner and KnoxRefugees in an Age of Genocide.

> Tony KushnerRememberingRefugeesThenand Now (Manchester, 2006), pp.67-8.
¢ peter GatrellFree World? The Campaign to Save the World's RefdE956-1963
(Cambridge, 2011), p.5.
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Jews in the 1930s'. | will explore how the Holodao®rmed French and
British responses to refugee crises in 1956. Batttiesis will also argue that
humanitarian responses from the British and Frgyosiernments to the
refugee crises were largely dominated by a profid to exploit the situation
to their own political and economic advantagejne with both countries’

immigration policies.

As far as refugees from Egypt are concerned, egigecondary literature is
very limited and their history has been left almaséxplored. Research done
on this group of refugees focuses on their expalgiom Egypt, or on the
Jewish community as a part of multicultural Egygfdse 1956 Their
expulsion is absent from work on the Suez Canais;ralthough it was one of
the consequences of the joint military interventogrBritain, France and
Israel?® Apart from Michael M. Laskier, the core of thetoriography on

their expulsion from Egypt is by people who expecied or witnessed it, along
with autobiographical or semi-autobiographical fpeétions?® The main

exceptions are publications which focus on localegiences or on the process

of expulsion from Egypt°

4" Laskier, 'Egyptian Jewry', 573-619; Laski€he Jews of Egypbeborah Starr,

Remembering Cosmopolitan Egypt: Literature, Cultamed Empire(New York, 2009).

“8 Marc Ferro1956, Suez: naissance d'un tiers-mo(®ieixelles, 2006); Barry TurneBuez
1956: The Forgotten WaiLondon, 2006), Simon C. Smith, (edReassessing Suez 1956: New
Perspectives on the Crisis and its Aftermgiidershot, 2008).

49 Jacques Hassoun, (edHjstoire des Juifs du N{lParis, 1990); Maurice Mizrahi,Egypte et
ses Juifs: le temps révo[Raris, 1977); Jacques Hassoun, Gilbert Cabasab, &uifs

d'Egypte: images et text@Baris, 1984); Minou Azoulaylurmures d'Alexandri¢Paris,

2001); Lucette Lagnaddjan in the White Sharkskin Suit: A Jewish Famiksedus from Old
Cairo to the New WorldLondon, 2009).

* Diane Afoumado, 'L'installation des juifs d'Egypt&ennevilliers en 1958-19589s

Muestros 26 (1997), 52-53; Racheline Barda, 'The Moderadts of the Jews from Egypt,
(No page reference - accessed online). Http://wwhidaniel.org/documents/Whence _ Hence
by R.Barda.doc; Gudrun Kramédrhe Jews in Modern Egypt 1914-19®%ashington D.C.,
1989); Laskier, 'Egyptian Jewry'; Laski@dhe Jews of Egypt.
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On the subject of the expulsions from Egypt, Laskieork has proved
invaluable®* He has thoroughly analysed the impact of the Stisis on the
Jewish community in Egypt. His study covers thequefrom 1948 until 1970
and the disappearance of the Jewish community yptEgaskier argues that
the anti-Jewish and anti-European measures coralbgtdlasser in 1956
accentuated a trend which started under the Egypt@narchy. He has also
analysed the responses of the International Comendt the Red Cross as well
as Jewish organisations such as the American D@stribution Committee and

the relief they brought to the Jewish communit§g/pt.

If there is little historiography available on rgies from Egypt and Hungary,
there is rather more on immigration and refugedsamce and Britain.
Immigration policies, and the debates surroundmsgadoption of such
policies, cannot be separated from the questioeshmiicity and national
identity. | aim here to contextualise and introdtlue main issues regarding

immigration, ethnicity, and national identity.

The treatment of Jewish refugees in the 1930s iimpdrtance for this thesis,
for its impact in 1956. From 1933 until the SecdMdrld War, over 50,000
Jewish refugees from Nazi Germany sought asyluRrance. Vicki Caron
argues that French refugee policy fluctuated duttregsix years before the
war, depending on the government, public opiniowl, the French Jewish
community>? Economic factors linked to the Depression ledaitsdor a more

restrictive refugee policy at least until 1936. Yagmographic shortfalls from

°1 Laskier, 'Egyptian Jewry'; LaskiéFhe Jews of Egypt.
°2 Caron,Uneasy Asylunp.354.

33



1934, pushed the military to call for a more libeedugee policy with the view
of incorporating refugees as conscripts. HoweveQrges Mauco and René
Martial, demographic experts, asked the Ministrynamigration to select
immigrants who could be assimilated to 'safegulaednation’s ethnic, as well
as its economic and military, healtAMiddle-class responses to refugee
immigration were very negative and motivated bysamitism. Jewish
refugees were largely urban and middle-class, are wonsidered by the
French middle-class, and high-ranking members@fjthvernment, as
ethnically inferior. The French Jewish communitysvitgelf divided over the
Jewish refugees. Some considered that a restrietfugee policy would
prevent an antisemitic backlash, while others ddite support to be given to
the refugeed’ The Second World War marked an end to refugee gration

in France and in Britain, except for internal despd populations in the French
case. While Jewish refugees were safe from depmntat Britain, except for
the Channel islands, it was the opposite in FraDoeing the Vichy years
more than 75,000 Jews were deported, of whom twdsthvere foreigners,

and only 2,500 survived.

Historiography shows that some of the Vichy laweetfng immigrants and
Jews were abrogated with difficulty. Patrick Welkés the example of the
revocation in 1940 by Vichy of the Crémieux decrekich, in 1870, gave
French citizenship to Algerian JewsYet, the decree was not automatically

reinstated at the Liberation. Henri Giraud, heathefNorth African

°3 Caron,UneasyAsylum p.75.

** Caron,Uneasy Asylunpp.358-61.

> Marrus and Paxtor/ichy et les Juifspp.473-4.
6 Weil, Qu'est-ce qu'un Francais pp.208-13.
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administration from December 1942, abrogated athyilaws passed after
July 1940, except for the Crémieux decree. Giralabbed that Muslims and
Jews in Algeria should be treated equally, andheheld Jews responsible for
the French defeat in 1940. It was only after ptsté®m the French National
Committee and the American press that the decrseaeuastated in October
1943. Similarly, the Minister of Justice, FrangdesMenthon, did not want to
reintegrate any 'éléments israélites douteux'knémch nationality, as he
believed that French Jews were responsible fosamitism. Although in the
end, most of the 15,154 denaturalised French @at ¢itizenship back, the
guestion of reintegrating Jews had been debatddnithe government. Thus
there were different views within the governmemgfargling Jews and French

national identity.

After the Liberation, new immigration policy waseu®d, especially after the
racialisation of the question by the Vichy regir@a 2 November 1945, an
ordinance was passed reaffirming the link betweamigration and economic
and demographic needsEven if the Ordinance did not bear any mention of
ethnic and national preferences, the theme wasmach present in the
debates during the drafting of the Ordinance. Tirestjon of immigration was
indeed inseparable from the question of ethniaiy mational identity. | will
present here the main arguments presented duendetbates of the Ordinance
and their impact, as it defined French immigragpaticy after the Second

World War and during the 1950s.

*"Vincent Viet,Histoire des Francais venus dailleurs de 1850 & juurs(Paris, 2004),
p.172.
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The first major argument is that the 1945 Ordindiotlewed a republican
model and served not only national interests md smhmigrants' interests.
Patrick Weil establishes the foundations of thenEnemmigration in 1938,
when Georges Mauco became member of the Ministétark's cabinet® For
Mauco, it was important to select immigrants acecaydo their ethnicity and
the jobs they could occupy to make sure they woaltribute to the
demographic growth of France. During the Vichy ged&auco further
developed his theories to legitimise persecutigasrest Jews, and was a
member of the French Popular Party until 1942. myithe debate on the 1945
Ordinance, there was, on one side, those in fawbethnic selection of
immigrants like Mauco, and on an other side, thndavour of a more liberal
immigration policy, like Alexandre Parodi, Ministef Labour from September
1944 to October 1945. Mauco's theories on ethratepence were eventually
defeated in favour of the adoption of a republicedel of immigration, as
Weil calls it. As a result, the 1945 Ordinance habdreference to national or

ethnic preference.

When it came to establish a new set of rules faturalsation, Mauco, just like
for the 1945 Ordinance on immigration, wanted talglssh criteria based on
ethnicity. The naturalisation and immigration qumss were initially debated
together. Thus, he produced a list of nationalitée®l races, which were more
or less compatible with French nationality. The aihthe list was to ensure
that French character, or national identity, waudd be transformed by

introducing people who could not be assimilatedsfgite having Charles de

8 Weil, La France et ses étrangensp.36-40
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Gaulle, Alfred Sauvy, general secretary of Familg &opulation at the
Ministry of Public Health and Population, and Mdréages, director of the
foreigners division at the Ministry of the Interigroducing lists more or less
similar to Mauco's, in the end, the naturalisappoocess was separated from
the 1945 Ordinance debates, as a new code of atjowas established by
the Ministry of Justice, which had no part in tlebdte on immigration
policies® There was thus, according to Weil, no ethnic radiomal preference
for naturalisation from 1953, but a liberal intexfation of French national
identity prevailed, and the contribution immigramtsuld make to the nation
was the most important eleméfitweil thus downplays Mauco's influence in
post-war French immigration policy, despite the@sdments of many of his

ideas by prominent political and administrativeufigs.

This dismissal of Mauco's influence is contesteidcent Viet claims that,
despite the fact that Mauco's proposals to incktdaic and assimilability
criteria were rejected, a clear preference for Ream immigration persisted
within the Ministry of Populatiofi* Viet argues that, when it came to admit
immigrants in France, a cultural preference exigteglvery part of the
administration dealing with immigrants until the708. Alexis Spire explains
the reasons for that. He argues that, while the FR@mch government tried to
dissociate itself with the Vichy regime, it wasddowith pragmatic issues such
as staff employment. The French government hadmer option, following

the adoption of the 2 November 1945 Ordinance tbharse administrative

structures and staff who were already in positionmd the Vichy years, which

%9 Weil, Qu'est-ce qu'un Francais pp.221-7.
0 Weil, Qu'est-ce qu'un Francais pp.242-3.
®1 Viet, Histoire des Francaisp.172.
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had an effect on the interpretation of the OrdirfA&Gérard Noiriel points out
that the protectionist system adopted in the 1@8@isperfected by the Vichy
regime was reactivated by the 1945 Ordindticehere was thus a certain
continuity with the Vichy regime in the adminisicat dealing with

immigration matters. lilmmigration, antisémitisme et racisme en Frgnce
Noiriel analyses the 1945 Ordinance as a focusssemlation and protection
of French labour. Noiriel argues that there wadioaity with Vichy in

drafting the ordinance, notably with the maintereatcivil servants who
were in place during the Vichy years, which lecGtoabsence of the
immigration question. Indeed, as the main authbsenophobic and
antisemitic discourses and policies were stillastpafter the Liberation, public
debates on immigration policies were carefully dedi. He nevertheless states
that ideas on racial preferences were defeatedsacd/fand Sauvy's theses on

racial superiority were rejected by the Conseilésigur de lI'immigration.

Then, another argument regarding immigration imEedies in the selection of
immigrants depending on their origins, with a fooasassimilation, and the
country's economic needs. France, since the TheplRlic, rationalised
immigration in order to provide for its economiacdaslemographic needs, while
carefully choosing candidates for immigration butheut proper structures of
settlement to integrate immigrants. This argumeitdrgely supported by

Gérard Noiriel. The Third Republic, he suggestsataed a new model of

%2 Spire,Etrangers a la cartgp.19.
83 Gérard NoirielJmmigration, antisémitisme et racisme en Francscdurs publics,
humiliations privéegParis, 2007), p.496.
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immigration, whose functions were economic anda¢iThis model was
legally enforced after the two world wars, and luthie 1970s. Noiriel calls this
immigration model, one of 'integration/exclusiamd claims it favoured
categories of immigrants according to labour skilisl nationality, while
excluding those who did not meet those criteriariflosees in government
policies and structures in charge of immigranteppressive, and sometimes
humiliating, system in which immigrants were sespeblems when they

remained attach to their country of origins or ot

The main wave of immigrants in France after theo8ddNorld War came
from Algeria, which was a French colony. Many exp@nd company leaders
at the time spoke in positive terms about this Algeimmigration. Algerian
labour was cheap, workers were mobile, and the mew of people between
the colony and the metropole would encourage saaidlcultural assimilation,
and so help secure the future of Algeria as a goldivet, as their numbers
increased in France, and the independence moveagremtstronger, Algerian
immigrants were faced with greater discriminatiootably due to their origins,
and the French administration became divided omtiestion of Algerian
immigration. Noiriel claims that, after the Secdnarld War, the discourses of
'us' against 'them' no longer involved the samegrates of foreigners as
before the war. Before 1945, everyone not constlErench could be
regarded as 'them’, including European immigrandsJews. However, in the

immediate post-war years, colonial subjects, ape@ally Algerians, were

64 Gérard NoirielLe Creuset francais : histoire de I'immigration X{X¢ siécle(Paris, 1988),

p.ix.
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treated as foreigners in France, despite enjoyitigitizen rights since 194%.
Noiriel claims that the majority of the French pégiion believed in a
hierarchy of races, and that the French were soipgrithe Algerians. Thus,
despite an official status aiming at giving Muskdgerians the same rights as

French citizens, they were not considered French.

The policy behind the status of Algerians has lberoughly analysed by
Todd Shepard. According to Shepard, French potiesatds Algeria was
guided by assimilationism and coexistence untiMfahy regime. While
acknowledging the particularity of different grougfspeople in Algeria,
French officials believed that they would becomlérmembers of the French
nation and eventually give up ‘irrationality antigieus fanaticism, Muslim in
particular®’ Shepard opposes the assimilationist policy of €edn Algeria
during the Third Republic with the Crémieux Decte¢he implicit pursuit of
coexistence, as no similar policy targeted popotetiunder Berber or Muslim
law.?® Despite the fact hat Muslim Algerians were onlgrged French
citizenship in 1944, Shepard dismisses the argusrtaat it was because of
racial exclusion or thanks to the conception trenEh nationality as 'race-
blind and egalitarian'. The exclusion of Muslim Atgan men from citizenship
was because of resistance to assimilation of AdgeMuslims by Algerian
Muslims themselves and from racist attitude ofawdilis in France and Algeria.

Yet racism was counterbalanced by the assimilaiagyoal of the French

government. Shepard claims that the introductionhaf status of 'Muslim

% Gérard Noiriel A quoi sert "l'identité nationale” (Marseille, 2007), p.48; Noiriel,
Immigration, antisémitisme et racisye517.

" Todd Shepardlhe Invention of Decolonization: The Algerian Wadahe Remaking of
France(New York, 2006), p.22.
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French from Algeria' in 1944 broke with the conceptinique and indivisible
citizenship, as it endorsed both full politicalhig and the maintenance of local
civil status. Yet, the introduction of this newtsgwas felt by nationalist and
Islamic organisations and Europeans in Algeriaca®ied colonial

domination. Under such pressure, the new statutdlf®ria was modified in
1947 stating that Muslim Algerians residing in Fear®njoyed there all the
rights attached to the quality of French citizepshn important nuance. It
meant that in France, 'French citizens with "localil status were... in theory
politically equal to French citizens with commonérch” status.' On the other
hand, in Algeria, 'the statute left in place thestmng local law court systems',
which did not guarantee equality of rights. Witk theginning of the Algerian
War, Shepard argues that France 'attempted tocegewoapublican values and
imperial conquest' by redefining the nation-statean effort to guarantee that
Algeria would remain part of the French Republi@ri€e tried to extend

political rights and economic assistance in Algétia

Alec Hargreaves agrees with other scholars thatigration in post-war
France favoured Europeans over Africans and Asiespite the 1945
Ordinance making no mention of ethnic preferen8éste control over the
recruitment of immigrants was guaranteed by thar@rtte, but, according to
Hargreaves, was undercut by three main forcedothénflows from European
countries, the exemption of Algerians from formmahiigration controls, and
French employers using their own means to recatiiter than the Office

National de I'lmmigration (ONI). The ONI was credtey the Ordinance with

%9 Shepardinvention of Decolonizatigrpp.33-45.
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the aim of controlling and organising immigratiactarding to labour needs,
and acted as a link between labour immigrants aeddh employers. The
laissez-faireattitude caused the French government to loseaamter the
ethnic composition of the foreign population inea’® Hargreaves claims
that the preferences established by Mauco couldfbamed by the ideology
of colonisation, which saw Arabs and Asians asrioféo Europeans. There
was, at the Liberation, a widespread belief th&trised people differed far
more from the French than Europedhslargreaves states that assimilation
was the 'ultimate objective of the colonial projeas it promised equal
political rights to the indigenous inhabitants loé¢ toverseas territories.
However, in practice, political equality was resahfor a small elite among
the indigenous populations as they were not aceu#d enough to claim
French citizenship as nationality did not mean ¢itlizenship and political

rights.”?

Gary Freeman, itmmigrant Labor and Racial Conflict in Industriab8eties
argues that post-war French immigration policy wiesn an attempt to
control of immigration by the State laissez-faire’® Freeman argues that the
French government's decision to relate labour imatiign to demography was
the consequence of the post First World War siuativith the loss of
1,500,000 military and civilians. As the loss figueached more than
2,000,000 in 1945, the French government calledhfionigration with

economic and demographic goals. It was with thed dim in mind that the

0 Alec G. Hargreavediulti-Ethnic France: Immigration, Politics, Culturand SocietyNew
York, 2007), pp.165-7.

" Hargreaves\ulti-Ethnic France pp.140-2.
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Ordinance of 2 November 1945 was passed, framiagdarimmigration
policy until 1980. Yet, the ONI failed to fulfilstrole of organising labour
immigration. Freeman argues that from 1947 to 18&¥ French government
barely had control of immigration, which becamergpaeous and often
clandestin€? He attributes this situation to the fact that @l was unable to
process the number of workers needed by Francehahdany firms
arranged for the arrival of foreign workers thenasslrather than paying a fee
to the ONI. Freeman, however, does not make anyiameof the debate

between Mauco and Parodi about ethnicity regarthiadl945 Ordinance.

Another argument opposes Freeman's view that inatyr from 1945 was a
policy of laissez-faire Yves Lequin argues that the years from 1945 &519
were marked by a failed attempt to control immigmain France? Lequin
states that, in contrast to the inter-war yeargmimmigration was controlled
by the Société Générale d'Immigration (SGI), anleggrs' organisation
selecting labour immigrants, the French governnregd, with the 1945
Ordinance and the new nationality code, to asse&dtour immigration with
assimilation of migrants into French society. Theation of the ONI by the
1945 Ordinance was a way to replace the SGI byie-8bntrolled
organisation. Between 1945 and 1955, the Frenchgnation policy was
drafted with the aim of assimilating immigrantsoifrrench society but
progressively gave way to temporary immigratiomosgkilled single young

men, due to the urgent need of labour. Lequin de=ssthe years from 1945 to

4 Freeman|mmigrant Labor p.73.
S Yves Lequin, 'Les vagues d'immigration successiwe¥ves Lequin, (ed.Histoire des
étrangers et de lI'immigration en Fran{@aris, 2006), p.449.
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1980 as a period when immigration was absent froblipdebate without any

law defining French immigration policy.

In the case of refugees, Noiriel argues that thdehof 'integration/exclusion’
applies again. lIiRéfugiés et sans-papiefsoiriel analyses the French
government's policies on refugees from the Freaegblution to the late 1980s,
and the effects of these policies on refugédefugees, just like labour
immigrants, were subjected to national preferembés served to protect the
French economy, and refugees were expelled if werg unemployed once in
France, just like other labour migrafisifter the end of the Second World
War, Noiriel's main argument is that refugees iarnée had to prove that they
fitted the definition of a refugee as understoodrtgrnational law, and its
interpretation by the French government and adrnatisn. From 1952, the
Office Francais pour la Protection des Réfugiéspettrides (OFPRA) was in
charge of establishing whether refugees fitteddifenition and then
determined whether or not they were allowed to renmaFrance and to work.
According to Noiriel, the creation of the OFPRA obad the way refugees
were perceived and controlled. From its creatiba,OFPRA worked with
embassies or the police to assess if refugeesingged persecuted or not.
Noiriel claims that the OFPRA assessed the palisitaation of refugees'
countries of origin from a French perspectiv®ather than supporting

refugees, the OFPRA's mission was to refuse 'boglugjees any protection

% Lequin, 'Vagues d'immigration’, p.451.

" Gérard Noiriel Réfugiés et sans-papiers : la république face anitdtasile XIXe-XXe
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and right of asylum, when it actually chose whiefugees could be useful for

French interests.

As far as refugees are concerned, Patrick Weilem¢joat there was a
republican tradition of asylum, interrupted frontyJi940 to be replaced by
ethnical hierarchy until the end of the WakVeil sees in the 1951 Geneva
Convention a guarantee of the rights of refugedsamce, and the end of
precarious conditions for them. Finally, he argined the policies regarding
the status of refugee in France were drafted iergewolent spirit of

protection®*

The discussion will now move on to the politicsrafnigration in Britain. Like
in France, immigration questions were linked tdoradl identity and ethnicity.
British immigration policy in the 1950s was influzd by pre-war policies. It
is important to understand under which context tiveye passed and who they
targeted, in order to assess the legal framewowkhich refugees from
Hungary and Egypt arrived in 1956. The arrival mtd&n of Russian and
eastern European Jews escaping pogroms at thd émelroneteenth century
was the first big wave of contemporary immigramsl903, the Royal
Commission on Alien immigration published a repascribing Jews as
undesirablé? At the time and since 1826, with only an interfoptof two
years in 1848, any foreigner could come and staBritain ®* Panikos Panayi

claims that the political stability and relativeopperity of the mid-Victorian

8 Weil, La France et ses étrangensp.57-65.
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period permitted thikaissez-faireattitude, which started being questioned with
the Great Depression of the late nineteenth cenAltrthat point, Jewish
immigrants of the East End of London became scagisdor poverty,
unemployment and overcrowding. Zig Layton-Henryrakathat a campaign
led by a small number of Conservatives, but suggdoly the Prime Minister,
Lord Salisbury, and relying on existing antisennitisn British society, was
launched to impose immigration contr8fdt was in with the aim of stopping
this wave of 'undesirable aliens' that the Alierts &f 1905 was passethis

Act is arguably the beginning of modern immigratamtrol in Britain. Panayi
argues that the more an immigrant group is viditdemore it faces
restrictions. He sees two main factors determitigglevel of immigration
since the 1905 Aliens Act: Britain's economic neeah&l an xenophobic press

influencing public opiniorf?

The Aliens Act of 1914, passed in a single dayrdythe First World Warr,
went further and was designed to keep strict cbotrer aliens during the
course of war. It led to large-scale internment deplortations. Approximately
30,000 aliens were expelled, including 7,000 Rusdews. The power to
deport aliens was made permanent under the AliessriRtions Act of 1918°
David Cesarani describes the debates of the ARasdrictions Act as blended
with anti-German feeling, antisemitism and racfémfihis Act was passed in

anti-alien hysteria. A year later, the Order of @9@quired work permits for

8 Layton-Henry Politics of Immigration pp.5-6.

8 panayi/mmigrationHistory, p.308.
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any immigrant wishing to settle in the UK, and gntras refused to

immigrants who could not financially support thelass®® Finally, the Aliens
Order of 1925 targeted seamen, and made them subjie 1920 Order. This
time not only aliens were concerned, but also &ritoorn Black people who
were frequently arrested by the police at British docks. They had to register
with the police and carry identification papersgd @ould be deported if they

failed to prove their nationality’.

The main groups of immigrants in Britain after ®econd World War came
from the Commonwealth. hhe Politics of ImmigrationZig Layton-Henry
argues that, unlike France, which tried to ratim®aits immigration policy,
colonial immigration in Britain was largely spon&mus and unorganised.
Layton-Henry notes that, in 1948, the British goweent looked at the
possibility of filling vacant positions in Britawith Caribbean immigration.
Layton-Henry claims that, from an economic poinvigiw, Commonwealth
immigration was welcomed as it was used to filliposs otherwise left
vacant, and for which British and European immigsaarkers had little
interest’ He states that post-war immigration contributetht®veconomic
growth of Britain and the improvement of living stiards. As far as national
identity is concerned, Layton-Henry dismisses athrthye idea that Britain,
along with all European countries, was a homogemeation-state. Britain
realised it had became a 'multiracial state withsgantial non-European

minorities' after 1948, and the first wave of Chgan immigratiori*

8 panayiJmmigration History pp.62-3.
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Absorbing large numbers of Commonwealth immigramtis British society
became a concern for the British government iretimby post-war years.
Layton-Henry claims that the main reason not tbfoalcolonial immigration
was racial prejudic& He argues that, while post-war immigration conttéal
to economic growth, it was never considered assaatadue to racial

stereotypes found among the government and theimgpdiass’

lan Spencer, iBritish Immigration Policy since 193goes further than
Layton-Henry in his approach. Spencer argues itmdlhe post-war years,
Black and Asian immigration was controlled in preet despite the 1948
Nationality Act. The decision to restrict entrygeople from former and
current colonies was motivated by assumptions erutidesirability of
'physically and culturally distinct group$'Spencer shows that the government
wanted to limit the number of non-white immigrardgeguing that the
government blamed colonial immigration for raciatdrbances> However,
although ministers agreed on the need to introtkgislation regarding
deportation and strict immigration policy, it wasver properly drafted in the
1950s. Spencer attributes this to the fact thalipulierest on 'coloured’
immigration wore off in 1955, and that Anthony Ed#ren Prime Minister,
was not keen on legislating on the issue due t@dhi&cal difficulties it would
have caused. Spencer argues that, had a law tiesti@mmonwealth
migration been passed in 1955, Britain's influewglin the Commonwealth

would have been jeopardised. It would have alsoadgeth the still-emerging

2| ayton-Henry Politics of Immigration pp.27-31.
9 Layton-Henry Politics of Immigration p.67.
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Commonwealth of Nations as a whole at a time whergbvernment was
‘preaching the virtues of multi-racialism and rapartnership to others'.
Spencer claims that, in comparison with the welcgmen to 750,000 Irish
immigrants who came to Britain after 1945, the gawgent's fears about
immigration were more to do with Commonwealth imrargs than

immigration in general®

As far as refugees were concerned, they, too, fddkculties seeking asylum
in Britain. From 1933 until 1940, a significant nben of refugees from Nazi
Germany sought asylum in France and in Britain.is®lLondon argues that
the 70,000 Jewish refugees were only granted asyluBnitain on the
condition they would not become a burden on puhbinds, which put
considerable pressure on private organisationsaméially support ther.
The British government favoured tKéndertransporf which represented
10,000 of the total of Jewish refugees, becausgliéisation would minimise
the extent to which their ethnicity would be pevesi as alier™® Moreover,
Anglo-Jewish leaders and the government fearedathager Jewish
population in Britain would cause a rise in antig&m.”® Louise London
suggests that ethnicity and national identity ptegeole in accepting Jewish

refugees from Nazi Germany.

One of the most significant contributions in theldiof refugee history is Tony

Kushner and Katharine KnoxX®efugees in an Age of Genocideshner and

% SpencerBritish Immigration Policy pp.73-84.
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Knox argue that from the end of the nineteenthwgrand throughout the
twentieth century, refugees were never welcomeritaid. Although the
Aliens Act of 1905 included clauses to grant asytorthe persecuted, with
this legislation 'asylum became a privilege grartgdhe state and not an
automatic right'°° The potential for anti-alien sentiment in Britisbciety and
the State led to restrictions of the right of agylwith the exception of Jewish
refugees from Nazi Germany, and even with thes@a# given under certain
conditions and without unanimous approval. Colirnrkks goes further, as he
claims that there is an history of invoking a 'tti@d of tolerance' to justify
xenophobic events, such as the Nottingham andridplill race riots. This
invoked 'tradition of tolerance' serves to downpiagial hatred by labelling it
an 'unfortunate aberratiof?* Holmes describes hostility towards immigrants
and refugees as a complex intertwinement of fosoeh as the role of

individuals, cultural stereotypes, immediate pressulocal and international

influencest®?

A recurring aspect of the history of immigrationBntain in the first half of
the twentieth century is that, when confronted igpi§icant numbers of
immigrants and refugees, successive governmergaitegly asserted that
Britain was not a country of immigration. The AlgeActs mentioned earlier
were all in response of what was viewed by suceeggvernments as waves

of immigration that needed, if not to be stoppedye strictly controlled.

1% Kushner and KnoxRefugees in an Age of Genogige397.
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When it comes to ethnicity, Hargreaves arguesdafnition varies from one
country to the other. Hargreaves distinguishesethmain strands to define
ethnic groups: biological, politico-territorial, dmcultural. The extent to which
immigrants and their descendants are incorporatediation-states depends
on socio-economic processes, values and aspiraifagtbnic minority groups,
and on the attitudes of the majority populationdaois these groups both at
state and society levels. In Britain, ethnic mihes are associated with skin
colour and discrimination, with non-white groupdided as ethnic minorities,

with the exception of the Irish, considered to bkjsct to discrimination®®

The 1948 Nationality Act played on role on colonramigration in Britain.

This Act gave all imperial subjects the right afdrentry into Britain. Robert
Colls states that the passing of the 1948 NatitnAlkt was linked to the
liberalist tradition of Britain®* However, liberalism had its limits. Colls states
that, although colonial peoples were consideretdBrsubjects, the question
of national identity did not affect colonies butlpBritain. Colls' argument is
that, at the time, to be British in post-war Britaneant to be Anglo-Saxon,
and the arrival of immigrants from India and thestMadies challenged this
identity. In post-war Britain, many considered tis&iwes superior simply
because they were white Britons, and that 'masdgnation reactivated the
invader thesis'. Yet, according to Colls, the Bhtgovernment, in the post-war
years until 1962, believed that Britain could paiiy absorb anyone from the

Commonwealth. However, while many politicians héddra belief in that
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statement, local populations sometimes respondgatinely to the settling of

Black and Asian immigrant$?

Wendy Webster, iEnglishness and Empirargues that, after the Second
World War, Englishness was defined in oppositiotheoCommonwealth, as a
result of the increasing immigration from formetaroes. Webster claims that
immigration set 'little England’ in opposition taraultiracial

Commonwealtht’® According to Webster, Commonwealth immigratioriHia
1950s challenged the idea of Britain as a multdeimily. Webster shows
that Black and Asian immigrants, despite being fafynBritish citizens, were
perceived as aliens. The idea of a racial bounbetyeen Britain and the rest
of the Empire was transgressed with Black and Asranigration. On the
other hand, European Voluntary Workers (EVW), amigration scheme
composed of Polish and Ukrainian prisoners of ware seen as having
greater claims to belong as white catholic immiggamhus the pre-war
inclusive British identity, seen as a multiracial@re, changed in the mid-
1950s. The British nation then identified itselfdéycluding Commonwealth
immigrants:®” Colonial immigration was thus a threat to Englis$s) and
Britishness, symbolised as a home. This constmictfoational identity,

Webster argues, referred to home and family asewhit

Robin Cohen, iMigration and its Enemigsargues that immigration policies
and practices serve to define what make EnglishBaitigh national identities.

According to him, the study of rejected groupsrofrigrants because of

195 Colls, Identity of Englandpp.159-60.
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religion, language, economic competition, and rac@ples to grasp the
construction process of British national identftyCohen called the period
from 1945 to 1978 the 'racialization of immigratiorhe British Nationality
Act of 1948, along with the 1962, 1968 and 1971 Igration Acts as
supplementing the 1905, 1914, and 1919 Acts, ambedtending the reasons

for deportations and turned Commonwealth citizens aliens-*°

Some historiographical work, like Adrian Favell,Rhilosophies of
Integration compares the British and French models of imntigma *° Favell
argues that France has a universal idea of iniegratansforming migrants
into full French citizens, while Britain managespa order and relations
between communities! Favell describes France's philosophy of integratio
linked to its cultural past and heritage from therd Republic and calls it 'the
myth of republican citizenship'. Favell claims tha rules of immigration and
integration are republican and citizenship-basechelans that France was a
‘universal nation of equal and free citizens', vehoembers did not belong to a
particular ethnic group but were characterisedhey twillingness to adhere to
the French nation. Immigration and naturalisatiohgees are thus what define
who is French and who is foreign, and make integmalependent on how
policies define the idea of associative membershipe French natioh?
According to Favell, Britain's immigration and raatality policies are in sharp

contrast to French ones. He calls it the 'mythittdenship and social progress'.
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British immigration policy is described as libenahile British nationality is
characterized by a feeling of belonging, and citstep is defined as a 'quality
of communal social life, of civilised behavioun. ¢omparison with other
European countries, ethnic and racial questionsfiied from shared views
from the Left and the Right in British politics. U$, with the 1948 Nationality
Act, the Left believed it was an appropriate reggoto Britain's
responsibilities towards its ex-colonies. On theeothand, the Right saw in the
Act 'the fulfilment of Britain's role as empire t&x, and the preservation of
sovereign rule'. Then, according to Favell, a palitconsensus existed on

immigration and racial questions in post-war Britd’

-Immigration in France and Britain and the Cold War, 1945-

1956

After the Second World War, refugees from Hungarg Bgypt were not the
first immigrants to arrive in Britain and Francén€lTaim of this section is to
present an outline of the main waves of colonia postcolonial immigration
in France and Britain from the end of the Secondléw/ar until 1956 and
their relationship with the Cold War context. Imé@st to France, Britain did
not pass new regulations on immigration after taeo®d World War. Yet,

they similarly adopted new rules regarding natidpatith the British

13 Favell, Philosophies of Integratiqrpp.94-102.
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Nationality Act of 1948. Understanding this Act atglimpact on immigration

in the 1950s is of importance for this thesis.

The British Nationality Act confirmed an alreadyigiing situation: there was
no distinction 'between the citizenship and nationaf the monarch's subjects
resident in the different parts of the Empire am@en the monarch's citizens
and the monarch's subjects' living in the Unitedd@iom. Citizens from newly
independent countries, like India and Pakistanaieed British subjects,
regardless of them having Indian or Pakistani pagsfhe British

government reaffirmed its faith in the imperial tyrfi** In the debate on the
Act, Sir David Maxwell Fyfe, the Conservative spsken on home affairs,
was proud to announce that there were no colourdsérictions in Britain
thanks to this Act, and he described it as a coment to a great tradition of

hospitality to every member of the Emptra.

The passing of the British Nationality Act coincsdeith the first time a
memorandum was circulated to Cabinet members osubject of what was
referred to as 'coloured immigration'. The arriobthe EmpiréNindrush, a
boat carrying 417 Jamaican immigrants, was widelylipised and also
discussed within the Cabinet. A dichotomy betwdengovernment's public
tolerance towards black immigration and privatedisses of doubts and
hostility took its roots back in 1948. The Britislationality Act became

problematic as soon as it was passed, and sod@aihieet debated the needs
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and contents of measures to prevent Commonweaittigration'*® Although
this type of immigration existed before the Sec@warld War, the Cabinet

feared it would rapidly increase beyond control.

In January 1951, an ad hoc committee of ministep®iated by the Prime
Minister, Clement Atlee, and chaired by the Homer&gry, James Chuter
Ede, reviewed the means to be adopted to check @omealth immigration

to the United Kingdont!’ Three methods were considered to control it: to
apply to British subjects the controls then apptdliens, to deport British
subjects who had been resident for not more thanygars and had applied for
national assistance or had been convicted of ausedffence or had attempted
to create social unrest, to return stowaways ttaBrto the territory from

which they embarked or to which they belonged. Hewethe committee
warned that these three methods were controvensehthat introduction of
legislation was not justified. It nonetheless reamended to maintain as
effectively as possible the control of stowawaysisTreport shows that there
was a fear that Commonwealth immigration wouldéase to the point of
being uncontrollable. One of the main concerns tasthis new immigration
could be become a financial burden, but also coalge crime and social

unrest.

Although, the Cabinet considered it wrong to segtegvhat it called the
‘colonial community', further memoranda made iaclat there was a

potential risk in leaving Commonwealth immigratmchecked for Britain's
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economy and national identity? In 1954, the Lord President of the Council,
Lord Salisbury, expressed his concerns that ifithreigration was not
controlled, Britain would face a much larger prabla 20 or 30 years-®
Commonwealth immigration was described as oppasticnand economic.
According to this argument, the British welfaretstattracted immigrants who
wanted to take advantage of social services. M@edkiere was an
underlying, yet widespread, concern in the Caltimat a large number would
unbalance British society. These ideas were rel&ygle press and in the
public, and a campaign against the arrival of Weditans also emerged in the
country, despite immigrant workers usually occupytine least desirable jobs

and housing?°

The discussion now moves on to North African imraigm in France and the
relationship with the Algerian war. As the revieWhistoriography suggested,
there was an increase in North African immigratiofr-rance, especially from
Algeria due the status of Algerians as 'FrancaisWans d'Algérie’. This
citizenship status gave them the right of freeutation between Algeria and
France, as well as the same rights as FrenchmsttzEThis status had a great
impact in terms of immigration. Whereas, betwee#618nd 1954, foreign
immigration to France stagnated, immigration frolgekia increased from

22,000 to 210,000.
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Moroccans and Tunisians had the status of protesttbects since 1938. They
did not need a stay permit, but had to have alwghton to migrate to France
and go through a health check. They also need@dkatity card mentioning
their status, and the profession they were autbaiis exercise. Their
employment was thus dependent on labour needs. thtendependence of
Morocco and Tunisia in 1956, their nationals stitl not need a stay permit,

until 1959 for Moroccans and 1963 for Tunisiaffs.

The beginning of the Algerian War, in November 19&4stically changed the
representations of Algerian immigration in Frantlee war was fought in
Algeria but also in France, and many considereceAdgn immigrants as
potential enemies. Algerian workers became theoctbjef a press campaign
associating them with criminality and terrorismislpress campaign existed
prior to the beginning of the Algerian War. FromdI9left and right-wing
newspapers presented the alleged Algerian crintynadi a national issue. The
association of criminal acts with the Algerians m#dem appear like criminals
or terrorists supporting the Front de Libératiortidizale (FLN). Ultimately,

the humiliations and gross exploitation of Algeriammigrants encouraged
Algerian nationalism and the fight for independenekile immigrants of other

nationalities lived in relative peal®.

Following the insurrection that started the Algari&ar, on 1 November 1954,
the French press and those in the political sphelek Egypt and the Arab

League responsible for it. They also saw the castiplof the Algerian

122 gpjire,Etrangers & la cartepp.192-4.
123 Noiriel, Immigration, antisémitisme et racisnpp.537-9.
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Communist Party, the PCF, and international comsmarin generat®*
Although, this association was the result of anlgarmaation of nationalism
and communism, relations between communism, therflg War, and
immigrants were complex. Participation in strikeg-rance was associated
with the Cold War context depending on the natidyalf the immigrants on
strike. Very often, the French government suspestiekis to be the initiative

of Communistg?®

On 12 March 1956, Guy Mollet, Socialist Prime Mteis was voted special
powers by the National Assembly, suspending indizidiberties and sending
troops to Algeria in an effort to suppress the WA he Left, including the
PCF, which also voted in favour, and especiallyRrench Section of the
Socialist International (SFIO), became weaker foifgy the special powers
vote, seen as an abandonment of the Left's traditialues. Yet, the Left tried
to cling on to its fundamental ideas by claimingttthe aim was to protect
local populations and to end the war. Despite tlutesens, and others in which
the Left stated it still believed in the assimibatiof Algeria to France and
refused to talk about peoples or nations but tatlaguer of territories and
'indigénes’, the Left became associated with mylitapression, and Mollet
was considered a traitor to socialism. Howevanatked a stronger, more

repressive approach, to the Algerian War by the¢heggovernment.

124 Guy Pervillg, 'La révolution algérienne et la "gesfroide” (1954-1962)Etudes
Internationales 16:1, (1985), pp.57-60.

125 Noiriel, Immigration, antisémitisme et racisppp.500-9.

126 Benjamin Storal.a Gangréne et I'oubli: la mémoire de la guerreldéie (Paris, 1992),
pp.75-7.
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Still in 1956, foreign workers were given the samghts as Algerian workers:
they could be employed in France without the irgation of the ONI.
Spontaneous immigration was then favoured, withhttyee to slow Algerian
immigration. The government considered that it widag beneficial to have
more desirable immigrants, as the Algerian Warosisty damaged the image
of Algerians in Francé&’ The Cold War context only worsened the perception
of the Algerian War and Algerian immigrants, comfigscommunism, as the

PCF was against imperialism and colonisation, atobnalism.

The Suez crisis also mixed communism and natiamaksd links with the
Algerian War were made, as additional reasons fan¢e and Britain to
intervene military in Egypt. The French and Britgbvernments established a
military plan to regain control of the canal, aftisrnationalisation by Gamal
Abdel Nasser, the Egyptian president, on 26 Ju§61Fhe plan of action was
decided in Sévres between 22 and 24 October, bigt@@m Pineau, French
minister of Foreign Affairs, Selwyn Lloyd, Britighoreign Secretary, and
David Ben-Gurion, Israeli Prime Minister. The plaas supported by Anthony
Eden, the British Prime Minister, and Guy Mollet,they believed that it
would give the impression that France and Britagmenacting as peacekeepers,
when they actually wanted to regain control of $uez canal and to overthrow
Nasser. The plan called for Israel to attack Egyp29 October and to occupy
the canal zone. It was followed by the French antisB military intervention

on 31 October, officially to end the military caiafl*?®

127\Weil, La France et ses étrangensp.84-5.
128 Ferr0,1956,Suez pp.72-6; Christian Pineali956 SuetParis, 1976), pp.149-55.
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At the time of the Suez intervention, the alliabetween Britain, France and
Israel was an unexpected one. British relationh Vgitael were troubled at the
time of the nationalisation of the Suez Canal.dnis defensive treaty with
Jordan, signed in 1948, was a major source ofdangith Israel. Since 1953,
the situation deteriorated between Israel and dotdahe point that in
October 1954, Britain started to plan how to futffieir agreement with
Jordant?® From 1955, and even until during the planning peftion
Musketeer, a plan named Operation Cordage hadde=egned and modified
as the situation in Egypt changed, in order tocattarael. On the night of 28
February 1955, Israel launched a raid near the wiv®aza. Following the
raid, Nasser claimed that it had led him to conelad arms deal with
Czechoslovakia. The British held Israel respondibtehe escalation of
tensions with Egypt° Britain also reduced its supply of arms to Istael
eventually suspend it on 3 January 1956. David 8arien, the Israeli Prime
Minister, considered that the arms balance wasvonfable to Israel, and that

if nothing was done, it could not defend itselfiaga Egypt'**

It made the planning of the attack on Egypt allriee difficult as Britain had

to prevent Israel from attacking Jordan. On 11 @etplsrael launched an

attack on the Jordanian town of Qalgilya in retadmof the murder of two

Israeli farmers. Israel and Britain were on thegyeeof military confrontation as
132

King Hussein asked Britain to honour the defengiaet.”“ Britain managed to

avoid confrontation by sending forces from Cypitisvas also made clear to

129 Eric Grove, 'Who to Fight in 1956, Egypt or Isfaélperation Musketeer versus Operation
Cordage’, in Smith, (ed.Reassessing Sug®.79-80.

130 Natan Aridanpritain, Israel and Anglo-Jewry 1949-19%Zondon, 2004), pp.161-2.

131 Aridan, Britain, Israel and Anglo-Jewryp.165.

132 Aridan, Britain, Israel and Anglo-Jewryp.175.

61



Golda Meir, the Israeli Foreign Minister, that Biit would stand by their

treaty to protect Jorda®

The French attitude towards Israel was differemtnfthe British one. Despite
being a signatory of the Tripartite DeclaratiorMdy 1950, France sold arms
to Israel, in order to have a large share of theédi& East arms market, despite
already selling arms to Syrta: France continued to supply Israel with arms
much to the discontent of Britain, until the natitisation of the Suez canaf.
There was, however, one exception as Israel facearas embargo after
attacking Syrian positions on the lake KinneretlarDecember 1955. The
embargo was eventually lifted in February 19%8Vioreover, France and
Israel had a common enemy in Egypt. In 1954, caimeswere made
between the Algerian War and the deepening corifétiveen Israel and

Egypt. Israel could provide France with informatedyout events in Algeria
and the links with Nasser and the FLN, if Franceildon return support the
Israeli by selling them arms! Despite a sometimes ambivalent foreign policy
towards Israel, France became the intermediarydstvritain and Israel in
order to secure cooperation as needed for theanyilibtervention in Egypt.
Ben-Gurion and Eden agreed to collaborate if Brifgiomised not to attack

Israel, and that Israel would not attack Jortfin.

133 Selwyn Lloyd,Suez 1956: A Personal Accohbndon, 1978), p.176.

134 7ach Levey, 'French-Israeli Relations, 1950-1966:strategic dimension', in Smith, (ed.),
Reassessing Syqz90.
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The military action in Egypt was generally suppdry the French
government and the French public, except for Comstsiand Poujadists.
However, the objective of the military interventionEgypt was not just to
regain control of the Suez cartdl.The Algerian war context, which started in
November 1954, influenced the French governmentssins during the Suez
crisis. When the Sevres agreement was concludegdMsailet and Christian
Pineau hoped to overthrow Nasser, as the Frenargianent suspected him of
providing the FLN with training and suppli&®.French patriotism was very
high during the Suez crisis. Nasser was depicté@ance as a new Hitler, and
the nationalisation of the Suez canal had been aceddy the French press to
the German reoccupation of the Rhineland in 193&nyamong the
government thought that the FLN could not be def@antil Nasser had been
removed. In solving the Suez crisis, the Frenchegawient was thus hoping to

make a major step towards the end of the Algerian by weakening the FLN.

In Britain, the reactions to the Suez military antivere mixed. Press reactions
were divided between support to the military actaml Eden, and sharp
criticism. TheDaily Mail and theDaily Telegraphclaimed that intervention
was necessary to safeguard the British Empire avead the world irreparable
damage. In contrast, tiiEaily Mirror and theDbserverstrongly criticized

Eden for acting, along with France, like 'gangst@itse Timeslso questioned

the intervention, while the BBC remained supporb¥&den's policy. On the

139 Ferr0,1956,Suez p.84.
190 Robert GildeaFrance since 19480xford, 1996), p.27.
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whole, the press was debating the rights and wrohtfge military

interventiont**

Reactions among the government were also dividéenbad to deal with the
resignation of two junior ministers, Anthony Nuttiand Edward Boyle, when
it became clear that military intervention in Egwaiuld take place. Other
ministers also disapproved but did not resign.i@aentary opposition, and
notably Hugh Gaitskell, who had been elected Lalbeader in December
1955, strongly condemned the intervention and ddte Eden's resignation on

4 November 1958*

Although Britain's military intervention in Egyptas officially to act as a
peacekeeper, the British Cabinet also had a semlgjedtive: a change of
government in Egypt, although for a different reatitan the French

government® The British Cabinet hoped that the removal of Kassgould

have enabled the installation of a new regime hessile to the West**

Only days before beginning of the military actiorEgypt, the Hungarian
revolution started. The French and British govemimisupported the
Hungarian revolution but took no action. ChristRineau declared to the press

on 26 October that France would not seek to exgieitevents in Hungary for

141 Keith Kyle, Suez: Britain's End of Empire in the Middle Edsindon, 1991), pp.404-5;
A.J. Stockwell, 'Suez 1956 and the Moral Disarmanoéthe British Empire’, in Smith, (ed.),
Reassessing Suyqz230.

142 Stockwell, 'Suez 1956', pp.228-30; Philip M. Withis, (ed.)The Diary of Hugh Gaitskell
1945-1956London, 1983), pp.619-22.

143 Kyle, Suezp.148; Edward Johnson, 'The Suez Crisis at thitetliNations: The Effects for
the Foreign Office and British Foreign Policy',Smith, (ed.)Reassessing Syqz166.

144 Johnson, 'The Suez Crisis', p.166.
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its own benefit, but nevertheless supported theomsinations:> On 1
November, R.A. Butler, the Lord Privy Seal, annaohat the House of
Commons that the British government had no intensibexploiting events in
Eastern Europe to undermine the security of theebdinion*° One of the
reasons given to explain why France and Britainnditloffer support to
Hungary was because they were distracted by the Sisis'*’ There was also
the practical issue of military support. Pierre Hertlaims that, in 1956, the
only terrestrial way to Hungary was via Austtf8However, Austria's recent
status as a neutral country prevented the usesobgition. Moreover,
European countries feared that military intervamiio Soviet affairs could start

a world war**®

This introduction to the thesis has shown thatelvesis a complex relationship
between immigration policies, immigrants, and tlwdGNar context. The
thesis will now explore these relationships and htaaffected the refugees

from Hungary and Egypt in France and Britain.

145 | itvan, The Hungarian Revolutigmp.94.
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Part |

2. Two per cent of the Hungarian population

Before looking at the Hungarian refugee crisidlitaed the French and British
responses, this preamble to chapters 3 and 4\bifbduces the context that
led 200,000 Hungarians to seek refuge in Austréhiaryugoslavia after
October 1956. Hungarian refugees fell under théeptmn of the 1951 Geneva
Convention, as August Lindt declared that theiragibn was a consequence of
the Second World War. | will discuss in this chapke political context in

Hungary since 1945,

Hungary did not become a Communist country immedjiatfter it was

liberated by the Soviet army in 1945. The coaligmvernment and the
National Assembly were both led by leaders of theffholders' party, while
Communists remained a minorftythe Paris Peace Treaty signed in February
1947 gave a legal basis for the Russians to kespttbops in Hungary for an
unspecified period of time. This situation improtad position of the
Hungarian Communist Party and the Party was abdininate their political
opponents. Elected in 1946, Ferenc Nagy resigreed fis position of prime
minister in May 1947, following political pressuamd the country thereafter

was led by the Hungarian Communist PAarty.

! Louise HolbornRefugees: A Problem of our Time: The Work of thigedrNations High
Commissioner for Refugees, 1951-19v2tuchen, 1975), p.394.

2 Charles GatiHungary and the Soviet Bl¢gburham, 1986), p.13.

% LaszI6 BorhiHungary in the Cold War 1945-1956: Between the éthiBtates and the Soviet
Union (Budapest, 2004), pp.116-8.
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In early 1948, a Treaty of Cooperation and Frienmslas signed in Moscow
between the Hungarian government and the Sovietdrgavent. Shortly after,
Hungary became a one party country and adopte8ttimist political

structure’ The role of the State Security Authority (AVH) wiastrumental in
enforcing Stalinist valuesThe AVH eliminated political opponents in order to
consolidate the Communist Party position in thentigu Its methods were

known to be brutal, and it terrorised the local ylagon.

Many of the leaders of the Hungarian CommunistyPadre Jewish. However,
the Communist doctrine rejected religion, and thei& regime was known for
being antisemitic. As a consequence, Matyas Rakost, Secretary of the
Hungarian Communist Party, ErGeid, First Secretary of the Hungarian
Workers' Party, and Gabor Péter, chief of the jpalifpolice, all adopted
Hungarian-sounding names. Charles Gati claimsaABab 80 per cent of the
leaders the AVO, the State Security Department thed the AVH, were
Jewish® As many political leaders were Jewish, there wpsplar

antisemitism directed against them, notably amang@ommunists.

Despite having Jews occupying high-ranking posgj@mntisemitism was still
present and tolerated in Hungdryhis can be demonstrated by the fact that
Hungarian Jewish leaders rejected their Jewishtiigen order to be able to
make their careers progress as leaders in a coumdigr the control of the

Soviet authorities. In 1952-1953, for example, ¢hwas a large campaign of

“ Borhi, Hungary in the Cold Waipp.129-30.
® Borhi, Hungary in the Cold Wapp.207-8.

® Gati,Hungary and the Soviet Blppp.100-1.
" Gati,Hungary and the Soviet Blppp.104-5.
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antisemitism in the Soviet Union, symbolised by $t@nsky trial in Prague
and the Doctors' Plot to murder Stalin in MoscovelWdware of the
widespread antisemitism in the Soviet Union, Israielce its creation, tried to
negotiate the emigration of Soviet JéAithough a large proportion of
Hungarian Jews wanted to leave the country to eatego Israel or elsewhere,
a minority of Communist Hungarian Jews viewed thgi& authorities as
liberators as they escaped deportation and deaitigdihe Second World War

thanks to the arrival of the Soviet arthy.

In order to understand how the revolution startedungary, it is necessary to
briefly look at Poland's relationship with the SetMUnion in 1956. The
accession of Wladyslaw Gomulka to the positionio$tFSecretary of the
Polish United Workers' Party on 21 October wasraiiig point for both
countries. In Poland, the reform movement, strezrgghd in July 1956 by the
workers' strike in Pozmawas reinforced during the Eighth Plenum of the
Polish United Workers' Party on 19-21 October wB@mulka was elected
despite Soviet disapproval. Nikita Khrushchev, glanth Anastas Mikojan,
First Deputy Premier of the Soviet Union, VyachesWolotov and Lazar
Kaganovich, both First Vice-Premier of the CoumdiMinistries, attended the
plenum. They threatened Poland with military ingrtion if Gomulka's
election was confirmed. However, on 20 October,Sbeiet Union, under the
pressure of China, refused to intervene milital@pmulka made it clear to

Khrushchev that his new role as First Secretarylavoat alter Poland's ties

8 Yosef Govrin, 'The Beginning of the Struggle fav&t Jewish Emigration and Its Impact on
Israel-Soviet Relations', in Yaacov Ro'l, (edgws and Jewish Life in Russia and the Soviet
Union (lliford, 1995), p.328.

® James Mark, 'Antifacism, the 1956 Revolution areRolitics of Communist
Autobiographies in Hungary, 1944-200Byrope-Asia Studie$8:8 (2006), p.1221.
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with the Soviet Union. The new Polish Politburce txecutive body of the
Polish Communist Party, was chosen on the closatygod the Plenum. It did
not include any politicians of the Stalinist periad confirmed Gomulka as
First Secretary who announced a 'Polish way tcadieoi'. In Hungary,
students and some politicians believed the sitoatid?oland was an
opportunity to obtain more independence in domeuxidlitical and economic

affairs®

It is in such a context that the revolution in Hangstarted. The League of
Hungarian University Students (MEFESZ), an indegenadrganisation
opposing the Stalinist leadership of Gethen First Secretary of the Hungarian
Communist Party, was re-established on 15 Octopstuzents of the
University of Szeged. It opposed the governmerbbyulating demands and
publishing manifestos. Between 15 October and 28lée, student
assemblies in universities were formed throughtwfadungary. On 22
October, a student assembly at the Technical Usityesf Budapest voted to
join the newly reformed MEFESZ. It also sent itelggsmen to deliver the
resolutions to other universities, factories, amhl and central offices. They
actively sought the use of demonstrations andestrit make themselves

heard.

On the night of 22 October, students were joinegdyple from all classes and
asked for reforms: a multiparty system, free etexgj civil rights, national

economic independence, and the reinstatement ofj&tiam national holidays

19 Gyérgy Litvan, TheHungarianRevolution of 1956: Reform, Revolution, Repres$RBs-
1963(London, 1996), p.51.
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and symbols of stafé.A demonstration to promote those ideas took piace
Budapest on 2Qctober, starting from the monument to General Beolish
revolutionary who led Hungarian forces to victogamst Habsburg and
Tsarist military units in 1849. On that day, tefshmusands of demonstrators
met at the monument, including students, workedsaher sympathisers. Two
hundred thousand people gathered in front of tmkaRgent building and

around, calling for Imre Nagy to become the newdégaf the country.

Nagy was First Secretary from 1953 to 1955, butlteeh removed from his
functions as his policy of reforms was considefreddtening by the Soviet
authorities. In 1956, he still appeared as a refstrand was considered to be a
possible alternative to lead the country and weakennfluence of the Soviet
authorities on domestic politics and econorhilagy became prime minister
on 24 October. In the streets of the city, 15,0@@dom fighters, as they were
called, organised themselves in small groups ledonymanders. They mainly
included young skilled and unskilled workers, boutng were also returnees

from Soviet labour camps.

On 28 October, a military attack to suppress theatestrations was cancelled
at the demand of Nagy, enabling him to declarei@getand the withdrawal of
Soviet troops from Budapest. He also declaredttteatevolution was national

and democratic. On 30 October, Nagy announcedigmabcratic parties could

| itvan, Hungarian Revolutionp.53.

12 3anos M. Rainer, 'The Development of Imre Nagg Bslitician and a Thinker’,
Contemporary European Histar@:3 (1997), pp.269-70.

13 Zsuzsanna Vajda and LaszI6 Eérsi,"Saints of thee&": The Participants in 1956, in LaszI6
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Europe: Commemorating 19%6ondon, 2008), p.230.
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be formed again, which was immediately done. Qlolember, he went on to
announce that Hungary withdrew from the Warsaw Raptotest against the
moves of Soviet troops in Ukraine and Romania taw&tungary the night
before. He also declared Hungary a neutral Staleceion taken just hours
before. To ensure worldwide recognition of Hungangw status, he requested
the very same day that the United Nations acknoydddhe country's
neutrality. Jands Kadéar, who was part of the Nagwegnment, flew to

Moscow and was convinced to form a new Hungariaregonent with the

help of the Soviet Union.

On 2 November, Nagy sent a telegram to Dag Hamniddskhe General
Secretary of the United Nations, to press for thernational recognition of
Hungary as a neutral state and that the UN medizttgeen Hungary and the
Soviet Union. Meanwhile, the situation in Hungargsabeing discussed by
Khrushchev in Bucharest with Romanian, Bulgariath @aechoslovak leaders.
Khrushchev declared that he decided to send trimopadapest in the early
hours of 4 November. The Soviet troops in Hungaynted 150,000 men and
2,000 tanks. Houses were destroyed, forcing sormopl@®f Budapest to take
refuge in cellars. The number of casualties in Pedabetween 23 October
and 1 December shows the violence of the repres$&)000 were wounded
and 2,000 were killed on the Hungarian sitiBlagy sought refuge at the
Yugoslav embassy, but was later handed in to tiveeBauthorities. He was
tried and executed in June 1958. Jands Kadar pmoedba new Hungarian

government on 4 November.

4 Miklés Molnar,Budapest 1956: A History of the Hungarian Revoluficondon, 1971),
pp.239-40.

71



Pierre Latzko, who was 22 years old during the Irgian, was involved in
revolutionary actions in October and November 1#&was in northern
Hungary, in the city of Eger, and joined a revalunary committee. His role
was to patrol the city with a small armed groupriBgione patrol, he arrested
a high-ranking civil servant. When the revolutioasarrepressed, he felt he had

no other choice than to leave because of his a&ction

[Un de mes colléegues] a été arrété. |l a été acdes®mplicité,
condamné a mort et exécuté. Alors gqu'il avaitbaducoup moins, entre
guillemets, que moi. Avec une arme, j'avais proctarrestation [du
premier secrétaire régional du bureau politiqudhllait partir. A mon
avis, je n'aurais pas survécu aux premiers intatodgs. Alors je suis

parti pour '‘Autriche®

After living clandestinely for several days, hessed the border to Austria
eventually to be accepted in France as a refugegeR.atzko was among the
category of Hungarian refugees for whom it was @stjan of life or death to
leave the country. However, not all Hungariansbeitause of their

involvement during the revolution.

Suzanne Joseph remembers how she witnessed thasteations in Budapest
as a 10-year old child, which although had beergfedy started were

eventually violently repressed:

15 Interview with Pierre Latzko, 13 & 20 November 200
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Les gens défilaient. Tout le début était géniay. divait une tres bonne
atmosphére, bon enfant, de la gaieté, des chans@uwite. allégresse n'a
pas duré longtemps, parce que quand le gouvernensgyelé les
Russes a l'aide, ¢a a été terrible... lls ont tiresda tas. Il y a eu quatre
morts dans notre immeuble, qui ne sont pas reveals manif'. Le soir
méme sur la place, on a trouvé les boucles d'eseié la voisine par

terre, il y avait du sang. Cette voisine |a, elesnpas revenu8.

Despite these violent memories of the repressianane Joseph remembers
enjoying the fact that there was no school, antigha was playing games and
eating cakes while hiding in the cellar during tlagy. She left the country in
early 1957 with her parents, who had tried befbeerevolution without

success to emigrate to the United States.

The experience was completely different for Annad8-year old Jewish girl
at the time. She felt threatened by the demonestratias one of her friends had
been a victim of antisemitic verbal abuse in hespnce. Along with her
relatives, she lived in the fear that the mass ewoflthe Hungarian Jewish
community during the Second World War could happgain. She remembers
how she managed to leave Budapest for Austria mglttives, in December

1956:

We came over to Austria during the night. At ceraarts you had to go

by train and then, afterwards, in the middle ofriight, you had to go

'8 Interview with Suzanne Joseph, 2 November 2009.
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over the railway lines. There were people helpiog §o escape. You had
to pay and they just told you: 'you go that wayewehthe light is'. And if

you were lucky, then you went over the borter.

Anna J. left with no passport, just enough mongyapto cross the frontier.
She took the chance with relatives to leave Hunglngy feared the
consequences of the revolution, expecting that Jewsd be turned into

scapegoats.

The Soviet repression of the revolution led todbparture of more than
200,000 Hungarians, representing 2 per cent ofotaé population'® One
hundred and eighty thousand took refuge in Austvidle 20,000 went to
Yugoslavia. Austria, which was neutral at the timearanteed that refugees
would be protected from Soviet repression. Theahof Yugoslavia can be
explained, firstly, by the geographic proximitytbe border for some of the
refugees who found it more convenient rather tloamnavel through Hungary
to reach Austria. Secondly, it was a political stéor those refugees.
Yugoslavia under Tito represented an alternative@adaiet Communism, as it
was a Communist country out of the Warsaw Pactandinder direct Soviet
influence. Moreover, Tito supported the Hungariewotution in its early days
and appreciated Imre Nagy as a contrast to thequewungarian leaders.
Some of the Hungarians who sought refuge in Yugashanted to show that

they were not anti-Communist and certainly notismunter-revolutionaries

7 Interview with Anna J., 10 March 2009.

'8 Andrew FelkayHungary and the USSR, 1956-1988: Kadar's Politlezdership
(Westport, 1989), p.96.

19 John R. LampeYugoslavia as History: Twice there Was a Coui@gmbridge, 2000),
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as the Soviet authorities would label them, butrddsto an extent, a situation

similar to Yugoslavia for Hungary.

Pierre Latzko explains the high number of refugedse due to many
Hungarians feeling like prisoners in Communist Hanyg 'La majorité des
gens ont profité de la révolution pour sortir dygd.es gens ne peuvent pas
s'imaginer ce que c'est de ne pas étre fiBemong the refugees were
students, engineers, artists, writers, workersp@as$ants, not just freedom
fighters?! Stéphane Dufoix established that most of the edfadrom Hungary
were living near the Austrian border when they &aftl were in fact closer to
labour migrants than to political refugees, whideng genuinely feared for
their lives?? The Comité des Réfugiés Hongrois, created in 165@Ip
Hungarian refugees resettling in France, estimiatddnuary 1957 that 30 to
35 per cent were economic migrants, another 3@¢m@rwere real victims of

the revolution, while the rest were considered@sly with no moral$>

The French and the British governments followedetvents in Hungary with
great care, while their populations expressed gwidarity with the
Hungarian people. The following two chapters disdine French and the
British responses to this refugee crisis, and hand#rian refugees were

received in both countries.

2 Interview with Pierre Latzko.

%I Felkay,Hungary and the USSR.96
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3. Hungarian refugees in France

Out of the 200,000 refugees who left Hungary, Feagranted asylum to
approximately 13,000 between November 1956 and kee 1957 The
Hungarian revolution of 1956 was officially welcodhey countries opposing
the Soviet regime, including France. The Frenchegawment ruled out military
intervention to support the Hungarian populatiothi first days of the
revolution. But it did seek to benefit from theusition, including granting
asylum to refugees. There were international atiéme political and

economic considerations linked to the support gieethe refugees.

The Hungarian revolution provided an opportunitytfee French government
to attempt to destabilise the Soviet Union. ThenEhegovernment indicated its
hostility to the Soviet intervention in Hungary rastly by admitting refugees
to France but also by other humanitarian actiamshe first days of the
uprising, the French government decided to provédief to the Hungarians

fighting against the Soviet authorities.

Within France, in order to weaken the party, thé-mas represented as being
associated with the repression of the revolutiamaAesult, left and right-wing
parties tried to blame the PCF for the repressfaherevolution, in what was
actually a political manoeuvre to gain voters andogirage defections from the
PCF. As far as it was concerned, the PCF endohge8daviet invasion in

Hungary. These political considerations influentezltreatment of the

1 CAC, 20050590, art. 120, Situation of Hungaridiugees on 15 December 1957, 28
December 1957.

76



refugees who were considered as freedom fighteteb$FIO and the Right,
but described as fascists by the PCF and its neyespaHumanité Therefore,

different political elements used the Hungariangheir own ends.

The main point of this chapter is that Hungariamgees were considered to be
assets by the French government. The introductidhe thesis has shown that
the 1945 Ordinance linked labour and demographedsieand still considered
national origins in practice. Hungarian refugeeseng®en as a potential labour
force, and France wanted them to resettle permndie asylum policy
regarding the Hungarian refugees in Yugoslaviadgase in point. Civil
servants went to Yugoslavia to recruit the mosiasle refugees for
employment and permanent resettlement in FranaeFfénch government
considered refugees from Hungary like labour mitgaather than forced
migrants, in the way it dealt with them. Refugeé&qyowvas designed according
to general immigration policy, the 1945 Ordinanoeyrder to have refugees

meeting the needs of sectors short of labour.

However, the reception of the Hungarian refugeesnu been prepared
beforehand by the French government, which lechamasions, to
misunderstandings between the authorities andeflogees. This chapter
shows that refugees had expectations from the goweant that were not
always fulfilled. Their accommodation in refugeengss led to discontent

among large groups of refugees, who felt prisonéheir new surroundings.

77



As an example, the history of the camp des Cingdhré@es, near Nancy in
eastern France, will be studied to explore the wgkof immigration and
refugee policy in this Cold War context. That camgzommodating what were
regarded as unemployable and unassimilable refugeessthe last to close just
days before the visit of Nikita Khrushchev to Frame 1960, and illustrates the

limitations of French policy towards Hungarian igées.

-The French government's reaction

The French government's response to these eveatsamaistent with a logic
that put French interests first. On 26 October 1@8&istian Pineau declared
to the press that France did not seek to explomgduy's situation for military
and political benefif. Yet, the same day, Jean Paul-Boncour, the French
ambassador in Hungary, shared his concern withaBiimewhich he observed
that Hungarian insurgents, although full of enthasi, were already visibly
suffering from deprivatiod.The Ministry of Foreign Affairs wondered how

many days the revolution could last in those cooidlst.

Having made the same observation, the British Gar@ffice asked the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs to send supplies to Hyamy via the Austrian

frontier. The idea behind the Foreign Office's segimpn was that the Soviet

% Gusztav Kecskés, 'The North Atlantic Treaty Orgation', in Lee W. Congdon and Béla K.
Kiraly, (eds),ldeas of the Hungarian Revolution, Suppressed aciNbus 1956-199¢New
York, 2002), pp.118-9.

¥ MAE, Europe 1956-1960, Hongrie, 92, Jean Paul-Banto Christian Pineau, 26 October
1956.
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authorities would refuse the help sent, and they thould appear to be
neglecting the Hungarian people. On the other hifutite help was accepted,
the supplies sent would serve to help the populatigheir fight. In any case
the Foreign Office believed that either disconigatld continue to grow, or at

least it would be maintained if help was accefted.

The French government accepted the request andfwémdr than suggested.
On 1 November 1956, Francois Seydoux, French arablasé Vienna,
proposed to Christian Pineau to make the reliefiogrfrom France visible to
the Hungarians by adding a clearly displayed symbé&lrance on each parcel,
like its flag® He called for Jean Paul-Boncour to inform the Harian
population 'with all the means at his disposathef French relief effort. The
French government was hoping that the Hungariahe,were receiving the
supplies through the Austrian Red Cross, wouldsedhe extent of French

support and consider it as an encouragement tancenthe revolution.

Rather than openly supporting the revolution, trenEh government, under
cover of humanitarian assistance, tried to takexathge of the situation in
Hungary to destabilise the Soviet authorities aedken their influence. The
choice of the Red Cross to distribute the suppli@s motivated by two
reasons. Firstly, it was a reliable and experiemeédf organisation. Secondly,
since it was a non-governmental organisation,utadoot be suspected of
working for French or British interests. Despitartanitarian organisations

trying to remain apolitical and independent, goveents treated

* MAE, Europe 1956-1960, Hongrie, 93, Jean Chauv@ineau, 27 October 1956.
> MAE, Europe 1956-1960, Hongrie, 93, Francois Seyxdo Pineau, 1 November 1956.
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humanitarianism as an instrument of their foreighges during the Cold
War? The case of humanitarian action for Hungariangeés was no

exception’

The collusion between the French and British gavemts on the support to be
given to Hungary followed the logic of an allian€égance asked for the
Hungarian situation to be placed on the agendaeotN Security Council on
26 October 1956, and the matter was discussed ay®ldte? On 31 October,
the bombing of Suez started. In order to appeasertticisms France and
Britain were facing following that intervention, thogovernments tried to have
the Hungarian question placed on the agenda dfikh&xtraordinary
Assembly on 1 November, initially summoned to dsscthe Suez question.
The United States representative believed thafEteech and British
representatives wanted to discuss the matter ¢gtdattention away from the
Suez crisis.As the situation in Hungary seemed to have caldusth

following the departure of the Soviet troops in theantime, discussions only
resumed on 3 November. The theory that France aitairButilised the
Hungarian situation for their own benefit has sibeen supported by
historians- However, French and British attempts to distréetrgion from

the Suez question at the UN met with little success

® Michael BarnettEmpire of Humanity: A History of Humanitarianigidew York, 2011),
p.133; J.D. Armstrong, 'The International Commitbé¢he Red Cross and Political Prisoners’,
International Organization39:4 (1985), p.617.

" Peter GatrellFree World? The Campaign to Save the World's Ref3856-1963
(Cambridge, 2011), pp.49-50.

® MAE, Europe 1956-1960, Hongrie, 92, Note for theditdent, 6 November 1956.

° Ferenc Fehér and Agnes Hellelyngary 1956 Revisited: The Message of a Revolution
Quarter of a Century Aftg_ondon, 1983), p.15.

19 Gusztav Kecskés, 'La politique étrangére frandfaise & la révolution hongroise de 1956,
Relations Internationales.22 (2005), pp.92-4.
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After the revolution was repressed on 4 Novemiter Rrench public policy
was to criticise the Kadar government, thus sdtigfyhe expectations of the
French population, apart from the Communists. h@gonally, the French
foreign policy towards Hungary and the Soviet Uniaas the diplomatic
boycott of both countries in line with the other W& countries, and to discuss
the situation at the UN General AssemBgnding supplies to the Hungarian
population and, later, granting asylum to Hungargfngees was also

following that diplomatic line of actioh:

The French government's first reactions were thussé the situation in
Hungary to engage in propaganda under the coveurafnitarianism. France
and Britain joining together can be linked to thetfthat both countries were
involved in Suez, and that the Hungarian revolutionld serve as a
distraction, as the Suez action was internatioraltjcised. France's
humanitarian action in Hungary was motivated byQloéd War. It was a way
to weaken the Soviet Union's international positermd its influence in

Hungary.

After the repression of the revolution by the Sotieops, the French
government nonetheless continued its humanitagdorg and the Assemblée
Nationale voted in favour of 'une journée natioraidaveur de la population
hongroise’ on 18 Novemb&rThe aim was to mobilise public opinion on the
Hungarian crisis. After that date, the parliameaswnainly concerned about

the Hungarian refugees in Austria and in France. Hitench population's

1 Kecskés, 'Politique étrangeére francaise’, pp.95-6.
12 Kecskés, 'Politique étrangeére francaise’, pp.94-5.
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reaction was however different as, all over thentou) there were

demonstrations of support which turned into sceriemts in Paris.

-Popular reactions to the Hungarian revolution

The Hungarian revolution had a strong impact orRteach population. The
following section shows how the public stronglypesded to the events in
Hungary, and how the revolution was used by th€&S#id the Right in an
attempt to discredit the PCF. This attitude waisfloence the reception of the

Hungarian refugees when they later arrived in Feanc

Due to its role in the Resistance, members of tDE Bccupied high-ranking
positions in the French provisional government344'® In 1945-1946, the
PCF was the political party which had the higheshher of members and
voters. Post-war French politics are characterisea great instability with 26
different governments between 1944 and 1958. Ieraistabilise the
government, coalitions were necessary: the PCHoadof the first coalition
with the SFIO and the Mouvement Républicain Popelaialled Tripartism
from 1946 until 1947 Communists were eventually ousted from the
parliament in May 1947, due to the tensions linteethe Cold War, and the
pressure from the PCF put on its ministers in thaegament. From September

1947, following France's acceptance of the Mardpialh and the Soviet

13 Robert GildeaFrance since 19480xford, 1997), pp.31-2.
!4 Gildea,France since 1945p.31-7.
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position against 'American imperialism', the PCEessd a phase of opposition
against the government, notably on colonial isst&som this period though,
and until 1956, other political parties firmly ogeal the PCF. De Gaulle
referred to communists as separatists and conslidleeeSoviet Union a threat.
The PCF was indeed considered a foreign party éypther French political
parties, and was described as Stalinist and rexgits orders straight from
Moscow. An anticommunist organisation, Paix et kiéegwas founded in 1951
by Jean-Paul David, Radical deputy, and receivedtipport of René Pléven,
then Prime Minister. The organisation broadcastegekly radio programme,
printed hundreds of thousands of posters, andlaliséd millions of tracts
during the course of its existentelts action was anticommunist propaganda
framed by the Cold War context, and was secretigéa by the American

government’

In 1956, the PCF was still one of the major pdditisarties in France. The
Hungarian crisis happened during the governmetitesocialist Guy Mollet,
elected in February 1956. The results of the Felrel@ction show how
important the PCF still was at the time: with 25 pent of the votes, it had 146
seats in parliament, and was eager to re-entegaberning coalition after nine
years of absenc&But in 1951, the Right had also lost its parliataen

majority and the Hungarian crisis provided it waihh opportunity to try to

'3 Daniéle Zéraffa-DrayHistoire de la France: d'une République & l'aut@l8-1958Paris,
1992), p.165.

'® Jean-Jacques Beckers and Serge Berstein, 'L'amtioaisme en Franc&/jngtiéme Siécle
4:15 (1987), pp.24-5.

" Frédéric Charpiet,a CIA en France: 60 ans d'ingérence dans les affafrancaisegParis,
2008), pp.109-12.

18 Gildea,France since 1945.42.
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discredit and weaken the position of the PCF. Was attempted through

demonstrations and press articles.

The French press extensively covered the Hungagsaiution, with a
different approach depending on the political &ffion, as Communist
newspapers like'Humanitéconsidered the revolution as a counter-
revolutionary fascist event, while the rest of finess was largely supportive of
the insurgents. Among those newspapéranc-Tireur, founded in 1941 and
associated with the Gaullist resistance, repotiat] bn 24 October, the
Hungarian students and workers were fighting thaedanks singing the
French national anthem and shouting 'Russians’du# Marseillaise, during
the Second World War in occupied France, was a sbdgfiance against the
occupiers. During the Liberation of France, La Midlgise gained in
credibility and became one of the strongest Frevational symbol$° The
image of the Hungarians singing this French revahary song was very
appealing to the French public. In the Cold Warteghof Europe divided into
two blocs, the French national symbol associatedgdtians and French
against the Soviet regimEranc-Tireurappealed to strong national symbols
and the common past of its readership, enablingethéers to feel a direct

connection with the Hungarian revolution.

It has been argued that the French populationedaissively to the
Hungarian revolution, being on the whole too foclise their newly found

social rights, such as the adoption of a third wefgbaid holidays in February

19 Franc-Tireur, 25 October 1956.
% Michel Vovelle, 'La Marseillaise', in Pierre Nofad.),Les Lieux de mémoire, volume 1
(Paris, 1997), pp.147-8.
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19562 However, in Paris and all over France, the pulelicvery concerned
about what was happening in Hungary. First, in teafirelief, 98 tons of
clothing, food, and first aid supplies, including tbns of medication were sent
to Hungary via Vienna thanks to the InternationatiiCross? The population
helped greatly in this operation as they donatedmai the canned food and
clothing that was then dispatched by the Red Cidsgispapers regularly
advertised help for the Hungarians, whether in Hupgr as refugees in
Austria. By the end of December 1956, 800 tonsuppses, mostly donations
by the public, had been sent to Vienna from Fraslewing that the French

population cared a lot about the situation in Hupga

A good way to realise how the Hungarian revoluamod its refugees were
perceived in France and what triggered such geigiego look at the
demonstrations of support. The first demonstratiorf2aris to show sympathy
for the Hungarians started on 29 October, six @dtgs the beginning of the
revolution, on the appeal of Force Ouvriere (FQJade union. Two hundred
people demonstrated on Boulevard Saint-Germaier, piilice blocked the
access to the street leading to the Soviet emhvalssie the event was

originally supposed to take platé.

However, in France and all over Europe, it wasidbginning of the repression
of the revolution on 4 November which triggered lrgest public

demonstrations against the Soviet intervention. @®strations took place to

I Rod Kedwardla Vie en Bleu: France and the French since 1@@fhdon, 2005), p.375.
22 MAE, Europe 1956-1960, Hongrie, 97, Oral Ques8@80, 28 December 1956.

% MAE, Europe 1956-1960, Hongrie, 97, Oral Ques8@80, 28 December 1956.

24 Franc-Tireur, 30 October 1956.
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protest in front of the Soviet embassies in BeMome, Stockholm,
Luxembourg, The Hague, Helsinki, and OS1@®n 5 November, about 1,000
students demonstrated in Paris against the Sowezt/ention displaying
Hungarian and French flags, as a symbol of a peaaygporting another one in
revolution?® It was also on that day that the demonstraticarsest to change in
nature and target, as a meeting against Commuoiskplace where Daniel
Halévy, of the Académie Francaise, and the rigmgw¥Ps, Pierre André,
Philippe d'Argenlieu, Pierre Boutang, Raymond Deras well as
representatives of Hungarian refugees criticisesh@anism and the weakness
and passivity of the UN in dealing with the Hungarguestion. The presence
of right-wing MPs shows that the meeting was atjwali one, rather than a
neutral demonstration of support to the Hungareopte. The meeting called
for a demonstration to express 'leur solidaritécdgs Hongrois et I'expression
des véritables sentiments de la Nation.' At theadrile meeting, two groups
of several hundred students went to the PCF heatggsian order to confront
Communists, turning the support of an internati@vant into a domestic
matter’’ The ‘'true sentiments of the nation' referred wmtzer way to
instrumentalize the Hungarian revolution in ordediscredit and isolate the
PCF, rather than simply to demonstrate genuineatippr the Hungarian
cause. According to Gusztav Kecskés, the Conféddér@énérale du Travail -
Force Ouvriere (CGT-FO) and the SFIO tried to meheir voters and get
some of the Communist voters by severely critigzime PCF. However,

Kecskés claimed that in the long run the PCF wasfiected and kept its

% Franc-Tireur, 6 November 1956.
28 | 'Aurore, 6 November 1956.
27 'Aurore, 6 November 1956.
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electorate almost intact a few weeks after thelteiom.?® Discrediting the
PCF was a way for the left- and right-wing partegrepare the coming
general election due to take place on 13 and 27algri957%° The strategy
proved successful in the short-term as the resudts that the right-wing won,

the Socialists did well, while the PCF recedd.

The most important day of demonstrations for thad#uwian people was on 7
November, the day the first refugees arrived, ardtkd in violence and death.
Short strikes were observed all over France folhgnan appeal by FO. At
Simca's factories in Nanterre and Poissy, 95 petr afethe workers stopped
work for 10 minutes, while half of Paris transp@ATP) workers stopped
work for 5 minutes. In Renault and Brandt's fa@syi60 per cent and 98 per
cent of the workers went on strike, while 80 pertalid at the Sécurité
Sociale. Short strikes also occurred in many Freéaaims, showing an
organised reaction of both students and the Fraacking class regarding
events in Hungary. In Caen, the PCF building wassdire by the students
demonstrating® FO representatives in Paris claimed in front ofawvd of
5,000 that the PCF was not in a position to defeedights of the working
class any moré FO was clearly trying to get advantage of theasiam by
associating the PCF with the Soviet authoritiethéir handling of the

Hungarian revolution.

8 Kecskés, 'Politique étrangére francaise’, p.94.

% Louis Bodin and Jean Touchard, 'L'élection pdetide la Premiére Circonscription de la
Seine'Revue Francaise de Science Politigii? (1957), p.271.

%0 pPhilip M. Williams, Crisis and Compromise: Politics in the Fourth RejimiiLondon,
1964), p.50.

L 'Aurore, 9 November 1956.

%2 Franc-Tireur, 9 November 1956.
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The main demonstration happened in Paris and egsuitmore than a hundred
people injured and three dead. It started as ag@atemonstration of a crowd
of approximately 25,000 on the Champs-Elyséeseaéttd of the afternooti.
The demonstration included 300 actual and formenbezs of parliament and
of the government, such as Guy Mollet, Prime MerisErancgois Mitterand,
Minister of Justice, Tanguy Prigent, Minister of éeterans and Victims,
Paul Reynaud, Georges Bidault, Antoine Pinay, Rdééen, Robert Schuman,
and Joseph Laniel, all former foreign ministerpome ministers’ There
again, the composition of the members of parlianséotvs that the
demonstration was politicised and used by the nomi@unist Left and the
Right, as the Hungarian revolution became an extudescredit the PCF.
After a ceremony at the Unknown Soldier tomb, wHereers had been laid
along with French and Hungarian flags and the Midaigse sung, a crowd of
6,000 young people marched towards the PCF heaeégsidfive hundred
police officers were protecting the building bug themonstrators managed to
break through the police block and enter the bagdyy force to commit acts
of vandalism and start several fif@4-ollowing the intervention of the fire
brigade, the demonstrators headed to the headguaftéHumanité leaving
injured people behind as well as detritus and furaf® Franc-Tireur

described the event in front of the building aseaddille rangée' led by
'd'authentigues commanddsé Figaroreported that the demonstrators had to

fight against Communists with helmets who weredtang isolated

% Franc-Tireur, 9 November 1956.
3 Jean-Pierre Bernard, 'Novembre 1956 a Pafiisgtiéme Siécle30 (1991), p.73.
% Franc-Tireur, 9 November 1956.
% Bernard, '‘Novembre 1956, p.73.
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demonstrators to beat them YL."Humanité on the other side, claimed that
the attacks on its building were led by paratrospas an echo to the Algerian
War 28 The fights went on from 19.30 to midnight afteadé ouis Vigier, MP
for Paris, managed to calm down the remaining 280ahstrators® However,
the demonstrations had a tragic tone as 107 peopled wounded and three
people died, two Communist militants and one FQtamt, marking the end of
the demonstrations in Paris. Support for the Huagarturned into a witch-

hunt against Communists who still supported thei@action in Hungary®

Such a reaction, in the press and on the stredlscts the French politics of
the time. In 1956, and generally during the Fo&épublic, foreign and

internal policies were inseparaifeThe Parisian demonstrations show that
rather than an international matter, the Hungagjiagstion served as an excuse
for the Right and the non-Communist Left to confriive PCF as they
physically assaulted its headquarters and sonts afembers. What started as
demonstrations of support for the Hungarian peephied up in a domestic
conflict between political parties. The Hungariamalution also became a
symbol of the fight against Communism in FranceaA®nsequence,
Hungarian refugees came to represent this fightheswere largely presented
in the non-Communist French press as freedom figlatevictims of
Communism, and became political stakem that sense, the refugees became

a political asset, as they were living proofs & #tleged oppressive nature of

%" Le Figarq 9 November 1956.

% Bernard, 'Novembre 1956, p.73.

%9 e Monde 9 November 1956.

“0 Franc-Tireur, 9 November 1956.

“1 Kecskés, 'Politique étrangére francaise', pp.93-4.

42 Eszter Balazs, and Phil Casoar, 'An EmblematituRicof the Hungarian 1956 Revolution:
Photojournalism during the Hungarian Revoluti@rope-Asia Studie$8:8 (2006), p.1250.

89



communism. The demonstration on 7 November wamithe& emblematic
because of the violence perpetrated at this oacas$hus series of
demonstrations happened in a relatively short ameéwere motivated by
anticommunism. The Hungarian situation served @egext to bring discredit
to the PCF in what was an internal political moather than a genuine

demonstration of support to the Hungarians.

The PCF, which supported the Soviet handling oHbagarian revolution,
became disavowed by a number of its members, imguallarge number of
intellectuals, which was a major blow as it had jesurned to Parliament in
February after nine years of absefitin 1956, it lost half of its members, with
the total membership descending to 400,#08mong the intellectuals who
condemned the PCF for its support of the Soviedsion was Jean-Paul Sartre,
who explained in length in the press why he condairthe invasion and
stopped supporting the PCFIn order to prove the point that the Soviet policy
was the right ond,'Humanitéengaged in a campaign supporting the claims
that the revolution had been led by fascists, aatithe refugees were
antisemitic. Considering the Stalinist line of ®€F,L'Humanitédenouncing
antisemitism could have appeared as a surprisiategly as, in 1952, the
Slansky trial in Prague symbolised the violencardf-Jewish purges among
the leadership of the Communist Parties withinSbgiet Union’® Yet, in

1956, this was done in the name of anti-fascism.

3 Stéphane Courtois, '1956: Le défi mondial du comistae' Vingtiéme Siécle2:14, (1987),
p.111.

4 Maxwell Adereth.The French Communist Party: a Critical History (192984), From
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However, remaining silent on antisemitism in SoResia, the PCF and
L'Humanitérelied on Hungary's then recent history of antiism. From the
Peace Treaty of Trianon in 1920 until the depastetiand mass murder during
the Second World War, Hungarian history was heashigrged with
antisemitisnt'’ It gave the PCF an opportunity to present the &dvhion as a
safeguard against antisemitism in Hungary. Despaié-known official
antisemitism in Soviet countries, Hungary preseitssdf as an exception. In
comparison with the deportation and mass murd&06f000 Hungarian Jews,
survivors enjoyed relative security in post-war gary and were able to
occupy political positions with high responsib#si’® However, the Hungarian
Jewish middle class was targeted by anti-religemus anti-bourgeois measures
since 1948 for being an 'exploiting class', andes@nare sent into internal
exile*® The Communist regime was against Zionism, butrtfportance of
Jews in the party hierarchy minimised the Jewishé®® Communist Hungary
was relatively spared antisemitism in comparisatt wther Communist

countries.

According to Francois Fejtd and Bernard Wassersiélmper cent of the
200,000 Hungarian refugees were Jewtsisrael was the privileged

destination and 9,000 Hungarian Jews chose to atritinere during and after

" Tibor Frank,Double Exile: Migrations of Jewish-Hungarian Progemnals through
Germany to the United States, 1919-1988&rn, 2009), pp.27-8.
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the revolution, followed by North America and Eueojn 1962, the French
ambassador in Hungary estimated that out of 12QJ6@& in the country in
1948, only 70,000 were left following legal anekdhll waves of immigration,

which largely took place between November 1956 Badember 1957

Despite their small numbers, the Hungarian Jevafigees received French
media attention, mostly in the paged.tlumanitéandLe Figaro, which

turned them into a political issueHumanitérepresented Hungarian Jews as
victims of a fascist counter-revolution which togllace in Hungary, as the
newspaper and the PCF labelled the revolution.h@rother hand,.e Figaro
dismissed those accusations and minimised antisamih Hungary while
denying antisemitism in refugee camps. Two weetes #fie violent
demonstrations against the PCF attdumanitéheadquarters, Maurice Thorez,
the party leader, claimed when speaking to ther@e@ommittee that the
people who attacked the Communist buildings on Vedwer were the friends
of the Hungarian counter-revolution: fascist antissmitic emigrants from
eastern Europ®. Thorez's declaration not only referred to the éven 7
November in linking the revolution and antisemitjdmt the PCF also
associated the refugees with these events anctEegobehind it. The PCF
thus tried to demonstrate that the Hungarian réwoiuwas a fascist event by

associating antisemitism with the revolution anthwhe refugees.

L'Humanitéand Communist deputies particularly insisted omdsiuy as a

Nazi ally during the war and claimed that the iiggunts were supporters of

2 MAE, Europe 1961-1970, Hongrie, 158, Pierre Frartdb Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 24
December 1962.
%3 Philippe Robrieuxtistoire interne du Parti Communiste, volumé2ris, 1981), pp.477-8.
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Admiral Horthy, regent of Hungary until 19440n several occasions
L'Humanitéreported acts of antisemitism during the revolutiwhich were
not reported in any other newspapers, excepf éax Ouvriére another
Communist newspapét.Other newspapers likee MondeandLe Figarodid
not report those events, as they supported the &tiargrevolution. To admit
that antisemitic acts took place would have threadethe popular support the

Hungarians received.

L'Humanitéreported that Hungarian Jews in the refugee can@thétellerault,
in the Vienne département, had been victims of §iachtreatment from the
other Hungarian refugees that they had soughtfhatp the president of the

local Jewish community:

Douze cents réfugiés hongrois sont arrivés a Qbéelt... Parmi ces
réfugiés se trouvent un certain nombre de Juifissgplaignent des
mauvais traitements qu'ils subissent... lls sonsalt#@r le président de la
communauté juive de Chéatellerault et I'ont supgligervenir pour les
faire retirer de la caserne, en raison des sédiansils sont |'objet de la

part des autres réfugias.

The article remains vague about the nature ofrérrment supposedly
inflicted and did not mention the exact numberhef tefugees involved. It

reports and denounces antisemitism among refugeespecific camp.

**'Humanité 30 October 1956; 3 November 1956; 17 Novembeb 185urnal Officiel(JO),
Assemblée Nationale, 18 December 1956, p.6083-Det@mber 1956, p.6165; 7 November
1956, pp.4512-26.

°° | 'Humanité 15 November 1956; 19 December 1986ix Ouvriérg 27 December 1956.

°® 'Humanité 29 December 1956.
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However, the aim of the article was to convincalsza that the revolution was

a fascist act led by fascist counter-revolutiorsarie

On the day the article was published, the Minisfirhe Interior inquired on
the events reported ldHumanité A short report was produced denying its
claims. However, a contradiction exists in the reps it states that 'Les deux
familles dont il s'agit... ont quitté la Vienne deppiusieurs jours et se
trouvent a Paris 12 rue Cad¥tivhich refers to the people affected by
antisemitic acts. The address in Paris was next ahe Synagogue Adas
Yereim, at number 10 rue Cadet, which suggestdliegtmay have been
looked after by the Jewish community. The othenpis that the Ministry of
the Interior inquired on the day, showing that &sxconcerned that something
did happen. The French government was thus awastigemitism in the
Hungarian refugee camps, but denied publicly thgthang had happenede
Figaro reported three days later thatHumanitélied and that nothing
happened in ChatelleradftThe newspaper mentioned that the Rabbi of Tours,
Pierre Blum, declared that he had visited the cattm@® times in December

and that the Jews there did not complain abouigbéitreated.

References to antisemitism among the Hungariamgeefs and during the
revolution were not limited to mentions in the @es January 1957, leaflets
on the revolution in Hungary were distributed ie tharis metro by members
of the PCF. According to Gyorgy Marosan, MinistéState in charge of

propaganda since the end of the revolution andeguiotthe leaflets, in the last

" Archives Départementales de la Vienne (ADV), 1W@38enseignements Généraux (RG)
to the Prefect of Vienne, 29 December 1956.
*8 Le Figaro, 1 January 1957.
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days of the revolution, fascists took advantageiofours that the West would

support it”®

On a vu se manifester les traits caractéristiquefascisme: le
nationalisme, le chauvinisme et l'antisémitismeurBmt une remarque
instructive peut étre faite au sujet de I'antisésmie. Il y a eu des faits
d'antisémitisme, mais il est vrai qu'il n'a pas iivertement une grande
extension. Pourquoi?... Les manifestations antie&naint été
déconseillées d'en haut. Dans un état-major coét@utionnaire, un
chef a expliqué: pas d'antisémitisme pour le monuey faits
d'antisémitisme géneraient l'aide de I'Ouest... Qumisémitisme ne se
soit manifesté que partiellement ne contredit gasacactere fasciste de
la contre-révolution. Cela signifie simplement dfaatisémitisme a été

tenu momentanément en résetve.

Those accusations tried to use the few antisewritis that happened during the
revolution to the Communists’ advantage. The P@Rlae Communists in
general tried to bring forward the question of satnitism, hoping that it

would discredit the Hungarian revolution, and jiystihe repression of the

revolution.

Not only was there an attempt from the PCF thrduglumanitéand in

Parliament to discredit the Hungarian revolutiod &a supporters among the

% Archives de la Préfecture de Police de Paris (APBR 2389 Hongrie, Commissaire
Principal to the Directeur Général de la Police Mipale, 10 January 1957.

% APPP, BA 2389 Hongrie, Leaflet on Georg Marosaigs/s of the revolution, 10 January
1957.
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French by calling it fascist, but raising the quesbf antisemitism among the
Hungarian refugees and in the revolution was alsawto link the Second
World War events with the Hungarian revolution.that end, Communists
used the International Federation of Resistanckté&ig (IFR). The IFR,
founded in 1951, sought the creation of internai@ommittees in several
Second World War concentration camps. AuschwitgHgéawald, Dachau,
Mauthausen, Ravensbriick and Sachsenhausen waf8lialied to the IFF!
Following the events of 1956, they linked commertiorawith ideology, and
insisted on the major role of Communist resistdigtgers during the Second
World War. The very large proportion of deported@ounists in
concentration camps served then a new purposeeseimt Communists in a
favourable light to compensate for the sharp dsitns after the repression of

the Hungarian revolution.

Therefore the question of antisemitism of the Huiagerefugees comes within
this strategy: putting forward antisemitic elemeantsong the refugees to show
the revolution's fascist character in order to midit it and justify the support
of the PCF towards the Soviet repression of theltgwn. It was the result of
the general political utilisation of the Hungari@volution and the refugee
crisis. However, as the PCF faced stern criticisnité support of the Soviet
invasion of Hungary, it had no impact on the popaiés support for the

Hungarians, and on the government's policy to grapum to the refugees.

%1 pieter LagrouMémoires patriotiques et occupation nazie: résistarequis et déportén
Europe occidentale 1945-19¢Brussels, 2003), pp.260-1.
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The treatment of the question of antisemitism shibasthe French
government took tensions among refugees serioasliy,wanted to avoid
returns to Hungary and bad publicity. On 28 Octdl##56, the first Hungarian
refugees started to arrive in Austria. Twelve AiastiRed Cross posts were set
up near the Hungarian border, while transports wesbilised in the area to
facilitate their evacuatioff. The Cold War played a role in the necessity of
sorting out the refugee crisis in Austria. Indetb@, French embassy there was
concerned that if refugees were not resettled ¢yiiokanother country that

would lead to a rise in discontentment among refage

Si la situation se prolonge, un nombre importatdefours croissant de
Hongrois dégus... retourneront de l'autre coté dfdiere: autant
d'agents efficaces de la contre-propagande comteuis sein méme du
bloc soviétique, ils seront... une preuve vivanteatasres désillusions
qui attendent ceux qui se seront laissés prendréransonges' de la

propagande occidental®.

Francois Seydoux clearly establishes here thebletween France's, and other
countries' humanitarian relief and propaganda ¢ives The French
government believed that it would have been batioeal and a propaganda
failure if refugees started to return to Hungasytleey would go back with the

feeling that life was not any better under a demticregime®* There were

2 MAE, Europe 1956-1960, Hongrie, 97, Seydoux toibtiy of Foreign Affairs, 28 October
1956.
%3 MAE, Europe 1956-1960, Hongrie, 97, Seydoux toibtar of Foreign Affairs, 1 February
1957.
4 MAE, Europe 1956-1960, Hongrie, 97, Seydoux toibtar of Foreign Affairs, 1 February
1957.
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also allegations made that some of the refugees,efact, Kadar's agents.
There were claims that such agents were actindiéth aolumn among the
refugees, and were either threatening refugeediéant they did not return to
Hungary, or even kidnapping refugees and takinmthack to Hungar$> The
French government remained largely unworried raggrguch statements.
Beliefs of a fifth column were marginal, and re&ito Hungary were attributed
rather to being deceived with false hopes. Yetias deemed crucial for the
French government that once refugees were accéptegsettlement in
France, they did not go back to Hungary, as it @wdnd considered a

propaganda failuré®

To avoid refugees returning to Hungary, it was esakfor the French
government to resettle refugees out of Austriauaskty as possible. To that
end, the evacuation of the refugees to France vgased at the beginning of
November. Christian Pineau announced on 7 Noveatitbe Assemblée
Nationale that the government decided to grantuasyb 10,000 Hungarian
refugees, the same day th&iumanitéheadquarters were under attdtKhe
first 60 refugees were planned to fly to France teay evening, while another
40 were expected the next day. Diplomats in Austeee well aware of what
was going on in Egypt, and the international disapgl it engendere®f The
results were quick as, on 1 December, Seydoux texddhat French action in

Austria, along with that by the British, Germangd&wiss, had been

%5 MAE, Europe 1956-1960, Hongrie, 97, Jacques Fosiuparc to Christian Pineau, 1
December 1956 ; French Embassy in the NetherlanGétistian Pineau, 29 November 1956.
% Gusztav Kecskés, 'Acte de propagande ou gestertitaina? L'accueil des réfugiés hongrois
de 1956 en France', unpublished paper given dh#tiéut Hongrois, Paris, 4 November 2009.
67 J0O, Assemblée Nationale, 7 Novembre 1956, p.4519.

% MAE, Europe 1956-1960, Hongrie, 97, Seydoux to MABovember 1956.
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internationally praised, so that French policy alokavas not as subject to
criticism as it was when the refugee crisis statte@ranting asylum to
Hungarian refugees was a way for the France tarmesgane credit on the
international scene after Suez, and with respettted-rench government's
handling of the Algerian War. Humanitarian consadiems were clearly not

the main motive behind the asylum policy for thengarians.

The refugees from Hungary represented a natiorthiraarnational political
issue. The government of Guy Mollet had plannedstthe reception of the
Hungarian refugees as a way of campaigning agaiad®CF and to strengthen
the SFIO, as well as using the refugees in the anfedithat purposé It was
also a way to distract the attention of the UN #redUnited States from the
Suez crisis, and had political advantages for Rrarinternational politics:

To that end, the French government did not hesitatemind the UN General
Secretary of the position as France as one okthding countries in helping
the Hungarian population by granting asylum or &ydng supplies and
financially contributing to their relie? It has been suggested that the refugee
situation was a matter taken very seriously by NAT@which France was a
member. For NATO members, not only was there a hnesponsibility for
them to help Hungarian refugees, but more impdstaintvould have been a
moral defeat if refugees returned in great numtmeksungaryFrom the

beginning of the Hungarian crisis in later OctoldATO followed the

%9 MAE, Europe 1956-1960, Hongrie, 97, Seydoux to MABecember 1956.

O Kecskés, 'Acte de propagande ou geste humanitaire?

" MAE, ONU, Hongrie, 244, Note on the French poliegarding Hungarian refugees, 6 April
1957.

2 MAE, ONU, Hongrie, 244, Secrétariat des ConférertoeN General Secretary, 10 April
1957.
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evolution of the situation very closely. As milyantervention was ruled out,
because of the nuclear power of the Soviet Uniahtha risk of another world
war, NATO was nevertheless hoping that satellitentges would emancipate
themselves little by little from the Soviet influs’® NATO's directives were
to intensify the humanitarian relief to the Hungarpopulation and to make
sure that the Kadar government was not benefitio that helg Granting
asylum to Hungarian refugees was following thatqyplhence it was an
important political matter that the French governtmaanaged to resettle in
France or help to migrate somewhere else the refugeder its charge to

avoid returns to Hungary as much as possible.

As far as it was concerned, the government sawarHungarian refugees a
way morally and politically to weaken the Sovietibtlmand the PCF, but
essentially it also saw potential candidates fonemic and demographic

immigration, under French immigration policies gectices.

-Refugees as labour immigrants

As we have seen, Cold War politics played a majt& in the perception of
Hungarian refugees in France. Here, | will demaistthe additional factors of

their use as a labour force. It is first necessamynderstand the post-war

3 Kecskés, 'North Atlantic Treaty Organization'Gongdon and Kirdly, (edsldeas of the
Hungarian Revolutionpp.121-9.
" MAE, ONU, Hongrie, 244, Note on the relief for Hyary, 6 April 1957.
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labour context into which these Hungarians weraipnd. As a Western power,
France's response to the Hungarian refugee anigisistria has been
interpreted by Peter Gatrell as a commitment tesapgeople facing
persecutiori® Tony Kushner and Katharine Knox argue that theéhe
support, just as was British support, was motivéaeteelings of guilt

following the repression of the Hungarian revolnt{d This section shows that,
rather than motivated by feeling of guilt or a cortment to assist people
facing persecution, the French government sawarHimngarians potentially
employable workers in sectors in need of laboud, apopulation that could
serve France's demographic interests, while stillisg French propaganda
interests. Looking at how the French governmenupetn immigration plan
since the arrival of the first refugees in Aussieows that the Hungarians were

considered as labour immigrants rather than refiigee

If France accepted 10,000 Hungarians refugeesthemdunlimited numbers by
the end of November 1956, to permanently resettiso did so as they could
contribute to the growth of the country becaustheir origins, gender, and
professional skills. The conditions for stayingrrance for immigrants were
defined by the Ordinance of 2 November 1945. lotethe Ordinance did
not make any distinctions or establish a hieratstyveen immigrant§. Yet, it
stressed the importance of assimilation, just ad8415 Code de la Nationalité

did.”® From this year, the assessment of immigrationwlast needed was

'S Gatrell,Free World? p.5.

® Tony Kushner and Katharine Kndrefugees in an Age of Genocide: Global, Nationdl an
Local Perspectives during the Twentieth Ceni{@yford, 1999), pp.244-8.

" Alexis Spire Etrangers a la carte: I'administration de I'immigian en France 1945-1975
(Paris, 2005), pp.29-31.

8 Karen H. AdlerJews and Gender in Liberation Franf@ambridge, 2003), pp.97-9.
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carried out by the Office National d'ImmigrationNQ. Created by the
Ordinance of 2 November 1945, the ONI's purposetaasovide the French
economy with foreign labour in sectors in needatolur, and to enhance
demography, following the populationist trend froefore the Second World
War.”® The Ministry of Population established lists ofigration needs by
sectors and desired nationalities for immigrantgtie ONI. These lists were
designed to keep an 'ethnic balance' in Francelaagely privileged European

and non-Muslim immigratiof®

The Ministry of the Interior also had a leadinger@t immigration policie&’ It
separated the acquisition of work and residencepgrthe first depending on
the Ministry of Labour and the second on the Miyistf the Interior. There
were three different kinds of residence permit:¢daed of temporary residence
valid for less than a year, the card of ordinasydence valid for three years,
and the card of privileged residence valid ten yead automatically
renewablé? The card of temporary residence could be reneweeral times,
leaving immigrants in a temporary and precariotigsion. To get a better
card, immigrants depended on their work situataosmd whether their type of
work was needed or not in the French economictiitud’ In 1956, the
economic context was expansion in many sectors.t®tlee Algerian War, the

number of Algerian workers in France decreasedleithe ONI could not

" Nancy L. Green, 'Les vagues d'immigrations sudees'sin Yves Lequin, (ed.Histoire des
étrangers et de l'immigration en Fran(fearis, 2006), pp.384-5.

8 Spire,Etrangers a la cartepp.118-25.

81 Gérard NoirielJmmigration, antisémitisme et racisme en France-XMsiécle: discours
publics, humiliations privée@®aris, 2007), pp.494-7.

82 Spire,Etrangers a la cartgpp.29-31.

8 Spire,Etrangers a la cartgpp.43-50.
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satisfy employers' demantfsin April, the Ministry of the Interior issued a
circular advocating mass regularisations for imiangs in France. Despite
being refugees, the Hungarians benefited fromfévsurable economic

context.

The French government and administration carrigdreuregularisation of the
Hungarians' status unusually fast. Refugees inderahtheir status was legally
recognized as such, were normally dependent o®@EBRRA, created by the
law of 25 July 1952, and under the control of thieistry of Foreign Affairs.
However, contrary to the principles of the Novemb@45 Ordinance, but
according to practice, the reception of refugedsrance depended on their
nationality and was adapted depending on the reltezonomic situatioft

This was due to a practice of privileging somearalities, considered
assimilable, upon others, considered unassimif&ilée use of circulars
supplanted in some cases the 1945 Ordinance, divengnmigration
administration more freedofHungarian refugees thus benefited from better
conditions than those recommended by the 1945 @ndmon the separation
of the 'carte de séjour' and the 'carte de résjdemd also in comparison to
other refugees such as the Yugoslavian refugersngrin France through

ltaly in early 19572 Although the 1945 Ordinance applied to both Huizgar

and Yugoslavian refugees, the interpretation ofQhginance for the

8 Spire,Etrangers a la cartepp.131-2.

% Alexis Spire, 'Les réfugiés, une main d'ceuvreré?p@onditions de séjour et d'emploi,
France, 1945-197%RRevue Européenne des Migrations Internationa28s2 (2004), p.6.

% Spire,Etrangers a la cartgpp.139-40.

8 Linda Amiri and Benjamin Stora, 'Les politiqueslimmigration en France du début du
XX€ siécle a nos jours', in Benjamin Stora and Emédenime, (eds)immigrances:
I'immigration en France au X>Siécle(Paris, 2007), pp.171-2.

8 Alexis Spire, 'Les réfugiés', p.6.
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Hungarian refugees favoured their resettlementrbgtgng them ordinary
‘cartes de séjour’ after one year in France ageesi In contrast, the Ministry
of the Interior denied 'cartes de séjour’ to Yugaisin refugees in transit
through Italy on the grounds that they were labuigrants trying to pass for
refugees and that the employment situation didanadur their resettlement in
France, but also because they were inassimifatespite the absence of
reference to national preference in the 1945 Ordieapractice made these

policies still effective in 1956.

This selective practice was also a proof that Mauethnic and national
preferences were applied even if the text of théidince made no mention of
such preferences. The Hungarian refugees, as CEnn@peans, were not
undesirable. Their demographic composition and patons also fitted
immigration prospects: mainly young single men wbald be employed for
manual work. They were also a symbol of a fightiagtaCommunism, which,

as stated Mauco during the war, was influencedelys3’

Moreover, thanks to Auguste Lindt, Hungarian rekgjbenefited from the
protection of the Geneva Convention of 1951, contta the limitation of its
application to events prior to 1 January 1951 ,\@ace almost immediately
recognised as refugees, when the OFPRA decidethiasituation was a
consequence of the Yalta Conference. Accordingéptfne Dufoix,
individual files were not even checked and Hungeriaere recognised as

refugees based on their provenance, showing oorthéand the national

8 Claude Guillon, 'Le SSAE: soixante ans d'accuesl iéfugiésRevue Européenne des
Migrations Internationales4:1-2 (1988), p.121.
% Adler, Jews and Gendep.110.
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origin preference, and, on the other hand, the nlapoe of the Cold War
context’™ The OFPRA had registered 13,111 Hungarian refugeéi
December 1956, of whom 1,189 were new cases, aB863.8n 31 December

1957, representing 5,754 new ca¥es.

The number of refugees in Austria rose very quicltgr the Soviet military
intervention in Hungary, from 15,000 on 6 Novemtze80,000 on 17
November, and reaching 45,000 on 22 Novenibbr.response, the Ministry
of Foreign Affairs created a special body to cooatie the reception of the
refugees in France. The Comité National d'Accuedl Réfugiés Hongrois
(CNARH) included representatives from the minigi@ving an interest in the
Hungarian refugee situation, namely Interior, FgmeAffairs, Social Affairs,
Public Health and Population, and Labour and S&e&urity. Representatives
from private and non-governmental associationsepimom the Croix Rouge
Francaise, Secours Catholique, Cimade, CGT-FO,&léntion Francgaise des
Travailleurs Chrétiens (CFTC), Conseil NationalRatronat Francais (CNPF),
and Service Social d'Aide aux Emigrants (SSAH)he role of this committee
was to organise the reception of the Hungariangesta at a national level. The
CNARH also served as a model for committees akethe of départements
where refugees were accommodated. The prefececmdgpartement were to

serve as heads of the committees, each committealing representatives

%! Stéphane Dufoix, 'Fausses évidences: statut dgiééét politisation'Revue Européenne des
Migrations Internationales16:3 (2000), pp.156-7.

%2 OFPRA, 1956 and 1958 Annual Reports.

% MAE, Europe 1956-1960, Hongrie, 97, Seydoux to MABovember 1956, 17 November
1956, 22 November 1956.

%“APPP, BA 2389, Secrétaire d'Etat a la Santé Pubkdu la Population to Prefects, and to
Directeurs Départementaux de la Population etAded'Sociale, 9 January 1957. The CNPF
was a union of employers created in December I9tEecommendation of the French
government.
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from the same organisations as of the nationa’dmae French government,

through the prefects, kept strict control of theARH.

The composition of the committee, which includegresentatives from two
major non-Communist trade unions as well as the [§8Bggests employment
was central in the reception of the Hungarians. CN€F regrouped local,
departmental and regional unions of employersgtradons, and
representatives of the trade, industry, and ses\8eetors. The aim of the
CNARH was thus to place refugees into employmerugskly as possible.
Trade union representatives were, however, conddmméehe arrival of a great
number of refugees. They tried to reach a compreiaigl asked that the total
number of refugees did not go beyond 10,000, dsudliies for employing
them in some areas had already surf@édthere was thus protectionist
behaviour from the unions as they feared that desudhflux of Hungarian

workers might have led to problems of employment.

The CNARH showed in its composition that the relmepof the Hungarian
refugees was specific, as the committee include@monental bodies and
associations. The composition of the CNARH meaat &l ministries
interested in the resettlement of the Hungarianme wevolved in the process.
The presence of trade unions and refugee assow@ai@gests that all means
possible were made available for the quick resatlg and support of the
refugees, as well as to put them in employmenbas as possible.

Organisations represented at the CNARH also gslaeion the composition

% CAC, 19810201, art. 2, Secrétaire d'Etat au Ttatal la Sécurité Sociale to Prefects and
Directeurs Départementaux de la Main d'ceuvre, 2fehiber 1956.
% CAC, 19810201, art. 2, Note for Juvigny, 10 Decentt956.
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of the refugees, since the Cimade, and the Se@attolique, were Protestant
and Catholic organisations respectively, while 3&varganisations were
absent. This absence was mainly due to the linmtedber of Jews among the
refugees. Despite its help, the Cojasor, a Jewiganisation created in France
after the war for the care of Holocaust survivard displaced persons, was not

included in the CNARH!

Low figures of Jewish refugees are confirmed byatwhives. Several Jewish
organisations and local Jewish communities helpedHungarian Jewish
refugees to resettle in France or to re-emigrdte. Jewish Agency was one of
those. Its role was to facilitate the re-emigratdthose who wanted to go to
Israel?® At domestic level, Jewish refugees were visitethencamps by
representatives of local Jewish communiti€his visibility in camps led the
Cojasor to become well known among the Jewish esfsgit helped the
majority of the Hungarian Jews in Frart€&lIt provided relief for 627
individuals, including 322 families between 195@ 4958* This smalll
number can be explained by the fact that mostefldwish refugees resettled
in Israel, rather than emigrating to Fran®Despite all the measures taken to

place the refugees in employment as quickly asilplessvhile protecting the

reputation of the refugees and letting the Cojasovide relief for Jewish

" The Cojasor was created in 1945 by the Americamt Distribution Committee to centralise
the material and moral support to survivors ofttidocaust. See Gabriel Vadnai and Laure
Politis, La Solidarité Juive: 200 ans d'action sociale, don@ité de bienfaisance israélite de
Paris a la Fondation Casip-Cojas¢Paris, 2010), pp.65-110.

% ADV, 1W3533, Montmorillon sub-prefect to Viennegfect on Hungarians in Jouhet, 4
February 1957.

% CAC, 20050590, art. 120, SSAE on Hungarian refage€hatellerault, 5 December 1956.
19 cAC, 20050590, art. 120, Trillat to Service Sodalla Main d'Euvre Etrangére, 7
November 1958.

191 y/adnai and Politid,a Solidarité Juivep.84.

192\wassersteiryanishing Diasporapp.207-8.
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refugees, the French government's treatment ditibgarian refugees as

labour migrants was quickly jeopardised by the Gblat.

-A land unprepared for asylum

With France accepting a large number of refugeessiettlement, the
government and organisations involved in their pioa had to quickly set up
plans and accommodation for the refugees. The fottiee government on the
employability of the refugees, made the refugeesda some occasions

forsaken and misunderstood, as their prime intevastin freedom.

The refugees from Hungary arrived in France mdsflyrain, transiting

through Strasbourg. There, they would stop foratsihile and be given a
speech and some food, before taking the train tis.F@nce in the capital, they
would be identified, and their needs and prospiectthe future would be
evaluated?® Until early 1957, the main reception centre ini®ams a sports
centre, in the eleventh arrondissement. The cepieeed on 19 November and
accommodated 152 single men. Couples, with or witlkbildren, and women
and children were accommodated in eight hotelserténth and eleventh

arrondissementS* All these refugees were under the supervisiohef t

193 |nterview with Akos Ditroy, 19 February 2010.
194 Archives de la Ville de Paris (AVP), Perotin 1088157, Room booking for Hungarians,
n.d.
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Préfecture de Police de la SeffieThe Red Cross assessed their labour skills
and helped them while in Paris, their stay not edagg four or five days. Paris
was considered a temporary location for asseshmgeeds of the refugees
before directing them to refugee camps in theatste country. There was no
possibility to accommodate Hungarian refugees éncity due to the major
housing crisis in the country at the time. In A@957,Le Mondeestimated

that 500,000 families were living in hotels or hésland that 450,000 lived in

precarious accommodation conditidfi¥.

When the Austrian government publicly asked foph#ie French Prime
Minister announced that the previous limit of 1@@6fugees was lifted and
that there would be no limitation on numb&sFollowing this decision, the
government then decided to accept three trainsfafjees without selection or
even asking them if they wanted to re-emigrate fivance, on top of the 500
voluntary refugees per week the country was alreadgpting ® As a result
the reception of the refugees was rushed and thestvii of Defence, which
was providing accommodation for the refugees intam} camps, could only
provide what was available at the time, regardtéssnployment opportunities

in the area:

195 AVP, Perotin 1023/68/157, Prefect of Seine to &rdé Police, 20 November 1956.

19 jean-Marc Stébée Logement social en Fran¢@aris, 1998), pp.88-9.

197 CAC, 19990260, art. 35, Minister of Defence to Mier of Interior, 29 November 1956.
198 CAC, 19810201, art. 2, Note for Juvigny, 10 Decenit956.
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Table 3.1: Ministry of Defence's plan for the accomnodation of

Hungarian refugees

Dates Centres Capacity
26 November Nancy (Meurthe-et-Moselle) 1,000
27 November Gap (Hautes-Alpes) 1,000 (in total
Mont-Dauphin (Hautes-Alpes)) for both camps)
28 November Chatellerault (Vienne) 1,000
29 November Valdahon (Doubs) 2,000
30 November Sissonne (Aisne) 1,000
1 December Montlugon (Allier) 2,000
3 December Rouen (Seine-Maritime) 800
Rochefort (Charente-Maritime) 500
Angouléme (Charente) 300
4 December Colmar (Haut-Rhin) 300
Mulhouse (Haut-Rhin) 300
Strasbourg (Bas-Rhin) 1,000
5 December Rochefort (Savoie) 400
La Roche-sur-Yon (Vendée 300
Total capacity available 11,900

(Source: CAC, 19810201, art. 2, Note for JuvigryDecember 1956)

All the camps mentioned in the table belonged ¢oNtnistry of Defence and

were military barracks or camps. Some of the cawgr® in isolated areas far

from urban centres with potential employment opynaities. For example, in
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the Hautes-Alpes, the Mont-Dauphin camp was isdlatam any major urban
centre and was described as a cold place in thetaios'® It was an old
military fort with high ramparts, two kilometres awfrom the nearest village.
The military, in charge of all the camps, wereruasted to do everything
possible to provide the refugees with material myodal support, and

especially to prevent any kind of propaganda freaching thent®

The government accepted many refugees very quakdyno proper structure
for accommodation was available except for thedgary camps. This
consequently affected the reception of the refugBes accommodation of
refugees raised a lot of concern among the CNARHL, went directly against

its aim of placing the refugees into employmendjaiskly as possible.

The consequences of this rushed plan to accommtudatefugees were felt as
soon as refugees started to arrive. Mont-Dauphithe Hautes-Alpes, was one
of the first places to welcome refugees from Hugpgand one of the shortest-
lived refugee camps. On 29 November, the refugegpada Mont-Dauphin,
along with the one in Gap, also in the Hautes-Alpeseived 974 Hungarian
refugees coming from Strasbourg by triihBoth convoys arrived at the Gap
railway station and were welcomed by the Preféet,Mayor of Gap, the
regional president of the Red Cross, and the mylivéficers attached to the

camp.

19 CAC, 19890576, art. 3, liasse 2, RG to Hautes-élpefecture, 7 December 1956.

10 CAC, 19990260, art. 35, The Secretary of StatéHerFrench Army to the General of the
1st to 9th military regions, 29 November 1956.

11 CAC, 19890576, art. 3, liasse 2, The Prefect aftesAlpes to the Minister of the Interior
and the Prefect of Rhéne, 30 November 1956.
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About half the group, mainly families with childremere sent to Gap, while
the rest, single men, were sent to Mont-Dauptithe aim of the Ministry of
the Interior was to move families, isolated womead ahildren out of the
military refugee camps as quickly as possible, wagisingle men could stay
in the refugee camps until they were placed intpleyment'** Families
benefited from better accommodation and they warekéy moved to hotels
or small houses. They were generally not pressatecemployment in the

way single men were, even if the Ministry of théehior also considered it as

an important step for resettlement to go to a paenaaccommaodation.

The first days in Mont-Dauphin went smoothly anctading to the Direction
Centrale des Renseignements Généraux (RG), tHigatee service of the
French police, the Hungarians felt grateful for ¢fl@rts made by the
authorities and the Red Crds8 According to the camp military authorities,
the refugees arrived at the camp in a state of@igphexplained by the fact
that they were enjoying freedom again. Despitadperted high spirits, in
both Gap and Mont-Dauphin camps, the authoritiedensaire that all the
employment services were at work to find jobs fer Hungarians before they
arrived in order to avoid 'le découragement eaisser-aller'’® The Ministry
of the Interior believed that employment was the tocea successful
resettlement. It was all the more necessary simeedanditions of

accommodation for the refugees were not ideal.

12CAC, 19890576, art. 3, liasse 2, Prefect of Hakdpes to Minister of Interior and Prefect
of Rhéne, 30 November 1956.

13 CAC, 19890576, art. 3, liasse 2, Ministry of théetior to Prefect of Hautes-Alpes, 7
December 1956.

114 CAC, 19890576, art. 3, liasse 2, RG to Hautes-Alpefecture, 7 December 1956.

15 CAC, 19890576, art. 3, liasse 2, RG to Hautes-Alpefecture, 7 December 1956.
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However, the initial report of the RG was one-sided lacked subtlety and
understanding of the refugees as, very quicklyntibenent of euphoria
mentioned was gone. Employment became an issubdoefugees. They
feared that if they took employment they would Idsair status as refugees
and would not be able to re-emigrate overseasftltie authorities in a
delicate position as their aim was to make sure¢heyees took up a job so
that they left the camps as quickly as possiblesdaded to settle in France.

Yet out of the 545 job offers, only 18 refugeesktap work*®

Other organisations in charge of the Hungariansretf another insight on the
refugees' conditions. The largest non-governmemggnisation involved in
the reception of the Hungarian refugees was the&@e8ocial d'Aide aux
Emigrants. The SSAE, whose origins go back to 1836,a solid experience
in dealing with refugee¥” It successively dealt with refugees from Spain,
Russia, and Armenia for resettlement in Frartén the case of the refugees
from Hungary, the SSAE's support was mainly finahdtrom November
1956 to January 1958, the SSAE distributed 24 onilfrancs to the refugee
camps as pocket money, and a further 40 millioareadvance on salary for
fifteen days to help those who found wdtklt also distributed funds and
trousseaux to students and adidfsMoreover, the SSAE had been chosen by

the UNHCR to observe and survey the unaccompanigdyatian children in

16 CAC, 19890576, art. 3, liasse 2, RG to Hautes-élpefecture, 7 December 1956.

17| ucienne Chibrad,es Pionniéres du travail social auprés des étrasgle Service Social
d'Aide aux Emigrants, des origines a la Libérat{®ennes, 2005), pp.27-82.

18 suzanne Rouxction sociale et migration: expérience et méthaties service social
spécialisgParis, 2005), pp.17-8.

119 Archives Nationales (AN), F7/16069, Meeting of themmission for refugee support, 24
March 1958.

120 AN, F7/16060, Memorandum on the reception of thedhrian refugees, December 1957.
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France. The role of the SSAE was to evaluate asakevthe problem of
individual cases and find solutions. In Februar$8,3he SSAE had dealt with

1,511 children under 18, and was still respondimé&62 of thent?

Relying on its expertise in refugee questions IBAE tried to assess the
reaction of the Hungarian refugees to their recepéind treatment in France. It

thus gave a detailed analysis of the refugee® efanind:

Ce sont des exilés que nous recevons. L'exiléedsit@ui est sorti de son
ambiance naturelle. Ce réfugié n'est nullement&ndéappreécier les
avantages de sa situation nouvelle, car les pgut@ss, les souffrances
encourues par son exode, le traumatisme trop réoeti permettent
pas d'accomplir avec calme et lucidité I'efforddjatation nécessaire a

une vie nouvelle dans un climat étrantfér.

The SSAE referred to the Hungarian refugees assxiut the French
government did not use that term. The term exile p@itically charged, and it
implies a wish for return once the situation horae improved. However, the
SSAE failed to realise that only a portion of te&ugees from Hungary were
exiles, as many of them took the opportunity ofrénelution to cross the

border to Austria, and were closer to economic aritg than to exile¥>

Based on this analysis, the SSAE expected two lohdsfugee behaviour. The

first one was described as refugees being abl@tbasnew life quickly thanks

121 AN, F7/16069, Trillat, SSAE, to Cantan, Ministrf/the Interior, 11 March 1958.
122 CAC, 20050590, art. 120, Reflections on the nesesaf Hungarian refugees, n.d.
123 Dufoix, 'Fausses évidences', p.157.
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to the support provided. The other one, consideryedpresent the majority of

the refugees, was a critical attitude regardinglp provided:

Il est néanmoins certain que beaucoup d'entrereuxdront cette aide
insuffisante car leur nouvelle vie exigera forcetregrpour un temps
indéfini, I'acceptation de la rupture totale avepéssé. Dans le domaine
des problemes matériels, le cas pourra étre tennporant résolu; mais
guoi que nous fassions, méme si nous allons jusdpeat de nos forces,
il nous sera impossible de satisfaire les bes@elks ide ces déracinés.

Notre effort ne saurait effacer le passé ni élimses résonance&’

The SSAE expected various reactions from the refsigather than a uniform
one. The SSAE's analysis of the situation wasfareifit approach from that of
the French government. The SSAE was not so contevitk the political
aspect of the refugees, and to define them assex#es an attempt to
understand the psychology of that population aigeés, and to try to support
them accordingly. There were thus two aspects artftengommittee for the
relief of Hungarian refugees in France: on one théee was the government,
which interpreted the situation politically and gmaatically, and on the other
side, private organisations like the SSAE, whicheamore concerned about
who the refugees were and how to help them. Yapiteall these
organisations contributing to the government'sr&gfto the relief of Hungarian

refugees in France, their resettlement did not ydvgep smoothly because they

124 cAC, 20050590, art. 120, Reflections on the nesesan.d.
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were considered as labour immigrants, while theddmans considered

themselves as refugees.

Emigration also became an issue. As soon as thieg@many refugees
expressed their desire to re-emigrate to the UrStatks, Canada or Australia.
Out of the 530 Hungarian refugees accommodatedantMauphin, 20 per
cent of them wanted to resettle in the United Stdté per cent in Australia, 7
per cent in the Federal Republic of Germany, apdr&cent in Canada,
representing almost half of the refugees in thepcHiFrance was aware that
the United States limited their initial offer tkearefugees from Hungary to
5,000 individuals, and it was only after pressuoetfthe American public, on
the grounds that the country was not doing enoadtelp the Hungarians, that
the US government decided to raise the bar to P1@nce on the other hand
did not have any limits and had to deal with graywrumbers of refugees,
some of whom wished to re-emigrate oversé&€n top of that, rumours
started spreading in the camp that American naaysbdocked in Marseille
would take refugees from Hungary with them durimg €Christmas period to
the United States. Radio Free Europe (RFE) promigand the rumours that
followed had negative effects on the Hungariangeés. RFE was launched in
1951 on the initiative of the National Committee Foee Europe, pressing for

an aggressive campaign of liberation of the Russadellites, and was listened

125 CAC, 19890576, art. 3, liasse 2, Prefect of Hakdpes to Minister of Interior and Prefect
of Rhéne, 8 December 1956.

126 MAE, Europe 1956-1960, Hongrie, 97, Hervé Alphém€hristian Pineau, 7 December
1956.
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to by millions of Hungarians especially during theys of the revolutiof?’
RFE was secretly funded and sponsored by the Giifagithen instrumental in
the Hungarian revolution, and was used as a wahapbing reactions of the

populations under Soviet influent®.

RFE led them to believe that they would be accefaedmigration to the
United States without any problems when actually was far from the case.
RFE was already criticised by the refugees whodigétindoned by the USA
and Europe as they understood that they wouldvecgilitary support for the
revolution!?* However, the US government defended itself anitheld it had
not recommended RFE to encourage revolutionarg@etmor had it promised
military intervention, and claimed that the revaatwas the result of ten years
of Soviet repressioft’ After the so-called euphoria of the first few dayshe
camp, the refugees started to fear for their fuisréhey realised that their

prospects for emigration overseas were complicated:

Désemparés, les réfugiés... ressentent un certdiimsemn de crainte, de
perte de confiance, en un mot, de peur, malgré&sdes interventions

officielles pour leur expliquer les mesures praggstén leur faveur pour

127\W. Scott Lucas, 'Beyond Freedom, Beyond Contrpbmaches to Culture and the State-
Private Network in the Cold war', in Giles Scotti8nand Hans Krabbendam, (edshe
Cultural Cold War in Western Europe 1945-196@ndon, 2003), p.60.

128 \Walter L. HixsonParting the Curtain: Propaganda, Culture, and thel€War, 1945-1961
(New York, 1997), p.83.

129 George R. UrbarRRadio Free Europe and the Pursuit of Democracy:Whr within the

Cold War(New Haven, 1997), pp.212-3.

130 Foreign Relations of the United States (FRUS) 519857, vol. XXV,Eastern Europg

199, Memorandum from Director of Central Intelligerto the President, 20 November 1956,
pp.473-5.
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les reclasser rapidement. Inquiets sur leur avsmienvisagent méme

d'envoyer une délégation & Paris, auprés des aaudessétrangeéres

The RG witnessed the situation in the camps detginy as well as the lack of
faith of the refugees in the French government.dswian refugees believed
that the French government was not doing enougteatce sure they could re-
emigrate in another country. The atmosphere quig&tgriorated as the
refugees felt more and more helpless and belidwatthhey had no freedom of
choice as to whether they could re-emigrate orist&yance. It was at that
point that refugees in Mont-Dauphin said they ligk prisoners in a
concentration or forced labour cariplt shows that the French government
was failing in giving the refugees the freedom thag hoped to find in
France. The government was under pressure to dilati@ns regarding the
claims of the refugees, as they wanted to prevemtfrom returning to

Hungary with the feeling that France had let thewl

The situation started to escape the French governsreontrol on 6 December
when 50 refugees decided to leave the camp. They stepped at Embrun, a
about 20 kilometres from Mont-Dauphin, and senkkache camp>3 The
following day, all the refugees left the camp, gxce0 people. In order to
avoid more incidents, the Ministry of the Interttecided to relocate them to
Montlugon, Allier, a more populated area. The Minjigxplained that the

refugees were longing for freedom after 'dix anségdgme soviétique' and

181 CAC, 19890576, art. 3, liasse 2, RG to Hautes-élpefecture, 7 December 1956.

132 CAC, 19890576, art. 3, liasse 2, Prefect of Hallpes to Minister of Interior and Prefect
of Rhéne, 8 December 1956.

133 CAC, 19890576, art. 3, liasse 2, RG to Hautes-Alpefecture, 7 December 1956.
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‘aprés les promesses inconsidérées qui leur a\&iefaites en Autriché®
Those were references to RFE which had a negatigadt on the refugees in

Hungary and in Austria.

The Soviet authorities and the K&adar governmentiset RFE of having
initiated the Hungarian revolution and promiseditamy intervention from the
West. When the first 10,000 refugees arrived intAaisthey were reported as
being bitter since the intervention from the Westar came: '[Un jeune
socialiste de Hongrie] s'exprima avec une granderime sur Radio-Europe-
Libre qui, dit-il, pendant des années a exhortdi@sgrois a chasser les
communistes et les Russes. Mais, au moment déi3ifest nous a lachés',
ajoutait-il.** That case was not unusual as observers in theidusefugee
camps started to interview the refugees from Hungalihen interviewed,
refugees manifested a grudge against RFE as theyetd it had pushed them

to revolt and it had promised them support if theg/*®

Years of propaganda
by RFE led the Hungarians to understand the ragigrpmmes as a promise
of military intervention to support the revolutiddowever, since no such

support was provided, refugees were disappointddad the feeling that

Western Europe and the USA had given up on thém.

Archives from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs confin that the refugees

genuinely thought that help from the USA, Franc8wtain would come, and

134 CAC, 19890576, art. 3, liasse 2, Prefect of Hakdpes to Minister of Interior and Prefect
of Rhéne, 8 December 1956.

135| e Monde;7 November 1956.

136 MAE, Europe 1956-1960, Hongrie, 97, MAE to VienBaidapest, Washington, Moscow,
London, and Munich embassies, 13 November 1956.

137 Hixson,Parting the Curtainp.85.
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most likely in a military way. A survey carried doy an Austrian Institute on
450 refugees in the first month following theirigat in Austria, revealed that
out of the 96 per cent of those who listened to t&fesadio programmes, 79
per cent of them listened to RFE, showing its inguaece during the
revolution?*® An investigation by the West German governmenthen
responsibility of the Munich-based RFE, followingrreds of testimonies of
despondent refugees who claimed they were promigestern intervention,
led the West German chancellor to admit that 'r&sasere made which were

liable to cause misinterpretation®’’

However, these were not the only reasons and thigypartially explained the
behaviour of the refugees in Mont-Dauphin. If prggada while in Hungary
and Austria played a part, being accommodated is@ated military camp
definitely made the refugees feel like prisonerd tiggered their desire to
leave the camp as soon as possible. Comparing Baaphin with the

Valdahon camp, near Besancgon, suggests this wasisiee

Only a couple of days after the events in Mont-Daap300 refugees in the
Valdahon camp, also a military barracks, left tamp on 9 December in an
attempt to cross the Swiss border to re-emigrateedJnited States or
Canadd’® Stopped at the border, they were returned toahgahe following
day. These two similar cases were raised at thefdtAssembly:** The

Minister of Defence, Maurice Bourges-Maunoury, lad that what happened

138 MAE, Europe 1956-1960, Hongrie, 97, Seydoux teeRin 7 December 1956.
139 Hixson, Parting the Curtainpp.85-6.

140 e Mondg 12 December 1956.

14130, Assemblée Nationale, 21 December 1956, pp-6200

120



in Mont-Dauphin and Valdahon was linked to Sovietgaganda, which made
refugees believe that they did not earn as muchesnas the French for the
same job. He also stated that, due to rumoursgeetibelieved that France
was just a transit country and that they would Haaen able to re-emigrate
quickly. Finally, he said that the years of Sowaethority psychologically
affected some of the refugees. He made, howevenemtion of the refugees
being accommodated in military camps as a poss#alson for their

reaction'*?

On the contrary, Jean Montalat, SFIO deputy, argnatdaccommodating of

the refugees in military camps was an unacceptaidtake:

Nous avons craint et nous craignons malheureusegnente que les
conditions matérielles de I'accueil des réfugiésgnois ne soient a la
mesure des engagements pris a leur égard. Nousrseqg'il e(t été
préférable d'éviter, a ces malheureux qui avaigrnafguerre et les
menaces pesant sur eux et qui sont arrivés end-garcs |'état
psychologique que vous venez de décrire, un sélns les camps
militaires... Le choix des camps militaires et, ertipalier, celui du
Valdahon, comme centres d'accueil des réfugiésrbangst une faute

inadmissible. Il ne faudrait pas qu'elle se rentiael'avenir:*®

The French government was not able to set up aeppan to accommodate

refugees and used existing military camps for plpose, to the detriment of

142CAC, 19890576, art. 3, liasse 2, RG to prefectR6ddirector, 8 December 1956.
143 30O, Assemblée Nationale, 21 December 1956, p.6201.
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the refugees. A discrepancy existed between thmipes made to the refugees
to help them and the way in which they were reakividne French
government's mistake was to accommodate in milgamyctures a population
trying to liberate itself from a regime which repsed their revolution with
military force. Montalat's wish to not see that take repeated in the future
was, however, not granted as, except for smallesramodation around Paris
run by the Cimade, refugees from Hungary were atilommodated in

military camps. Yet, Montalat believed that in grag asylum to the

Hungarian refugees, the reputation of France asiatry of asylum was at

stake!**

Faced with unexpected difficulties in Mont-Dauphimd Valdahon, the
CNARH decided to rethink its policy and to close ttamps in isolated areas.
Out of the initial list proposed by the Ministry Defence, six camps were
closed largely because of poor prospect of employmnethe region. The
Ministry of Defence, which was still in charge @icammodating the refugees,

on Guy Mollet's demand, proposed a revised plaaity 1957:

144 JO, Assemblée Nationale, 21 December 1956, p.6201.
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Map 3.1: Accommodation Centres for Hungarian refuges
on 1 February 1957
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Strasbourg: Functioning camp opened between 27 November dhece@mber 1956.
Metz: Camp opened after 5 December 1956.

Gap: Closed camp on 1 February 1957.

(Source: CAC, 19810201, art 2, Note for JuvignyDBEZember 1956;
Accommodation centres for Hungarian refugees, bty 1957.)
The camps around Paris were run by the Cimade anel mot under the
supervision of the Ministry of the Interior. Thewre very different from the
other camps as they were smaller and were notamyiliiarracks.
Following the new plan, the Ministry of Defenceisabntent grew very

quickly as neither Guy Mollet nor Jean Gilbert-3uldne Minister of the
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Interior, proposed alternative plans for the regym military camps run by

the army. Another consequence of Mollet's decigiomwelcome Hungarian
refugees without limit was that, at a time of hogsshortages, the resettlement
of many of the refugees proved to be difficdftin early January 1957, the
Ministry of Defence had accommodated a total 00@,Blungarians, of whom
4,000 were still in camps. Other military campke lin Domfront, Orne, and in
Cambrai, Nord, were also later used to accommae#tgees. The Ministry of
Defence criticised the Ministry of the Interior a@Gdly Mollet for having
accepted more refugees than the government coskliljpp handle. It also
blamed them for having to support the refugeeswhehould have been the

role of other ministries.

The situation led to increasing tensions betweertwo ministries. Although
after spring 1957, refugees arrived at a much gloate, the Ministry of
Defence pressured the Ministry of the Interior irgbeving the army from its
responsibilities. It periodically proposed new @da the Ministry of the
Interior in order to evacuate its camps and padsilbresponsibility to the
Ministry of the Interior and other administrativedies. Its plan of 30
September 1957 proposed to evacuate Cambrai andaney camp on 1
October, Montbéliard on 1 November, Metz and thepNancy camp on 1
January 1958, and Domfront on 1 MaféhCambrai, Montbéliard and one of

the Nancy camps were closed in due time, with én@aining camps still

15 CAC, 19990260, art. 35, Minister of Defence to fas, 4 January 1957.
146 CAC, 19990260, art. 35, Minister of the InteriorMinister of Defence, 30 September
1957.
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representing a total of 600 refugé&sThe housing crisis was such that the
Ministry of the Interior had great difficulties fmding accommodation even
for those in employment, and was unwilling to mévese with jobs to another
camp as it would delay their resettlement. On therhand, refugees who
were unwilling to work were sent to Domfrofit Thus, refugees from
Hungary, except for those at the care of the Cimbade not been
accommodated anywhere else but in military campis they found permanent

accommodation elsewhere.

The Ministry of Labour established a list in edflgcember 1956 of the
départements with employment opportunities forili@garian refugee$’® A
total of 6,818 positions were available for the Hanans to take. That number
included 5,913 for men and 905 for women, withvlst majority of the jobs
available in metallurgy (1,884), construction (1QY,3agriculture (926), and
mining (424). Comparing this plan with the placéa@ommodation in camps

can help to understand the effects of the resetthemolicy:

147 CAC, 19990260, art. 35, Minister of Defence to Mgier of the Interior, 8 March 1957, 29
November 1957.

148 CAC, 19990260, art. 35, Minister of the InteriorMlinister of Defence, 30 September
1957.

199 CAC, 20050590, art. 120, List of employment oppnities for the Hungarian refugees, 4
December 1956.
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Map 3.2: Employment opportunities and refugee campby départements
(excluding Paris region), December 1956-February 59

Legend
- Départements with camps and with employment fandduian refugees
- Départements without camps but with employment

- Départements with camps but without employment

Département with camps and with employment bugedodown because of trouble

- Départements with unused camps and without empmoym

(Source: CAC, 20050590, art. 120, Employment opputies for Hungarian
refugees, 4 December 1956; 19810201, art. 2, Motéuvigny, 10 December
1956; 19810201, art. 2, Existing accommodationresrfor Hungarian
refugees, 14 February 1957)
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The map clearly shows that the Ministry of the tiiedid not respect the
suggestions of the Ministry of Labour. If the reé@g happened to be in a
département with employment opportunities, it wasthly because there was a
military camp there that could be used as a refagegp. Roughly half the
refugees found themselves in camps with no larga@ment opportunities,
while 21 départements with prospects of employreentd not receive any

refugees in great numbers due to lack of accomnmdat

The Moselle, Meurthe-et-Moselle and Haute-Marnead&ments, which
offered a large number of jobs in the steel induatrd coal mines, were the
most promising départements. Refugees who workétbse two sectors there
could be accommodated by their employers, andgblved the question of

them leaving the camps.

Those difficulties happened because the Ministrghefinterior tackled the
resettlement of the refugees from the perspectfieenployment, without
enough means of proper accommodation. This peigpeghored refugees’
own expectations of their stay in France, sucleaasmigration opportunities.
The events in Mont-Dauphin, for example, were mdd to employment, as
545 jobs had been offered to the refuge®3he refugees simply refused to
take those jobs because they feared they wouldhesestatus as refugees and
not be able to re-emigrate overseas if they didhénfirst months, emigration

was an important issue for the Hungarian refugeésance.

130 CAC, 19890576, art. 3, liasse 2, RG to Hautes-Alpefecture, 7 December 1956.
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After those initial problems and when the refugebs were determined to
leave France did so, the resettlement of thosedekaled to stay in France
went quickly. Some camps benefited from renovatwork. The military
barracks in Cambrai, for example, were turned antefugee camp for the
occasion. The Ministry of Defence refurbished thmp to make it more
comfortable for the refugeés' The SSAE played a part as it recommended
that the conditions should be improvedWalls were painted with light
colours, rooms for couples were arranged, andagnitstallations were in
good condition. On the whole, camps were improwechake refugees less
prone to complain as far as the French governmastooncerned. For the

SSAE, on the other hand, it was a matter of trgatfiugees with decency.

The majority of the Hungarian refugees had beegttled by the end of 1957.
This encouraged the French government in accepturgarian refugees from
Yugoslavia. In its plans to resettle Hungariansnfréugoslavia, the
government made it clear that only those who cbelé@émployed in sectors

lacking a full workforce in France would be accepte

151 CAC, 19810201, art. 2, Inspecteur Divisionnairénistry of Labour and Social Security, to
Minister of Social Affairs, 26 June 1957.
152 CAC, 20050590, art. 120, Meeting with Ms Woilles, May 1957.
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-Granting asylum or recruiting workers? Hungarian r efugees

in Yugoslavia

From the mid-1950s onwards, France benefited frosatgeconomic growth,
the so-called Trente Glorieuses, and was in ne&bdiers, which the
government sought to meet with labour immigrafittin granting asylum to
Hungarian refugees in Yugoslavia, Cold War consitiens were put aside,
and the French government set up a plan to reztaiour force. | will now
show, through the example of the Hungarian refuge&sigoslavia chosen for
resettlement in France, how the French governnuenedl the refugee crisis

into labour migration.

The problem of the Hungarian refugees who soudhgeein Yugoslavia was
of a different nature in comparison to the Austisetnation. They were fewer
in numbers, representing roughly 20,000 of the 8,000 refugees who left
Hungary. However, countries which granted asyluddagarian refugees in
Austria were far more reluctant to do the sameHiangarian refugees in
Yugoslavia because they sought refuge in a Comrhooisitry™>* France,
however, proved to be one of the most generoustgesrand granted asylum
to 2,453 Hungarian refugees from Yugoslavia, wthke United States, still
accepting refugees on its quota system, only aedehB26 of them for

resettlement. During his visit in Yugoslavia in [@etber 1957, the UNHCR

133 Vincent Viet,Histoire des Francais venus d'ailleurs de 1850 & jours(Paris, 2004),
p.199.
1% MAE, HCR, 300, Broustra to Pineau, 24 Decembef7195
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High Commissioner, Auguste Lindt, congratulatedfhench government for

its help regarding the Hungarian refugees in Yumaaf*>

Despite Lindt's statements, it was not generobiy motivated the French
government in granting asylum to refugees in Yuagwasal Just as the
Hungarian refugees in Austria were accepted bedauses profitable for
France's economy and industry, the refugees in 3lag@ were carefully
selected to make sure they would fit immigratiotecia. A first mission was
sent on 2 June 1957 to recruit 1,300 refugees, 20@ had been selected by
the French embassy there alredfyThe mission, which included
representatives of the Ministries of Labour anérorfeign Affairs, selected
1,100 for immigration to France. Among the refugea®ened, 90 per cent
were employable in France, most of them being wsrke skilled workers in
metallurgy and agriculture. The mission was pledhati82 per cent of the
workers were men, among whom 72 per cent wereesiaglthey were looking
to recruit young single men, who were believeddehsier to employ because
they had no family and were more mobile. The régrent of the Hungarian
refugees in Yugoslavia privileged individuals whauld be put in employment
immediately and resettled quickly. The mission wass far from serving a
humanitarian purpose as it recruited a majoritgneh at the expense of family

groups or female refugees:

Un probléme reste donc posé et que le travail effepar la mission ne

fait que confirmer, a savoir qu'il serait urgenedut fixé un deuxieme

1% MAE, HCR, 300, Broustra to Pineau, 24 Decembef7195
1% CAC, 20050590, art. 120, Report on the recruitneéiiungarian refugees in Yugoslavia,
27 June 1957.
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contingent, ne serait-ce que pour donner suitgpanxesses qui par
ailleurs ont été faites a ces réfugiés. Cette @dan&iaction pourrait peut-
étre se situer sur un plan plus 'social' puisq@sida premiere, par la
force des choses et des circonstances, a pristietleement un caractére

économiquée?’

The mission was used, above all, to recruit workeis$ not to grant asylum to
refugees. The fact that there was a selection psosieows that the government
wanted to recruit refugees who could be employebrem simply grant asylum
to any refugee. The report suggested that the Rrgoeernment send another
mission as soon as possible in order to get thiepgeeple for labour migration
to France, before other countries arranged for #raigration elsewhere. From
the tone of the report, it appears that the s@spéct of the refugee policy was

overshadowed by economic motives.

The Ministry of the Interior and the Ministry of baur then arranged with
various employers in France to recruit some ofréiegees directly from
refugee camps abroad. To that end it used the Gidhaaimed to recruit
workers under 35 years of ag& The ONI is an example of the rationalisation
of immigration in France, as it served a doublgpse, and attempted to
control immigration. The introduction of the ONIltime recruitment of
Hungarian refugees provides further proof thatRrench government

considered the refugees as labour.

157 CAC, 20050590, art. 120, Report on the recruitneéiiungarian refugees in Yugoslavia,
27 June 1957.
138 CAC, 19900353, art. 17, Minister of the Interior®@NI Director, 21 December 1957.
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The ONI sent a physician, a selection officer, amqmbliceman in order to
recruit 200 young single unskilled men for agriatdd work, industry and
construction->® Only 28 refugees were recruited on that occasioBanada
had already sent a mission with the same goalsUNt8CR was aware of the
selection of refugees for work, and agreed on ¢ardthat only single men
were recruited so that families were not split Tipus France was not the only
country recruiting refugees as workers in Yugoslaiis the refugees from
Hungary were not 'news' anymore and the UNHCR wvehitite remaining
refugees to be resettled, the French governmenfitesh from good conditions
to select refugees for employment without beingrigdrthat this scheme

would be criticised.

Despite being able to put refugees in employmeiukéy other problems
surfaced in some of the camps and were not retatdee availability of
employment for refugees. In several camps, a ntyofirefugees started to
raise concerns among the CNARH members as theyaefio take up
proposed employment and remained idle in campsynme cases influencing

other refugees to do the safie.

139 CAC, 19900353, art. 17, ONI Police Officer ReitreDirecteur de la Réglementation, 10
December 1957.

180 MAE, Hongrie, 97, Report on the Hungarian refugeedletz and Nancy, 31 December
1956.
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-Refugee policy - success or failure? The Camp d€snq

Tranchées

Despite, the quick resettlement of the refugeas frtungary in general, the
French government had to deal with a minority dficlilt cases, who were not
willing to move out of the camps, or were too ptmgo into permanent
accommodation. The camp des Cing Tranchées, nemyNeepresented to a
large extent a failure in the French policy for Hhengarian refugees. Although
the camp was relatively small, it represented &lpra hard to solve. The
camp was intrinsically linked to government deaisido accept an unlimited
number of refugees for asylum: principally to shitw world and especially
countries in the Soviet sphere of influence, that\West, to use the expression
of that time, cared about the people and that &reedould be achieved there,

but above all to recruit mobile and immediatelyiklde workers.

The camp des Cing Tranchées consisted of unusé@dmnibarracks and was
run by the Ministry of the Interior, to re-accomnatel the 150 refugees left in
the Molitor military camp in Nancy in early 1958hd general state of the
camp was very poor as electricity and running wane cut off in April
1959 Henri Trémeaud, French representative at the UNHiZned France
for having misled the UNHCR by calling the camps@anmmodation centres'

and created the situation at the Cing Tranchées:

161 AN, F7/16069, Prefect of Meurthe-et-Moselle to Mter of the Interior, 6 November 1959.
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En France, on a toujours refusé d'appeler les stisee nom et le
résultat est que les crédits pour fermer les canpsépuisés et qu'aucun
d'entre eux n'a pu étre attribué a la France pl@squrincipe elle n'avait
pas de ‘camps'... On a créé un camp pire que lessaldns les baraques

des Cing Tranchéée$?

The French government did not arbitrarily chooseaibthe military camps
‘accommodation centres', but chose to give thews#iye connotation rather
than the negative one of 'camp’, which could inGLS%| evoke concentration
camps or refugee camps from the Second World Wasarted to give an
impression of comfort, especially to the Soviehauities, who were trying to
repatriate the Hungarian refugees by promising imiguegarding the
October revolution. In reality, those 'accommodatentres’ were simply
military camps under army surveillance. The consegas were that the
French government could not ask for the financep irom the UNHCR to
close the refugee camps and resettle their occsijpasihad been the case in
Austria. Attempts to use the refugees for theiitjgall and economic

advantage led to a financial backlash for France.

The Cing Tranchées camp became a bigger problemRdidio Luxembourg
broadcast a report on the disastrous conditiotiseitamp in November
195913 The refugees in Cing Tranchées were hard to tesmitause only 27

of the 150 inhabitants were working, and were paddlittle to rent private

182 CAC, 20050590, art. 120, Phone call to TrémeauklBuary 1958.
163 AN, F7/16069, Prefect of Meurthe-et-Moselle to Mter of the Interior, 6 November 1959.
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accommodatiot®® Many others were known to be petty crimin&fsAlthough
the Radio Luxembourg report provoked ministerigtdssions on the camp,
no satisfactory solution was found. The camp reethmpen and supported by

the SSAE®®

However, the camp was prematurely closed on 1 Ma8é®, when the visit of
Nikita Khrushchev was announced in France from 28dt to 3 April*®’
Stéphane Dufoix argues that this visit symboligediinprovement of relations
between France and Hungary after Charles de Gaetlame president. The
French government put hundreds of political actsveanong the Hungarian
refugees under house arrest in Corsica, in antéffigrevent potential public
demonstrations protesting against the visit andSiéet Uniom-°° That was
one consequence of the visit on the Hungarian egfsigAs far as the
remaining refugees at the camp des Cing Tranchées eoncerned, who were
not classified as political activists but rathdfidult cases for resettlement,
they were dispersed to other départements. Tatideiktheir resettlement, the
Ministry of the Interior agreed with the Ministry babour to grant them
permanent work permit for any profession. The enith@® Hungarian refugees

resettlement occurred in an effort to conceal tmagdes Cing Tranchées from

the Soviet head of government, showing that theges problem remained

184 CAC, 20050590, art. 120, Report on the meetirtgeMinistry of the Interior, 26
November 1959.

185 AN, F7/16069, Prefect of Meurthe-et-Moselle to Mter of the Interior, 6 November 1959.
186 CAC, 20050590, art. 120, Report on the meetirtg@Ministry of the Interior, 26
November 1959.

167 CAC, 19810201, art. 2, Minister of the Interiorthe Prefect of Meurthe-et-Moselle, 13
February 1960.

188 Stéphane DufoixPolitiques d'exil: Hongrois, Polonais, Tchécoslouag en France aprés
1945(Paris 2002), pp.103-4.
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linked to the Cold War context, when the econoragettiement of the

refugees was not achieved.

-Attitudes towards naturalisation

In January 1957, 7,346 Hungarian refugees werenammalated in camps
spread in 17 départements, of whom only 460 re-exted*®® In December
1957, only 669 refugees were left in camps. At tiadé, a total of 12,858
refugees had come to France, of whom 8,224 weetthes in France, 3,269
re-emigrated elsewhere and 696 went back to Hurigamhus, the French
government succeeded in limiting the return of Harman refugees to their
country of origin as part of its propaganda actiwhile attempting to have

them fill unoccupied jobs and permanently resettle.

However, naturalisation, which was considered tafb®t the final, then a
major step in the process of assimilation, as Fravented Hungarians to
contribute to the country's demographic growth,rebtinecessarily happen
after the five years period of residence to apphyFrench citizenship’*
Attitudes towards naturalisation were mixed amdreggHungarian refugees.

For some, it was a means by which a proper passpold replace temporary

189 CAC, 20050590, art. 120, Situation of Hungariadugees on 4 January 1957, 28 December
1957.

10 CAC, 20050590, art. 120, Situation of Hungaridugees on 15 December 1957, 28
December 1957.

"1 patrick Weil,Qu'est-ce qu'un Francais ? Histoire de la natiotéfrancaise depuis la
Révolution(Paris, 2002), p.230.

136



and inconvenient refugee documents. It also gadugees a feeling of

stability. Akos Ditroy, who left Hungary becausehi$ involvement in the
revolution, initially wanted to go back, but chaddes mind after he got
married in France in 1961. However, he returnetlisrown to Hungary for the
first time in 1965 to take stock of the situatiorthe country almost ten years
after the revolution. Akos Ditroy waited a long &rbefore applying for French
nationality, which made him feel safe enough tedfavith his family: 'Je suis
devenu citoyen frangais en 1980. Ca m'a permiked[an Hongrie] avec la
famille. Avant, ma femme y allait avec les enfamts sans mot”? His
concern about the Hungarian situation, and bedaeiseas hoping for a regime

change in Hungary, made him delay his decisioretmgturalised.

The Algerian War was also one of the reasons whygdtan refugees in

France sometimes waited to apply for French nalityna

J'ai d'abord eu un titre de voyage, valable pous tes pays au monde
sauf la Hongrie... En 1967, j'ai eu ma naturalisatdaurais pu l'avoir
des 1962, mais a I'époque il y avait la guerregAé. Les copains qui
ont demandé la naturalisation a cette périodenddmain, c'était la

convocation pour 28 mois d'Algérné&

Pierre Latzko also considered returning to Hungdigr the end of the Soviet
Union, but he quickly realised that life there vaaf§icult for him after 35 years

in France: 'Je suis parti en préretraite en 199hut coincidait avec la chute

12 |nterview with Akos Ditroy.
173 nterview with Pierre Latzko, 13 & 20 November 200
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du mur. Je me suis dit: 'tiens, je vais rentrezahei'. C'est ce que j'ali fait,
c'est ce que j'ai tenté de faire. Mais, ¢a n'anp@ehé, car la vie de tous les
jours pour moi la-bas, ce n'est plus possible.'stitement shows that in the
early 1990s, despite having French nationalitynfearly 25 years, he still

considered Hungary as home.

-Conclusion

The French government was quick to react to theglduan revolution. It had
first used the situation in Hungary to carry outhvBritain, a humanitarian
response that was also to serve as propagandat@wéne Soviet Union.
This relief also enabled France to regain someitcaéthe UN Assembly,
following the military intervention in Egypt. Accépg unlimited number of
refugees was part of this propaganda. It was cereida moral victory over

the Soviet Union that Hungarian refugees succdgstsettled in France.

This propaganda goal found its expression in th#ipdemonstrations in

Paris, which were anticommunist and the occasiameaken the PCF, during a
Fourth Republic made of alliances between partesdifficulties to form
parliamentary majorities, characterised by miniaténstability!’* In this
context, the Hungarian revolution and the Hungar&gngees became political

objects.

" Gildea,France since 1945.41.
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However, the fact that the refugees were compogsithgle young men was
determinant in their resettlement in France. A$iden the political
considerations linked the Cold War, Hungarian reegywere considered to be
labour immigrants, within the terms of the 1945 Qadice, as they could be
employed in agricultural and industrial sectorsjouHacked sufficient a
workforce. The refugees were also thought to be abboost France's
demography, as their national origin was a welcantion to the French
population in contrast with the Algerians, who magethe main wave of post-
war immigrants. The French government and admatistn thus eased their
immigration policy by massively and automaticakgularising all Hungarian

refugees who wished to resettle in France.

Yet, this chapter has also shown that their ressatht in France had its limits.
France was not prepared to accommodate a largeerwhbefugees, which

led to unrest in some of the camps. Moreover, exalithe complex linkage
between immigration policies and the Cold War,Fhench government did
not know what to do with refugees who could noplaeed in employment and
permanent accommodation. The fact that the lasgHitian refugee camp was
hastily closed before Khrushchev's visit to Framee, period of thaw with the
Soviet Union, shows that this particular groupedfigees was a political

embarrassment as a living proof of the limitatiohghe French resettlement

policy.
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4. Britain and the Refugees from Hungary

Before the Hungarian refugee crisis started, thiésBrgovernment saw
political advantage in supporting the revolutiorHuangary. It worked with the
French government to make sure the insurgents kimewrevolution was
supported in the West. Despite public popular supijpo the Hungarian
revolutionaries, the Soviet invasion of Hungary dal trigger demonstrations
in Britain similar to the ones in France. This tenexplained by the national
political context in Britain. The Communist PartiyGreat Britain (CPGB) was
not a major party and did not experience attackdherscale that the PCF
suffered. Yet, it adopted a similar position regagdhe Soviet invasion of
Hungary® The revolution, nevertheless, raised a lot of s3tmp from the

British public.

However, granting asylum to the Hungarian refugeas a means of
propaganda against the Soviet Union and a waygpatiand encourage
rebellion in countries under Soviet influence. #saalso a way to distract
attention from the Suez crisis, criticised in Britand at the United Nations.
Moreover, the previous chapter showed that thedfrgovernment had
demographic and economic interests in admittingeatghumber of refugees
for permanent resettlement. Britain also experidriabour shortages in late
1956, especially in the industrial and agriculti@ttors where the government

thought that Hungarian refugees could contribudeha bulk of the refugees

! Daily Worker 25 October, 1 November, 5 November 1956.
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were young single men who previously worked in ¢heeas. The use of
Hungarian refugees as an available workforce 3 stt®wn through the
scheme set up by the National Coal Board (NCB).NG® received
authorisation from the Home Office to recruit asnjmilungarian refugees to
work in British mines as necessary, as the NCBimasions at the time

showed that the mining sector was in great needinérs>

Refugees from Hungary arrived in Britain at a twlgen the Cabinet was
looking into the possibility of limiting immigratrofrom the West Indies,
India, and Pakistan. Hungarian refugees were a mel@me population: it
was believed that their large number would not eaaxial unrest because

they were white.

However, as in France, granting asylum to potdgtiailimited numbers of
refugees in such a short time in a country usuallyctant to grant asylum
posed some practical issues. The British governaientot have enough
accommodation available. Thus, very different kinlaccommodation were
used, from former military camps and barracks todes and disused medical
buildings, sometimes in remote places far from @yplent opportunities.

This obviously affected the reception of the rekgye

Whereas the French government and parliament stgapthre resettlement of
Hungarian refugees in France, with the exceptiom®{Communists, the same

cannot be said of the British government. Tony Kigslargues that the Home

2TNA, LAB 8/2580, Notes for Sir Arthur Rucker, 3nisry 1957.
2 TNA, PREM 11/1715, Memorandum on Hungarian Refegé8 December 1956.
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Office was reluctant to admit Hungarian refugees @mly did so under
Foreign Office and popular pressdréhe Home Office indeed was opposed,
at first, to the resettlement of Hungarian refugedritain. This opposition
was motivated, to an extent, by anti-immigrantifegd but also by
anticommunism. The Home Office and the London Matitan Police,
governed by the Home Office, remained very suspgmf the Hungarian

refugees, as they feared a communist fifth columoragst them.

Finally, the previous chapter suggested that tle@d¢tr government did not
distinguish between the Hungarian refugees andlfieasmall number of Jews
among the refugees limited French Jewish respoiNstsin Britain, the
Jewish community was concerned with potential antissm among refugees,
and wanted to support Jewish refugees, as theywme suspicious of the

Hungarian refugees.

-Responses to the Hungarian crisis

Popular reactions to the Hungarian revolution wemy limited in comparison
with the demonstrations in France, which were de@@gainst the PCF. This
can be explained by the fact that the CommunidiyRdiGreat Britain (CPGB)
was smaller than its French counterpart. In 194& GPGB's membership

reached 45,000. It enjoyed a renewed importanteeitrade unions after the

* Tony KushnerRemembering Refugees: Then and Nidanchester, 2006}.67.
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election of Bert Papworth to the General Councthef Trades Union Congress
(TUC). By 1950, the CPGB's influence had already gredithinished due the
increased tensions between the Western bloc arSiahiet Union and the
anticommunism of the TUC leadéroreover, the British working-class was
traditionally supporters of the Labour party. Irb69in contrast with the PCF,

the party had no MP.

The Hungarian revolution and its repression hacdnrajpercussions on the
CPGB and its official newspaper, tBaily Worker Harry Pollitt, the leader of
the CPGB, supported the Soviet repression of thegliian revolution, which
led to the departure of many of its members. Fahgwhe events in Hungary,
it lost 7,000 of its 33,000 members after Noven#56’ Not only did the
Daily Workerlose some of its subscribers, on the back ouipgpert for the
Soviet regime, but it also lost a third of its joalists, including its special
reporter in Budapest, Peter Fryer, who witnessednttiitary repressiofi.
Fryer's articles had been edited and spiked bediter of theDaily Workerto
make them conform to the Soviet interpretatiorhef lungarian revolutioh.
Even some local branches of the CPGB publicly comdl the Soviet
military intervention in Hungary® To tackle this loss of credibility and to
justify their position, the CPGB followed a linerslar to the PCF by claiming

that the Hungarian uprising was a fascist courdgeolution. This policy was in

® Phillip Deery and Neil Redfern, 'No Lasting PeataBor, Communism and the Cominform:
Australia and Great Britain, 1945-19508bour History 88 (2005), p.63.

® Deery and Redfern, ‘No Lasting Peace?", p.80.

" Keith Laybourn and Dylan Murphynder the Red Flag: A History of Communism in
Britain, 1849-1991(Stroud, 1999), p.141.

8 Francis BecketEnemy Within: The Rise and Fall of the British Camist Party(London,
1995), pp.134-5.

® James Eadon and David Rent®he Communist Party of Great Britain since 1gR@w

York, 2002), p.120.

°The Times8 November 1956.

143



line with the confidence maintained in the Sovieidnh earlier in March

195611

Only a few demonstrations of support for the Huregapeople took place in
Britain and, like in France, these were directediagf the CPGB? Among the
few hundred demonstrating many were Hungariansuolesits. Yet, unlike the
demonstrations in Paris, those in London were nmicte orderly, and only a
few milk bottles were thrown at the Communist pdrt§yiding in London.
Many of the protests in Britain took the form ofetgations of Hungarians
already in exile to meet the Prime Minister, otdet of protest to the Soviet

embassy from British academits.

As far as the British press was concerned, it skiosyenpathy to the
Hungarian revolution and condemned its repressjoihé Soviet army?

Those limited reactions can be explained by thetfet public opinion and the
government were much more concerned with the Sul@any intervention
than by the Hungarian revolution. If the situatinorHungary made the
headlines of all the major newspapers in Britaitgrdion progressively
returned to SueZ. On the other hand, th2aily Workerfavoured the Soviet
repression of the revolution. LikeHumanitéin France, th®aily Worker

considered the revolution to be led by fascistsamdttempt to a return to the

1 TNA, FO 1110/847, Memorandum on trends of Commiystiepaganda, 29 March 1956.
2 TheTimes 12 November 1956.

3 Manchester Guardiarb November, 6 November 1956.

* Tony ShawEden, Suez and the Mass Media: Propaganda and Bsitsu During the Suez
Crisis (London, 2009), pp.77-8.

!> Shaw,Eden, Suez and the Mass Medlip,77-8.
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Horthy regime™® It thus welcomed the end of the revolution andftmming of
'new Hungarian anti-fascist government' and thedadride 'white terror' by
which it characterised the violence of the revainton the demonstrators'
side!’ Yet, in line with the lesser influence of the CP®R:omparison with
the PCF, thé®aily Workerdid not engage in a lengthy debate with other

newspapers on the nature of the Hungarian revolam the refugees.

-The British government's reaction

As far as the British government was concerne@gaitted very carefully to the
news of the Hungarian revolution. Just like thenEhregovernment, it publicly
claimed in the House of Commons that it would mé¢rivene in the Soviet
Union's affairs: 'Her Majesty's Government havaarnway the intention of
exploiting events in Eastern Europe to undermieestturity of the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics', said Lord Privy S&lA. Butler'® Despite this
statement, the Foreign Office worked on a way ®the Hungarian situation
for the government's own benefit. Although the iBhitembassy in Budapest
tried to make sure that the Hungarian populaticteustood that no military
action was envisaged, it advised that any promaéenty Britain should be
kept. Such promises were usually to send food aedical supplies® The

British government, rather than taking militaryiant engaged in propaganda

'8 Daily Worker 25 October, 1 November, 5 November 1956.

" Daily Worker 5 November 1956.

8 Hansard HC (series 5), vol. 558, col. 1616, 1 Novembes6L9

Y TNA, FO 371/122377, British Embassy in Budapedtaceign Office, 27 October 1956.
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action by providing support to the insurgents datdr, refugees. The same
course of action was taken by the French governnasrdiscussed in the

previous chapte?

Using the Hungarian situation for propaganda pwpaegas to continue the
ideological warfare started in 1948, with the dabf the Information
Research Department (IRD) by the Foreign Officee TRD was a secret
propaganda department and an instrument in 'Bistaovert ideological
offensive against the Soviet Union during the Odr'?* Before the
Hungarian revolution, it had engaged in the plagrand organisation of anti-
Communist publicity’? The IRD had established in 1955 that Hungariangwe
missing Imre Nagy as the government's leader, wiase the Foreign Office
another incentive to support the Hungarian revohdt Yet, archives do not

suggest an active role of the IRD during the Huragarevolution or in the

reception of Hungarian refugees in Britain.

The other motive, in submitting the plan to therfelegovernment, was to
distract national and international attention fr8mez. When the revolution
broke out, the decision to attack Egypt to reghendontrol of the Suez Canal
had already been taken at Sévres on 24 Octobetlihgarian revolution did
not affect the planned attack on Egypt on 29 Octdl# was a way to

minimise its negative political consequences onrnlternational scene, and

29 MAE, Europe 1956-1960, Hongrie, 92, Jean Chauv€Hristian Pineau, 27 October 1956.
2L phillip Deery, 'Confronting the Cominform: Geor@ewell and the Cold War Offensive of
the Information Research Department, 1948-19%Mpur History 73 (1997), p.219.

22 TNA, FO 1110/383, Minute by K.S. Butler, 28 Fehyua951.

ZTNA, FO 1110/781, British delegation in BudapestRD, 2 June 1955.
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domestically for Britairf’ Anthony Eden, whose cabinet disagreed over Suez,
hoped that the news from Hungary would turn infai®@ur® He was indeed
criticised by the press, and newspapers usuallgatipg Eden's policy were
divided on the Suez intervention. If the Frenclspr&as on the whole
supportive of the Suez military intervention, itswaot the case in Britaff.
This was also reflected in parliament as, for exenthere were only 270
against 218 votes in favour of an ultimatum askhegEgyptian army to
withdraw far behind the Suez Canal. In comparisdren the same ultimatum
was voted on in the French national assembly tvere 368 in favour with
182 votes again$f.At the same time, between 2,000 and 3,000 students
demonstrated against the Suez intervention in &wlyember in Edinburgh

and Londorf®

The Hungarian revolution represented an opportdoitAnthony Eden and
for the British government, just like the Frenclvgmment, to divert attention
from Suez while using propaganda against the Sawitorities. However,
after the repression of the Hungarian revolutibe, firess, except thzaily
Worker, first blamed Eden and the government for theautein Hungary®
The British press was convinced that the Suezanjlilntervention had given
Khrushchev similarly the opportunity to intervemeHungary. Despite those

criticisms, the Soviet intervention in Hungary ettexdly enabled the British

24 Gybrgy Litvan, TheHungarian Revolution of 1956: Reform, Revolutioepfssion 1953-
1963(London, 1996)p.95.

% Serge BerniefRelations politiques franco-britanniques 1947-19E81de du comportement
d'une allianceg(Sherbrooke, 1984), p.250.

%6 Shaw,Eden, Suez and the Mass Medlip,65-95.

%" Bernier,Relations politique.247.

8 TheTimes 3 November, 5 November 1956.

9 David KynastonFamily Britain 1951-1957London, 2009), pp.687-8.
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government to partly divert attention away fromatsions, both at the UN and
in the press. British government spokesmen exatggbthe difference
between Suez and Hungary by referring to legitinnaitgary action in Egypt

and an act of aggression in Hungaty.

At the UN Assembly, Sir Pierson Dixon, the Britdblegate, made a link
between Suez and Hungary and declared that bottisibs shared in common
‘'one clear simple and disturbing pattern': theyeatbe result of Soviet
imperialism®' He claimed that the Soviet Union had expandesipitere of
influence and this had caused the Egyptian sitndtayet out of control, and
that the Hungarian revolution turned into a majisis. Dixon used vocabulary
consecrated by the Cold War and much used in #ggspgo explain to the UN
Assembly that the 'Free World' was fighting agathst'Russian Empire', and
that the 'Soviet psychological warfare machine'tniad to bully and

intimidate the British people without success.

Granting asylum to Hungarian refugees in Britairs\part of the same
ideological war. Soon after the repression of thmdirian revolution, the
number of Hungarians fleeing the country to Aussterted to rise
dramatically. In the logic of 'Free World' agait$sbviet imperialism', Sir
Pierson Dixon declared to the UN Assembly thatBhgsh government was
examining arrangements to receive 2,500 refugees Fungary, following

the Austrian government's demand for internatitwedp a few days beforg.

%0 Shaw,Eden, Suez and the Mass Megli&’8.
3L TNA, FO 371/122387, UN British delegation to FgreiOffice (FO), 10 November 1956.
%2 TNA, FO 371/122387, UN British delegation to FO, November 1956.
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The reception of the first Hungarian refugees Vinas tpartly motivated by

propaganda reasons which mirrored the French gmestis policy.

Moreover, Britain, like France, was a NATO memlber,which it was very
important to sort out the refugee crisis in Austlibe decision to waive the
limitation on the number of refugees to be perrditteenter the UK was
following the general policy of NATO. During the {@dNar, it was important
that propaganda depicted Britain and the West astamaing high moral
values, so providing relief to Hungarian refugeesustria was also a way to
support the Hungarian revolutihSuch action stemmed from the beginning
of the Cold War, from NATO'’s determinatiaa counter Communist
propaganda’ The responses involved assessing the threat fysedal
Communist parties in NATO countries, and represgnGommunism as a
failing political and economic system. Discredit@gmmunism and
Communist political parties was a key objectivdlidTO's propaganda plans.
As a consequence, NATO became very involved inignog relief for
Hungarian refugees. The relief provided by NATO oy members was
significant as they had provided asylum to 100,&fidgees from Hungary out
of a total 124,822 refugees moved from Austria iaréh 1957° However, as
far as Britain was concerned, and as the chaptéramce and Hungarian
refugees suggested, Hungarian refugees were nstirimdinately accepted for
resettlement despite public claims to the contrailthough the Cold War

context played a role in granting asylum to refisggélee main condition of

% Johanna GranvilléThe First Domino: International Decision Making dug the Hungarian
Crisis of 1956(College Station, 2004},.205.

¥ TNA, FO 1110/526, Memorandum on methods of coimgezommunist propaganda, n.d.
% TNA, HO 352/142, Status report on Hungarian reéugj¢uation in Austria, 26 March 1957.
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resettlement for refugees was that they were deitadndidates for

immigration as defined by British policy.

-British policy on Hungarian refugees

When Lord John Hope, the Joint Under-SecretarytateSor Foreign Affairs,
announced at the House of Commons on 7 NovembeBthain was ready to
accept 2,500 Hungarian refugees, he also clainedhb refugee crisis in
Austria would be solved quickly if all countriedlfaved its examplé® The
announcement was on the whole welcomed by the .pr&ster Gatrell argues
that the quick response from Western powers tditinegarian refugee crisis
enabled them to avoid acknowledging the late respom refugees from Nazi
Germany, and was a commitment to assist peoplegamrsecution®
However, in the cases of the French and Britishegawents, there were very
few comparisons made between Jewish refugees ibOB@s and Hungarian
refugees at the time. Tony Kushner and Katharinexkargue that the main
motivations to grant asylum to the Hungarian reasgeame from 'feelings of

guilt' and a will to please the popular demandetptihe Hungarian¥ There

% Hansard HC (Series 5), vol. 560, col. 113-14, 7 Novemb@56.

3" ManchesteGuardian 8 November 1956fheTimes 9 November 1956Dbserver 11
November 1956.

% peter GatrellFree World? The Campaign to Save the World's Refi856-1963
(Cambridge, 2011), p.5.

% Tony Kushner and Katharine KndRefugeein an Ageof Genocide: Global, National and
Local Perspectives during the Twentieth Cen{@yford, 1999), pp.244-5.
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were indeed public demands for the support of Hriagaefugee&® This was
the case as well in parliament. For example, Rgt&r Conservative MP for
Gravesend, believed the 2,500 bar was too lowst,Hicannot feel that for us
to take 2,500 is enough. | do not think that weusthtnave put any ceiling on
the number, in the first place. We should have bgug this emergency and
this stormy situation, to keep the gates free ailé \wpen for any Hungarian

who cares to com&"'

Behind the humanitarian declaration of Lord Johmpé&{dhere was the prospect
of using the Hungarian refugees as labour immigtefallowing the
declaration of Lord John Hope, the Home Office dgstkee embassy in Vienna
to provide all information possible on how to idgnand recruit refugees who
could be employed in Britain in sectors lacking kevs*? The Home Office
then set up a team which went to Austria to sekfcigees for resettlement in
Britain among the 32,000 in Austrian canipdhe government was indeed

willing to grant asylum but only according to emydes' needs.

The reason why the British government lifted the0B, bar and accepted so
many Hungarian refugees can be explained by imridgraolicies and
practices. Since the end of the Second World Wargbvernment had

privileged European immigration to Britain, andstkiespite claims of Britain

0 Robert WinderBloody Foreigners: The Story of Immigration to Biit (London, 2004),
p.384; Magda Cziganyjust Like Other Students': Reception of the 1966ddrian Refugee
Students in Britai{Newcastle upon Tyne, 2009), pp.30-1.

“ Hansard HC (series 5), vol. 560, col. 1485-6, 19 Novent@56.

“2TNA, LAB 8/2344, Whitehall to Vienna Embassy, 18Wmber 1956.

“3TNA, FO 371/122398, Draft reply of Parliamentarye3tion for Commander Noble to
Arthur Lewis, 11 November 1956.
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not being an immigration country, as those clainresento discourage any

spontaneous and unwanted immigration.

In 1948, coinciding with the passing of the Britidhtionality Act, Britain
experienced increased immigration from the Commattilve\West Indian,
Pakistani and Indian immigrants started to arnv8iitain with the prospect of
securing jobs and housing. The Home Office vergkjyibecame worried
about what it referred to as 'coloured immigratishich would lead to
‘'undesirable elements' coming, and present a fagdem for the government
to tackle. Although, the black community was estedao only number 30,000
individuals in 1950, it was feared that large papiohs could exacerbate racial
tensions, and many of the immigrants were consitienemployable. When a
Working Party on the Employment in the United Kingdof Surplus Colonial
Labour mentioned the possibility of employing blacknigrants in sectors
such as mining and agriculture, the Ministry of babdismissed the idea by
arguing that West Indians were 'not of the typeiiregl in the UK** There

was thus a lot of racial prejudice when it camthtoemployment of West
Indians in Britain, and the Ministry of Labour clad that they could not be
absorbed in British industry should they come i@agmumbers. In contrast,
345,000 eastern and southern Europeans immigmtdtain through the
European Voluntary Workers (EVW) scheme betweery vt 1949,

showing a clear preference for European immigratiavioreover, this scheme

was also political and immigrants coming through BVW scheme were

“ paul B. RichRace and Empire in British Politig€ambridge, 1986), pp.163-7.

> Anthony Messina, 'The Impacts of Post-WWII Migeetito Britain: Policy Constraints,
Political Opportunism and the Alteration of Reprgational Politics'TheReviewof Politics,
63:2 (2001), p.262.
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considered as refugees from communf8fBYW immigrants were welcomed

in Britain for ideological reasons and becauséhefdountry's economic needs.

Yet, in 1954, reflecting on the possibility of adiog policy to control this
postcolonial immigration, the Cabinet did not recoemd any action other than
deportation of 'undesirables’, as it feared thatga restrictions would damage
the relations with the Commonwealth. However, 'som@sters evidently felt
that this would not be enough, that black immignativould increase the
population to 'unmanageable proportions' in tefifteen years' time'’ The
arrival of the Hungarian refugees was a welconerditive to this

immigration due to their European origins.

In 1956, the immigration rules were defined by Aiens Order of 1953,
which established a link between labour needs atrgg and work permits
issued by the Ministry of Labod?.The permits were valid for one year, then
extended up to four years. There was also an arpilement in the 1953
Aliens Order as any alien could be refused entth@tiscretion of an
immigration officer’® On top of Cold War considerations, their European
origin and their professional skills made themmsfroandidates for
immigration to Britain. In the case of the Hungarrafugees then, the Aliens

Order was used to facilitate their entry.

“6 Kushner and KnowRefugees in an Age of Genogige218.

“"lan R. G. SpenceBritish Immigration Policy since 1939: The Making\ulti-Racial
Britain (London, 1997), pp.62-3.

8 Martin SchainThe Politics of Immigration in France, Britain, atide United States: A
Comparative StudgNew York, 2008), p.128.

“9 Schain Politics of Immigrationp.168.
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Since it considered refugees as labour immigraimésBritish government set
up a plan to select Hungarians in Austrian camps wére considered to be
suitable people for resettlement in Britain, desplaiming it would accept any
refugees. On 25 November, following a new appeaent®y the Austrian
government, the British waived the 2,500 limit, a@ad that no more
individual interviews would take place in the red@gcamp to speed up the
evacuation procesS.The first immigration team returned to Britain the
following day and put on hold its immigration misiuntil the beginning of
1957. The British government left the task to ageathe refugees' travel
arrangements to the Intergovernmental Committe&fwopean Migration
(ICEM) officers in association with the Austrianvgonment with the

assistance of the British embassy.

The ICEM, a body of which Britain was not a memlvegis the main
organisation dealing with the transportation of gaman refugees from
Austria to other countries of asyluthlt was an independent organisation
founded in 1952, after a conference on the refypgelelem in Europe, on the
initiative of the United States and BelgidfiThe British government refused
to be part of ICEM officially because of the yeathyst of £70,000 for
administrative expenses. In reality, it was becaiseuld be pressured to
contribute to other refugee relief operations,dudve all because it did not

consider Britain as a country of immigration andréfore would not benefit

* TNA, HO 352/144, Memorandum on the admission afgees, 5 December 1956.
*L TNA, FO 371/127703, Memorandum by Rodgers on ICEMebruary 1957.

2 Edward Marks, 'Internationally Assisted Migratid8EM Rounds out Five Years of
Resettlementinternational Organization11:3 (1957), p.482.
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from ICEM action. In 1956-57, ICEM largely relied @inancial aid provided

by the US as it had limited funds from elsewh&re.

However, in January 1957, ICEM withdrew from thessmon after having sent
13,000 Hungarians to Britain for a cost of over GB00>* Due to a lack of
funds, ICEM was forced to stop transportation ddigees to the United
Kingdom. Yet, the British government was reluct@mpay the organisation for
transportation services as it was not a member Fbineign Office wanted to
make a point to ICEM that it was not the Britishvgmmment's habit to pay to
have refugees sent over for resettlement. The go@ffice only very

reluctantly agreed to pay £10,000 if ICEM askedafdinancial contributiori®

The Home Office claimed that its refugee policy was discriminatory, and a
month after the decision to grant asylum to refggeas taken, it stated that
'there was no attempt to select particular clasgesfugees, and with the
exception of any found to be undesirable, the reésgsent [to Britain] were a
representative cross-section of those who had eddsso Austria> But

selection existed as the word 'undesirable’ suggest

The report of the immigration team sent from JapgaMarch 1957 to

Traiskirchen camp, in Austria, to recruit 500 refag among the 3,500 at the

*3 Michael MarrusThe Unwanted: European Refugees in the Twentiettu@e(Oxford,
1985), p.361.

* TNA, HO 352/142, Report of the Home Office MissionAustria at Traiskirchen, Vienna
and Innsbruck, 27 March 1957; FO 371/127698, Miniate ICEM, 23 January 1957.

> TNA, FO 371/127698, Minutes on ICEM, 24 Januarg79

* TNA, HO 352/144, Memorandum on Admission of HurigaiRefugees to Britain, 5
December 1956.

155



camp, reveals the details of the selection proteBse camp was a former
training school for 200 Soviet officer cadets wlaaltived there from the end

of the war to November 1955. When they left, thmytéd the place and
smashed every pane of gld&3he overall condition of the camp was thus very

poor.

The mission was composed of eight immigration effs¢ two Aliens
Registration officers, four Foreign Office statbur ICEM typists, a
photographer, and the Chief Inspector of the Horfiie®©lmmigration Branch.
The selection process was detailed and involve@xbaenination and
photographing of each refug&eThis lengthy process demonstrates the
complete control over who would be accepted foettesment in Britain.
Despite the absence of anyone from the Ministriyadfour, refugees were still
accepted under its conditions. Among the peopleted by the mission 60
per cent were unmarried men and women, the rest faerily groups joining
relatives in Britain, usually husbands. Accordinghe mission, they were
working-class people, mainly miners, and factorg agricultural workers. The

employment factor was predominant in the seleadiorefugees.

In total, the mission refused 35 applications: fpemred not to be intending
permanent residence, seven were 'gypsies of arsuable type', five were of

other nationalities, three were mentally unbalanoeé was a homosexual,

*"TNA, HO 352/142, Report of the Home Office MissionAustria at Traiskirchen, Vienna
and Innsbruck, 27 March 1957.
8 TNA, HO 352/142, Report of the Home Office MissionAustria at Traiskirchen, Vienna
and Innsbruck, 27 March 1957.
* TNA, HO 352/142, Report of the Home Office MissionAustria at Traiskirchen, Vienna
and Innsbruck, 27 March 1957.
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and one was in possession of forged papers. Thet®el was thus not only
motivated by employment reasons, but also by iatégr reasons as the
refugees were selected to resettle permanentlyiiailB The fact that
'mentally unbalanced' refugees were refused sugtestrefugees should not
be a burden to the country. Race and sexual otientaere also important, as
gypsies and homosexuals were refused. They wereonstdered by the
mission to be suitable for permanent resettlemeBtritain as homosexuality

was illegal there in the 1950s.

The Ministry of Labour claimed that the refugeesenvieee to choose the job
they wanted as long as it was approved by the Mynef Labour, showing

that this freedom was actually very relative, dmat refugees were to take up
jobs in specific sectof€.The control of the Ministry of Labour over the
employment of Hungarian refugees stresses thalfattmmigrants were
accepted on the conditions laid out by the 1958#iOrder. The same
statement mentioned that the employment regulatesmespecially relaxed for
the refugees so that they could take up employm@®sbon as possible but
only certain categories were effectively availaoléhem, meaning that in
practice the freedom granted to the refugees framgdry fell more or less
under the provisions of the Aliens Order of 1953t the arbitrariness of the
1953 Aliens Order did play in favour of the Hungarrefugees as they had the
support of the Ministry of Labour to resettle intBm. It shows how much the

British government was willing to turn the Hungari@fugee crisis into a

% TNA, LAB 8/2345, Memorandum on the Employment afrigarian refugees, n.d.
®1 Satvinder Jusstnmigration, Nationality andCitizenship(London, 1993), p.38.

157



useful way in which to fill vacant jobs in industirsectors, while discarding

those who were considered unfit for permanent tlesegnt.

The number of refugees accepted for resettlemeBitiiain, however, posed a
problem. The British government failed to anticgpatcommodation issues
linked to the arrival of several thousands refugegsst a few months. The
question of emigration was also overlooked whenurgng refugees in

Austria, as many of them did not plan to permayamtettle in Britain.

-Life in British camps

As in France, Hungarians in Britain were accommed @t refugee camps,
which were referred to as hostels. The way thedi®stere run reveals that
everything was to be done to put the refugees ipl@gment and permanent
accommodation as quickly as possible. The Britishril for Aid to
Refugees (BCAR) was appointed by the governmendridhe refugee hostels
and benefited from a £10,000 grant to cover adrnatise expense¥. The
BCAR was in turn helped by voluntary organisatisnsh as the British Red
Cross, the Women's Voluntary Service, as well bgioeis and local
organisations. The Lord Mayor of London's appeahtded in November

1956 was very successful and raised £2.5 milliomipased by the BCAR?

%2 Hansard HC (series 5), vol. 560, col. 6w, 9 November 1956
%3 Hansard HC (series 5), vol. 566, col. 758-9, 8 March 1957
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The first major contingent of refugees arrived @niNlbvember at Blackbushe
airport, near London, and consisted mostly of ¢hitddand women, of whom
only 18 were available for work interviews whiclokoplace at their hostel in
Fulham® Just two days later, another 350 refugees arriv@usisting mainly
of men this time. They were all interviewed in theostels in Chigwell and
Islington by labour officers for placement in empttent®® This type of hostel
was referred to as first-line hostels, where alllgearrived refugees were sent
and interviewed. They were then sent to secondHostels mainly in England,
where they usually stayed until they found permaaenommodation and

employment or re-emigrated.

The Ministry of Labour established a list of goagdas and of places to avoid
for the resettlement of Hungarian refugees. Acewydo the list areas to avoid
were the Central Valley of Scotland, the Highlar@smberland, Durham,
Westmorland, Lancashire and particularly Liverp&@grwickshire,
Staffordshire, North Wales and Anglesey, South \&/ad@d more generally,
any seaside resort depending on the holiday ffa@e. the other hand, the
good areas were South Yorkshire, Nottinghamshieglf@&dshire and the other
Home Counties, and London. However, the Britishegoment, being
traditionally reluctant to grant asylum to refugegisl not have the necessary
accommodation to provide refugees witfthis led the British government to

announce the temporarily suspension of arrivatbigees from 11

4 TNA, LAB 8/2344, Report on dealing with the fixstthe arrivals of Hungarian refugees, 20
November 1956.

%5 TNA, LAB 8/2344, Report on dealing with the fistthe arrivals of Hungarian refugees, 20
November 1956.

® TNA, LAB 8/2344, List of good areas and areasvoié regarding employment, n.d.

67 Kushner Remembering Refuge@s68.
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December® However it resumed in early 1957 when the possitii

welcome another 5,000 to replace those re-emigyatitCanada was studi€d.

In January 1957, 10,200 Hungarian refugees werenatmdated in 128 hotels
across the countryf. At its peak, a total of 150 hostels, receptiontenand
private buildings were run directly or indirectly the BCAR* The following

map shows where Hungarian refugees were sent taigri

% Hansard HC (series 5), vol. 561, col. 159-60w, 6 Decen56.

%9 Manchester Guardiar2 January 1957.

OTNA, AST 7/1621, Memorandum on Refugees in Brit&idanuary 1958.
"TNA, AST 7/1621, Final report on Hungarian hosté® October 1959.
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Map 4.1: Refugees from Hungary in hostels by courds, 6 April 1957

ENGLAND

Legend
- Between 0 and 99 refugees from Hungary

- Between 100 and 499 refugees from Hungary

Between 500 and 999 refugees from Hungary

- More than 1,000 refugees from Hungary

(Source: TNA, HO 352/143, Hostel situation on 6 iRp857)
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By April 1957, a total of 7,672 Hungarian refugeese accommodated in 67
hostels in Britain, although the Hungarian Jewseunrkde care of the Central
British Fund for Jewish Relief and Rehabilitati@BF) were not included in
those figure$? The large number of hostels is explained by teetfzat they
were of very diverse nature from large former rarlytcamps to smaller

accommodation at the YMCA or other charity andgielis buildings.

Many of the camps such as the hutted or Nissendamps at Hydon Heath,
Surrey, or in Plawsworth, Durham, had been lastl asging the Second
World War. Other accommodation included former R@yaForce stations,
industrial hostels, a former TB hospital in Blagdwar Bristol, an empty
sanatorium in Sheffield, an old school in Liverpcaid a former children's
home in Wilmslow. The biggest concentration of gefes by far was between
Rugeley and Hednesford, Staffordshire, where 2ptsple lived in former
military barracks’> The Hednesford camp served as a transit cdrfipe
variety of the accommodation shows that the Brigjelilernment used every
building at its disposal to give temporary accomatah to the Hungarian

refugees.

This variety of accommodation also shows that theegiment did not have
the means necessary to standardise the recepttbe blungarian refugees. As
a consequence the quality of accommodation variealtky from one place to
the other. Tony Kushner argues that the standarefofee accommodation

was kept low so that they would understand that Were only in temporary

2TNA, HO 352/143, Hostel situation at 6 April 1957.
TNA, HO 352/143, Hostel situation at 6 April 1957.
" TNA, LAB 12/933, Second Conference on Placing W6 March 1957.
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accommodatiod® It is also linked to the fact that the governmiead a limited
choice in places of accommodation for the refuged®. in France, because of
the lack of suitable accommodation, the geograpkitzation of the camps

did not pay much respect for the recommendatisee by the Ministry of
Labour back in November 1956, which sometimes defdustration among

refugees’®

Despite Britain enjoying a period of full employmemd the fact that the vast
majority of the Hungarian refugees could be emplapethe areas where
labour was lacking, various problems regardingrtegiployment and
resettlement occurred. First, there was the enidgragsue. In December 1956,
approximately 5,000 refugees in Britain had alreexiyressed a wish to re-
emigrate, preferably to Canada which was the oolyntry accepting refugees
from Britain at the timé’ Indeed, out of nearly 22,000 Hungarian refugees
who came to Britain, approximately 5,500 of thereneigrated® The

problem for the government was that it wanted ®the refugees as labour
even if they wanted to re-emigrate. The governrpebticly gave assurances
that taking employment was not prejudicial to reiggation to Canada, and on

the contrary the refugees were advised to do seeliss to learn Englisft,

Since the government expected Canada to accef B@@garian refugees
fairly quickly, putting them in employment was atbaomic necessity to limit

their maintenance costs. Unless refugees who waatechigrate had a sponsor

5 KushnerRememberingRefugeesp.64.

S TNA, LAB 8/2344, List of good areas and areaswvoiéregarding employment, n.d.
""Hansard HC (series 5), vol. 562, col. 1317-21, 19 Decenil956.

BTNA, AST 7/1621, Final report on Hungarian hosté® October 1959.

" Hansard HC (series 5), vol. 562, col. 1317-21, 19 Decenil956.
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in Canada, they had to wait until April to re-enaig™ A letter was sent to all
prospective candidates for emigration to explaithtan that employment was
also a way to make money and so to resettle maily @nce in Canada. The

letter also told them:

To assist us and the Canadian authorities in makiedinal
arrangements for immigration, some of you who_ateimregular
employment may be asked to move to other hostelsiajy set aside for
emigrants... Those of you in regular employment balcalled to the
nearest hostel set aside for emigration when tmadian authorities

come to that hostel for medical examination andrinew®!

To some of the refugees, being unemployed seemeiftietoa better chance to
be accepted in Canada as they were moved to spesials, waiting to
emigrate. Hence some of them turned down job offiaisning that pay was

too low and that ultimately they would emigratedanada anywal?

Although no group of refugees deserted the camps lasance, some refugees
refused to take up or look for employment or accamation outside hostefs.
Others refused to be transferred from one hostahtdher or to pay for their
maintenance when in employment. Also, as in FratteeBritish authorities
had to deal with individuals or groups of individkieefusing to comply with

the rules established in the hostels by the Honfie€ddnd the BCAR. The

80TNA, AST 7/1617, Letter to all prospective Canadimmigrants, n.d.

8L TNA, AST 7/1617, Letter to all prospective Canadimmigrants, n.d.

8 East Kent Timesl8 January 1957.

8 TNA, HO 352/149, Meeting on action to be takeniasfaun-cooperative refugees, 25
February 1957.
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hostels were seen as temporary accommodation arairthof the Home
Office was to sort out the refugee situation agkjyias possible by placing
the Hungarian refugees into permanent accommodatidremployment so
that they could become financially independent. Aalay on their
resettlement was also a delay for securing muchedsadditional labougne

of the main reasons for the Hungarian refugeesemee in the country.

The Home Office took those matters very seriousdyrefugees had been
accepted with a view that the British economy wdugdefit from their
presence. A special meeting was held in Februaby ¥8th representatives of
the Home Office, the BCAR, the National AssistaBoard (NAB), the
National Coal Board (NCB), and the Ministry of Latsdo tackle the issu¥.
The outcome of the meeting was that the refugees teebe dealt with firmly
but not arbitrarily. The first step was to withhgdcket money. If this had no
effect after two weeks, recalcitrant refugees verge moved to a less
attractive hostel or to a hostel where the wardas known to handle difficult
situations with success. When refugees refusedydqgr their maintenance,
they were to be denied meals at the hostels winertost extreme cases
required exclusion from hostels and re-entry waseola However, if the
meeting advised in some rare cases 'to make anpéxarina recalcitrant
refugee’, it was hoped that the threat would baeighdo persuade the refugees
to comply to the rules. The Home Office, and tHeeogovernmental bodies
involved in the refugee hostels management asasdihe BCAR followed a

rather strict line in order to enforce their emptant policy for the refugees.

8 TNA, HO 352/149, Meeting on action to be takeniasfaun-cooperative refugees, 25
February 1957.
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A set of rules and circulars regarding the Hungaredugees was put together
in a handbook called the H-Code. The H-Code wasilliged to all wardens
and officers in the hostels and contained guidslioe discipline. On top of all
the measures adopted during the February 1957 myeétie H-Code also
recommended that if the refugee was married, ithatly be salutary to tackle
him in the presence of his wif€.This was an assumption on the part of the
Home Office that refugees likely to cause troublrevmale. Not only was
pressure from the warden strong, as disciplineagesfs were deprived of their
meal rights, but, to an extent, the pressure wasllating as the disciplinary
action was be taken in the presence of the refsiget if he had one. On the
basis of a careful reading of the H-Code and Hastelinistrative meetings
reports, it seems that very little consideratiors \gaven to the experiences, and
possible traumas, of the Hungarians as refutfddangarians were considered

as labour immigrants and treated as such.

Despite these problems, the refugees were seélatively quickly, thanks to
the work of voluntary organisations like the Wonseévibluntary Service which
sought suitable accommodation outside the camphéarefugees and helped
resettle more than 5,000 of th&frin spite of the chaotic organisation
regarding accommodation in different kinds of caralbbsver the country,
from 10,200 Hungarians in hostels in January 1€9%te were only 1,560 left
in November that year. The BCAR stayed in chargéefhostels until that
time. The Home Office decided to replace it by Mational Assistance Board

earlier in May 1957 as funding was running out. tMaay the remaining

8 TNA, AST 13/37, H-Code paragraph 104, n.d.
8 Kushner Remembering Refugegs68.
8" TNA, AST 7/1621, Refugees in Britain, 8 Januar$d.9
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refugees still waiting for resettlement becamejatusive charge on the
government? It was also in May 1957, that the decision wasteto stop

large scheme Hungarian refugee migration to Britaianticipation of the
exhaustion of Lord Mayor's furft. These decisions to stop immigration when
funding ran out reveals the nature of grantinguwasylHungarian refugees were
labour that was to be brought to Britain at a lessst, and employed as
quickly as possible to be profitable for Britaisonomy. The Hungarian
refugees emigrating to Britain after that time weven more carefully
selected, as the cost of their emigration and reaarice in Britain were not
paid for by the Lord Mayor's fund anymore but bg government, and they

were to fill in specific employment opportunities.

-The National Coal Board and useful refugees

In addition to the normal procedure for the recaptf Hungarian refugees in
Britain, the NCB set up its own plan to recruitugées for employment in the
mining industry. The vast majority of Hungarianugées being young single
men, the NCB believed that it was a good way taiplvacancies and to slow
down the decline in numbers of miné?slo that extent, the Home Office set

up the hostels policy along with the Ministry ofdcur for one precise goal:

8 TNA, AST 7/1621, Future financial arrangementsHongarian refugees, 17 May 1957.

8 TNA, FO 371/127711, Statistical report on Hunganefugees in Yugoslavia, 23 May 1957.
% Alan Campbell, Nina Fishman, and John Mcllroy,e Rost-War Compromise: Mapping
Industrial Politics 1945-79', in Alan Campbell, MifFishman and John Mcllroy, (edB}ijtish
Trade Unions and Industrial Politics: The Post-Waompromise, 1945-196Aldershot,

1999), p.99.
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The substantial proportion of [Hungarian refugeeisp are in the 18-38
age range makes the problem [of employment] simplegere is a good
deal to be gained by taking advantage of the ptestration to fill the
continuing gap in the manpower to get the coal tithe country
requires. It is obvious therefore that every efédrduld be made to recruit

and to retain those who are brought here for enmpéy in the mine$!

In granting asylum to the Hungarian refugees, thenkl Office saw an
opportunity to enhance British coal production, asdyenerous as it might
have seemed at the time to grant asylum to thossaine:fugees from
Hungary, it privileged national interests first dgcepting a number of those

refugees considered to be good quality labour.

The NCB thus regarded the Hungarian refugees asyaattractive workforce.
The NCB wanted to benefit from the same terms @4.847 European
Voluntary Workers agreement, under which, 91,000i®&people and
Ukrainians were recruited to work in Britain betwe¥947 and 194% The
matter was carefully studied by the NCB which eatid that 12,000
vacancies needed to be filled at the pitShe NCB was willing to take non-
experienced miners as each refugee would get tieeks preliminary

training, plus a twelve-week English language cefftdhe NCB promised not

*LTNA, HLG 52/1631, Invitation of the Home Affairso@mittee to the Home Secretary to
report on the matter of Hungarian refugees in Brjth2 December 1956.

92TNA, COAL 48/618, Director General Industrial Rédams to all Industrial Relations
Directors, 4 January 1957; David Cesardustice Delayed: How Britain Became a Refuge for
Nazi War CriminalgLondon, 2001), p.80. See also: Thomas Lafietjms of Stalin and

Hitler: The Exodus of Poles and Balts to BritéBasingstoke, 2004).

% TNA, PREM 11/1715, Memorandum, Hungarian Refugé@<)ecember 1956.

% TNA, COAL 48/618, National Coal Board (NCB), nate Hungarian refugees, 18
December 1956.
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to stop employing British workers, and to contimseusual recruitment of new
British miners along with Hungarian refugees. Téeruitment of Hungarian
refugees was also to enable the NCB to upgradend@uof British miners, as
the whole scheme had been set up in agreementheitNational Union of
Mineworkers (NUM)? as the terms of the agreement of 1947 required. By
mid-February 1957, it was estimated that 3,900ged#s from Hungary were
enrolled in the NCB scheni®The NCB then decided to advertise this as
serving 'human interest', but it is clear that@B did not only recruit
Hungarian refugees for the sake of human intesetand Britain would
benefit from a quickly employable workforce. Reting 5,000 miners plus
their families among the refugees was following tzane Office general
policy on Hungarian asylum policy as it was a waybrk towards Britain's
own profit. Rather than a moral duty to relieve #iasfrom its refugee crisis
or simply to contribute to the relief of the plighftthe Hungarian refugees,
economic arguments prevailed. From this policy tedfreedom given to the
NCB emerges a pattern according to which the HofffieeOwvould privilege

economically useful refugees.

However, the NCB plan to recruit Hungarian refugee&ustria showed its
limitations. During the meeting on sanctions fa thfficult cases that had
been held in February 1957, the NCB faced partidiféiculties with its

recruitment scheme:

% TNA, COAL 48/618, NCB, North Eastern Division, @lliery Managers, 29 January 1957.
% Hansard HC (series 5), vol. 565, col. 586, 21 Februar§7.9
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The Board has in addition other problems, arismognfthe circumstances
in which they recruited refugees in Austria for looiaing, in some cases
without fully taking into account the difficultige be expected, e.g. the
recruit who has 'no interest in coalmining' or whobviously unsuitable
for that work... What the Board would like to do esrelieve themselves
of responsibility for their careless selection bgning out of their scheme
any unsuitable, unwilling or troublesome recruitgahrow responsibility
on to either (i) BCAR or (ii) the National AssistanBoard... The

resettlement of their failures is the responsipitif the Board”

The NCB did not realise that the refugees recrulidchot always understand
what they were signing up for in Austria, as threain preoccupation was to
emigrate. When the scheme started to show itsdtraits, the NCB tried to

foist the unsuitable refugees back on the BCAR @mi Office.

Not only did some refugees show little interesmiming jobs, but the NCB

had to deal with the discontent of trade unionsame coalmining areas. While
it was publicly reported in December 1956 thateéh&as 'no opposition in the
mining areas to the reception of refugees’, th@sdn quickly deteriorated in
early 1957°% As far as employment of Hungarians was concerihey, could

not take jobs in sectors objected by the Tradest@iongress, and they were
not to take jobs for which British workers were idadale. Although the NCB
scheme to employ Hungarians for coalmining wasexyveith the National

Executive of the NUM, Hungarians remained subje@dceptance by local

" TNA, HO 352/149, Note on a meeting on sanctiofs-dbruary 1957.
% Manchester Guardianl3 December 1956.
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branches of the Union. Local agreement was haagheeve, and many
collieries refused Hungarians for wotkLocal branches opposed the
employment of Hungarians on the grounds that tkayefd they would get
priority accommodation, while some British minersrevon waiting lists. They
also feared that the job availabilities would rasttland employing Hungarians
would prevent British miners from finding jobs imetfuture. Local branches
thus adopted a protectionist attitude towards Htagsa. Moreover, the
relationship between the NCB and the NUM was tefike.NUM believed

that the NCB was privileging the government's iesés rather than those of the
miners. The employment of Hungarian refugees wascated by the NUM to
the abolition of the Bonus Disqualification resuodfiin a loss of salary for

miners in some case¥

Following press reports on problems of refugeasimng areas, questions
were raised in parliament on the state of employroerefugees in the
coalmining industry®* In January 1957, the Minister of Labour and Naion
Service, lain Macleod, estimated that despite 4i#0fediate vacancies, the
NUM was facing local problems employing Hungariafugees®* Those
problems were reported in the press. In Marchsituation had barely
evolved, and impatience grew in the House of ConsraaHungarian

refugees who had enrolled in the NCB scheme faddzecome 'effective units

% TNA, LAB 8/2371, Memorandum on Hungarian refugeed,; TNA, COAL 75/2468, Curry
to Mitchell, 10 January 1957.

19 Andrew Taylor,The NUM and British Politics, Volume 1: 1944-19@&dershot, 2003),
p.178.

101 Daily Mail, 2 March 1957Daily Worker 21 January, 29 January 19%fanchester
Guardian 16 January, 17 January, 22 January, 23 Janubdardiary, 12 February, 15
February 1957TheTimes 12 January, 17 January, 21 January, 12 Febri@y. 1
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of production®® The expression gave away the fact that NCB schvease
based on economic motives in which Hungarian refageere to be used to

increase profits, as recommended by the 1953 Alixder.

If the rate of employment through the normal scheifrtbe Ministry of Labour
Is compared to the one of the NCB for the peridda8ch to 14 June 1957, the
results are eloquent: out of approximately 3,900gees who came to Britain
through the NCB scheme, only 429 were employechbyNCB** while 8,324
men and 1,717 women were employed under the n@mployment scheme
of the Ministry of Labour? The figures reflect the absolute failure of theBNC
scheme to employ 5,000 Hungarian refugees as miBgnnid-June 1957, the
excuse of the 12-week training of the refugeeairining and in English,
used repeatedly in the press and during parliamed&bates, did not hold up
any more. Promises that no British miners woulddpected for lack of
vacancies where Hungarians were employed did moticoe local

brancheg® Very few collieries agreed to employ Hungariams] anly a fifth
of the trained refugees were eventually absorbeddoalmining'®’ By the end
of 1957, 4,186 Hungarians had been trained by t8B,Nbut only 731 had
been placed while 370 others were waiting to beleyed°® What seemed a
good opportunity to fill vacancies in the miningt® at the beginning of the

refugee crisis did not fulfil its promises, and #teempt to use the Hungarian

193 Hansard HC (series 5), vol. 566, col. 16-7, 4 March 1957.

194 TNA, LAB 8/2580, Hungarian refugees: number acedpiy NCB, 8 March 1957 to 14
June 1957.

195 TNA, LAB 8/2580, Hungarian refugees: placing, 8rta1957 to 14 June 1957.

196 TNA, COAL 48/618, Deputy Industrial Relations Diter to Industrial Relations Officers,
22 March 1957.

197TNA, LAB 8/2371, Confidential memorandum on Hurigarrefugees, n.d.

1% william Ashworth, The History of the British Coal Industry, Volumel®46-82 The
Nationalised Industr¢Oxford, 1986), pp.164-5.
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refugees as a specialised labour migration waslgiptpved wrong as only a
minority went through the whole NCB scheme. Thegeks experience in the
British coal industry also counterbalances the gdriendency in previous
research that Hungarian refugees were unanimowsiyomed in all strata of

British society.

-Anglo-Jewish responses

As well as an attempt to turn the refugee crisis &an opportunity to gain
valuable labour, the reception of the refugeesalss affected by Cold War
politics. As in France, the question of whetherisamitism was prevalent
during the Hungarian revolution and in the refugamps was raised. The
CPGB and th®aily Workersupported the Soviet repression of the revolution
and its interpretation that it was a fascist counggolution. However, that
question was answered by claims that agents dfdldér government posing
as refugees were responsible for antisemitism. §dasion argues that the
British government covered up antisemitism in otdedefend the Hungarian
revolution, and that Anglo-Jewish responses wereéd by fear of

antisemitism in refugee camps.

The Daily Workerquoted thelewishChronicleand World Jewish Congress

claims about 'anti-Semitic excesses occurred irerttaan 20 villages and small
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towns during the October-November revifi* The nature of the antisemitic
excesses were not mentioned, and the newspaprotidsist on that issue in
the way the French papeHumanitédid. The main point that thHeaily
Workermade was that many Jews fled Hungary fearing petiea similar to

the Second World War period and a return to fas¢t8m

TheJewish Chronicleshowed much more concern regarding the situation o
the Jews in Hungary and in refugee camps. Fromehefirst days of the
Hungarian revolution, it covered the event focusmgarticular on the Jewish

population:

The change from the rule of Matyas Rakosi to thidtnoe Nagy in
Hungary should, in ordinary circumstances, haven lmee to bring some
alleviation to the position of Jews there... His ratto the Premiership
now, after years of disgrace, ought to bring baekdolicy of toleration
which he tried to follow several years ago. But allcourse, depends on
the turn which the revolution, which has alreadysesl a good deal of

bloodshed, take&?!

At that point, the newspaper had no tangible pod@ntisemitism in Hungary,
but feared its presence because of the recent@ase in Austria, Jewish
Hungarians claimed that they had left Hungary bseani 'fears of a re-

emergence of antisemitism’, and this was at the tuen the revolutionary

199 Daily Worker, 22 June 1957.
110 Miklés Molnér, Histoire de la HongrigParis, 2004), pp.374-5.
1 Jewish Chroniclg26 October 1956.
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side seemed to be victoriot¥8.The Jewish refugees feared that since a number
of Jews occupied high-ranking positions in the es Hungarian

government, the whole community would be stigmatised persecuted’

The Soviet repression of the revolution prevenhedailegation from being
confirmed, but the fear of persecution among soemash refugees

remained:** TheJewishChronicleclaimed, for example, that Jews were killed
in some regions of Hungafy’ In December, the newspaper reported that the
primary motivation compelling Jews to leave wasduse 'they feared the
Hungarians, not the Russiafi® These fears drew heavily on the history of
Hungary during the Second World War. Since thehad become difficult to
get reliable information out of Hungary, so thesparts may have relied more
on speculation than hard journalism, particulaiyeg theJewishChronicle's
antagonistic position on the Soviet Union. Sucleanis confirmed by the

archivest!’

The Board of Deputies' reports contrast with thielas in theJewish
Chronicle In mid-November 1956, Dr Stephen Roth, Europemeadibr of the
World Jewish Congress, interviewed Jewish and movish refugees from
Hungary, British and Israeli diplomats, membershef Vienna Jewish
community, and representatives of the AmericantIoistribution Committee,

the Jewish Agency and the Hebrew Immigrant Aid SiycfHias) to assess the

12 3ewish Chronicle2 November 1956.

113 Jewish Chronicle2 November 1956.

114 |nterview with Anna J., 10 March 20009.

115 Jewish Chronicle21 December 1956.

118 Jewish Chronicle7 December 1956.

17 Dbavid CesaraniThe Jewish Chronicle and Anglo-Jewry 1841-1@@ambridge, 1994),
pp.205-6.
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situation of the Hungarian Jews during and afterrévolution*'® Apart from

two minor cases, Roth concluded that there wds httitisemitism:

It is abundantly clear that no antisemitism wasaeatble during the
uprising. This fact was confirmed by all observé&asly two smaller
incidents have come to light. One of these wasallsteamonstration

by students two or three months back and the seaor@ctober 23 as
part of the demonstration that started the revautOne small group of
students is reported to have shouted 'Down withléves' only to be
immediately quelled by the others. Jewish Youthip@ated in the

fighting along with the rest of the populatibfi.

Dr Roth observed that the reason why there wastodntisemitism was
because the hatred was concentrated against tisgaRsisand the
revolutionary leaders discouraged any action tlatlvhave served as an
excuse for the Russians to intervene or 'that ntighie affected the sympathy
of the West for their cause'. His report confirimsttthe exodus of a part of the
Jews from Hungary to Austria was motivated by featler than an actual
life-threatening situation. According to him, thesance of antisemitism during
the revolution remained, however, very surprising tb the strong antisemitic

tendencies of the Hungarian populati6h.

18] MA, ACC/3121/C/11/013/024, Report on visit to Wiiga on Jewish community in
Hungary and Hungarian Jewish refugees, 10 Dece 8.

1191 MA, ACC/3121/C/11/013/024, Report on Jewish comitwin Hungary and refugees, 10
December 1956.

1201 MA, ACC/3121/C/11/013/024, Report on Jewish comitwin Hungary and refugees, 10
December 1956.
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The CBF also sent observers to Austria in ordeisgess the needs of the
refugees and schemes for emigration and resettleaiféer a special
Hungarian Relief Committee was form&d Another report from the West
London Synagogue of British Jews confirmed Dr RoWews by stating that
both in Hungary and in Austrian camps, the fegsagjroms and persecution in

general was greater than the antisemitic manifessivhich happened?

Beyond fears of antisemitism, many Hungarian Jewsia the revolution an
opportunity to escape to new economic opportunidgeotive common
among many other refugees. The first Jewish refygeleo came from small
towns near the Austrian border, left out of featttne revolution might turn
against the Jews. However, after 4 November, Jergfsigees mainly came
from Budapest and followed the pattern of non-Jewesugees, that is to say,

they were mostly young people rather than famityugs??®

Despite the lack of proof of antisemitism, the Bbaf Deputies did not want

to take the risk of exposing refugees to antisemitin refugee camps in

Britain, as reports of antisemitism in refugee canmpAustria were mentioned

in the Jewish pres$? The Board of Deputies decided to provide the CBfR w
all the help it needetf> The CBF asked the Jews' Temporary Shelter (JTS) to

provide accommodation for some of the refugeeslevthe Jewish Refugee

121 MA, ACC/3121/C/02/002/009, Brief report of thetiaities of Hungarian Relief
Committee, n.d.

122) MA, ACC/3121/C/02/002/009, West London Synagogti8ritish Jews report on the
situation of Hungarian Jewish refugees in Aus8idanuary 1957.

1231 MA, ACC/3121/C/11/013/024, Report on Jewish comitwin Hungary refugees, 10
December 1956.

124 JewishChroniclg 7 December 1956.

125 MA, ACC/3121/C/02/002/012, Aliens Committee rep@1 November 1956.
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Committee took charge of welfare work, having affecat the JTS in order to
help the refugees in their search for permanerdgractodation and

employment as well as helping with any emigratiamp?°

On 23 November, it was estimated that among theHts®@arian refugees at
the time, only 22 were Jewish and had arrived itaBr with the first group of
refugees, of whom five were accommodated by the'3T& first, very few
Hungarian Jews benefited from special help as weyt through the camps
run by the BCAR and were not always aware of thimaof the CBF. So in
order to register Jewish refugees, the CBF metatugiees off the transports or
saw them in camp$? The work of the CBF to meet Jewish refugees was
facilitated by the BCAR, which was also concerngdbtisemitism in refugee
camps: 'A number of people were transferred froenRbception Centres and
second line Hostels where there was a certain anadamtisemitism, to the
Jews' Temporary Sheltéf? The nature of the antisemitism was not disclosed,
but was nevertheless important enough for the Jekefsigees to have to be
moved out from the camps and it was declared aemaftturgency to remove
Jewish refugees from camps by the CBHPayments were still made from the
BCAR to support the refugees under Jewish cares&prently, the number of
Jewish refugees under CBF care rose and, by 14nilesre 200 Jewish

refugees were known to the services of the CBRla@d TS, which at that date

1261 MA, ACC/2793/01/06/006, CBF to JTS, Note for Mulian Layton, 8 February 1957.
127 3ewish Chronicle23 November 1956.

1281 MA, ACC/3121/C/02/002/012, Aliens Committee rep@1 November 1956.

1291 MA, ACC/2793/05/A/006, CBF, Minutes and Appendad®55-1962, 29 November
1956.

130 MA, ACC/2793/01/01/04, CBF, Meeting of the Coundilinutes, 8 January 1957.
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accommodated approximately 60 refugees from Hunffafhe CBF
negotiated the renting of temporary premises isideaboarding houses until
April 1957132 There were thus slight differences in the help s given to

Jewish and non-Jewish refugees, even if the Ievighancial support was the

same'*3

In its annual report for the years 1956/1957, tB&Confirmed the presence of
antisemitism, although avoiding the term, in thenbjarian refugee camps in
Britain, as a motive for the BCAR to make the Jéwasganisation the main

supporter of the Hungarian Jews' needs:

[The Jewish refugees] were brought in the firstanse to Reception
Camps, but, for good reasons, the BCAR asked tHe tGBemove the
Jewish Refugees as quickly as possible. Many wareg at the Jews'
Temporary Shelter, but this was soon full and biogrthouse
accommodation was found at Westgate and at Brigiotolarge

groups'**

The 1,500 registered Hungarian Jewish refugeesaninged in Britain from
November 1956 to November 1957 were thus the resipiéity of the CBF, as
the BCAR was unwilling or unable to tackle the st antisemitism in the

Hungarian refugee camps.

131 Jewish Chronicle14 December 1956.

1321 MA, ACC/2793/01/01/04, CBF, Meeting of the Coundilinutes, 1 April 1957.

133 MA, ACC/2793/01/01/04, CBF, Meeting of the Coundilinutes, 8 January 1957.
134 MA, ACC/2793/05/A/102, 2% Annual Report, 1956-1957, 1 December 1957.

179



The way Jewish refugees defined themselves vakiedport from the CBF on
Styal Cottage Homes in Manchester mentioned thraesaf them were
Orthodox, and others claimed to be Catholics, mi@dar those married to
non-Jews. A CBF representative stated to the obsémat there were 30 Jews
registered: 'l visited accordingly all the 20 hausdere refugees are being
accommodated and found only 15 people who claimdxktlews directly or
by marriage. | found several Jewish people whostitiiey admitted to be of
Jewish birth, they claimed at present to belonipéoCatholic faith*® They

nevertheless were under the care of the CBF.

As in France, antisemitism in refugee camps wa®bl@m for both the British
government and the BCAR. Yet, responses were difteeven if fears of
antisemitism were the main reason for the inteme@nf Jewish organisations
in refugee camps in both countries. This sectiechdwn that Anglo-Jewry
used schemes previously set up for the suppoewish refugees from Nazi
Germany to provide relief for Hungarian Jews. Thenmeo evidence of a
French-Jewish response of that magnitude. Antisemiin refugee camps
consisted of remarks made against the Jews whoaeesedered better treated
than the non-Jews, and appeared to have been maeeemge against the
Jews in Hungary who were perceived as occupyingrpositions of
leadership in Hungary than was warrant&dlhere was thus antisemitism in
British refugee camps which forced the BCAR andBhi&sh government to
adapt their response to Hungarian refugees. Howthare were no violent

cases of antisemitism and Jewish refugees weredrfoen camps to be under

135 MA, ACC/2793/01/03/09, Report on the Hungarianid Refugees in Styal Cottage
Homes, 28 December 1956.
13 ManchesteiGuardian 7 February 1957.
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CBF care as a measure of precaution. The feartsfeamtism in Hungarian
refugee camps was nourished mostly by antisenatraarks from other
refugees, rather than physical manifestations. d héegations of antisemitism
were, however, monitored by the Home Office, whield remained suspicious

of the Hungarian refugees.

-A Communist 'fifth column'?

There was, at the time, in the British press andtieory regarding the
responsibility for antisemitism in refugee camsttit was the doing of
undercover AVH agents, the Hungarian State SecAdthority, passing as
refugees. The Cold War context of paranoia andsspiluenced the reception
of Hungarian refugees in Britain. The fifth colutireory of Soviet agents
within the refugees' ranks was mainly supportethieyHome Office and the
Metropolitan Police. Suspecting refugees of beimgney agents was not
something new in 1956, as German Jewish refugeBstain during the

Second World War had been suspected of being Nyerits>’

The British press was concerned by the possilmfitf§ommunist spies being
among refugees in Britain. Doubts started to apjpetire press in December
1956, after the general enthusiasm for refugeetedtto wither. Rumours

started to spread that AVH agents were among retugeBritain and that they

137 See: Francois Lafittd;he Internment of Alier{tondon, 1940).
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aimed to cause mayhem in the camps, which woulthexpome refugees'
wish to return to Hungary’® According to théDaily Mail, those Communist
agents posing as refugees were making lists ofimeefighters to deport if
they ever returned to Hungaly. George Mikes, a Hungarian-born British
satirist, believed that antisemitism in refugee panvas their doing in order to
give the impression to the public that Hungaridngees were fascist’
Rumours were based on denunciations in refugee £asipome refugees

claimed that some others were agéfits.

A certain paranoia also existed on the part oBh&sh authorities towards the
Hungarian refugees. Although the Home Office apgean public to be
concerned and seemingly caring for Hungarian, selements in the Home
Office remained sceptical as to the nature of thad#rian refugees.
Moreover, it was the Home Office that initially wed to limit the number of
Hungarian refugees on the basis that Britain wasnémmigration country’?
Although it is not explicit in the archives mateyiaising doubts on the nature
of the Hungarian refugees was a way to bring atiergtbout the need to
control Hungarian immigration to the other deparitseind most notably the

Foreign Office.

It was also the effects of a tradition of suspaectmmigrants of being spies or
fifth columnists. The Home Office had a historybaiing suspicious towards

refugees in Britain in the Twentieth Century. Imnaigon policies, since the

138 Daily Mail, 13 December, 15 December 1956.
139 Daily Mail, 11 January 1957.

19TheObserver 10 March 1957.

I Manchester Guardianl7 January 1957.

142 Kushner Rememberin@Refugeesp.21.
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1905 Aliens Act, were all responses to the presehseecific groups of
immigrants or aliens in Britain seen as undesirablenemies. During the First
World War, a German spy scare led to the internmae82,000 German and
Austrian nationals in Britain. The 1914 British Matality and Status of Aliens
Act was amended in 1918 to enable the governmesttippformer enemy
aliens of their citizenship and to deport them.ibgithe Second World War,
German and Austrian Jewish refugees were inteasei,was feared there
were Nazi spies among théffi. Although Hungarian refugees were not
interned, the Home Office remained very suspiciowsards them in the Cold

War context.

The discourse of the Home Office's representatieesime ambiguous when
mentioning refugees, as they claimed that admititegyge number of refugees
was not without risks for the safety of Britain. @hasked at the House of
Commons whether steps had been taken to preventn@oist agents in
disguise from entering the United Kingdom, the 8oy of State for the

Home Office, Major Lloyd-George, said they had:

When the decision was taken, on 23 November, fgedise with
individual interviews with Hungarian refugees befadmitting them to
this country, it was realised that this involvedtam risks, but these risks
were deliberately accepted in order to give helguaskly as possible to

the refugees and to the Austrian Government. Itldvaat be in the

143 David Cesarani, 'An Alien Concept? The ContinwityAnti-Alienism in British Society
before 1940', in David Cesarani and Tony Kushregts),The Internment of Aliens in
Twentieth Century BritaiflLondon, 1993), pp.33-47.
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public interest to give details of security arramgats but | can assure

my hon. Friend that the point he makes has not beeriooked:**

Although individual interviews were not systemallicaarried out in Austria,

all the refugees were identified and interviewethimi the first days of their
arrival to the United Kingdom. The security arramgats that Lloyd-George
referred to were Operation Post Report, adaptéigetoccasion for the arrival

of the Hungarian refugees in the country. Operd#osat Report has its origins
in October 1950, when the Home Office launched drder to interview all
foreigners who had arrived in Britain since 1989circumstances in which the
usual enquiries could not be made into their hystdr These reports were to
serve as 'the basis of any future internment poladgarly showing a lack of
trust towards Hungarian refuge®8it was also a way for MI6 to send some
refugees into the Soviet Union as British ageritepagh there is no evidence
that this happened in 19388. The operation required the Metropolitan police to
cooperate with MI5, Special Branch and local polagthe scheme was
extended to all nationaliti¢d® Operation Post Report permitted the internment
of certain categories of enemy and non-enemy alretismes of war, suspected
of spreading Communist propaganda, or of beingmtact with the Soviet
authorities, and, even more arbitrarily, 'alienspacted by the Police of being

a danger to security on any other grountfperation Post Report was based

%4 Hansard HC (series 5), vol. 562, col. 610, 13 Decembdi619

5 TNA, HO 213/2246, Secret Home Office Circular 22851, Operation Post Report, 29
November 1951.

16 TNA, MEPO 3/2958, Establishment of amalgamated SR2L April 1957.

147 Michael SmithNew Cloak, Old Dagger: How Britain's Spies Caméam the Cold
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18 TNA, MEPO 3/2958, Establishment of amalgamated SRZ1 April 1957.

19TNA, HO 213/2246, Secret Home Office Circular 22851, Operation Post Report, 29
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on the systematic interviewing of all aliens coeséatl to be potential threats,
or who would have been enemy nationals in a casenar with Britain, that is
to say any Soviet and satellite countries citiz€yseration Post Report was
revived in November 1956, in order to control amdreeradicate the
Communist threat in the country supposedly posetthéwrrival of foreigners
from Eastern Europ€? The sudden influx of refugees from Hungary wasthu
at the origin of the revival of the Operation PRsport, and between
November 1956 and April 1957, 35,000 aliens indmnitwere interviewed by
Immigration officers or the Metropolitan Police.&kome Office, along with
the Metropolitan Police, MI5 and Special Brancheviérus keeping a check on
the Hungarian refugees, verifying discrepanciewéet the information they
provided during their interviews and their recoraisg were in a position to

apply the arbitrary measures above in case of vitarthe Soviet Uniorf>*

However, the publicly available records in Britetthives suggest that there
were very few undercover Communist agents amongefiugees>? One
noticeable case of an agent was that of Sandoplyamho was detained in
Brixton prison in March 1958, and discovered foliogvan Operation Post
Report interview?>® Tarsoly was recruited by the AVH in Hungary which
offered to let him escape with his mistress if h@evgled information on the
'refugees generally in certain camps in Austria,dteps which the Americans
were believed to be taking to recruit and traielilgence agents from among

the refugees and Hungarian refugees of professgtaatling, including their

10 TNA, MEPO 3/2958, Proposed establishment of thaelgamated AROS, 21 April 1957.
151 TNA, MEPO 3/2958, Proposed establishment of anmaidad AROS, 21 April 1957.

152 TNA, FO 371/137049, Murray to Heppel, 16 May 1958.

133TNA, FO 371/137049, Summary on Sandor Tarsoly,ddr958.
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names, and the names and addresses of relatiesmgary.' Tarsoly, along

with a handful of other people, were deported tGtAa.

The whole Operation Post Report scheme meanthteddome Office did not
actually consider Hungarian refugees as freedohtdrg, despite referring to
them as such in publig? This episode is revealing of a general distrust
towards Hungarian refugees, as the available egelenBritish archives
shows that there were little grounds for revivimgogeration of the scale of
Post Report. AVH agents in refugee camps werethtsaght to be at least
partly responsible for the antisemitism reportedeyrwere sent to discredit
refugees in a propaganda move. As far as antissmitias concerned in the
press, there had been thus a transfer of respbtysitbm Hungarian refugees
to secret agents. Yet, putting the blame for amtisgem on AVH agents
ignored the fact that there were Hungarian refugdeswere antisemitic
without being agents. The Home Office was simplytivabed by limiting the
numbers of Hungarian refugees in Britain, as it tade in the past with other

waves of refugees.

Despite the suspicious attitude towards Hungaefugees, Britain
nevertheless granted asylum to 21,667 Hungariaigeess from 28 October
1956 to 20 February 1958 of whom 14,710 permaneesigttied in the

country, thereby placing Britain among the coustidich allowed the most
refugees to enter at the tiff8 As far as naturalisation is concerned, it is hard

to establish any trend or pattern due to the ld&tahival material available

% Hansard HC (series 5), vol. 560, col. 1467-9, 19 Novent$6.
15 TNA, AST 7/1623, Butler statement at the Hous€ofnmons on Hungarian refugees in
Britain, 20 February 1958.
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on the subject. Yet, contrary to the attitudes tolwanaturalisation presented in
the previous chapter, naturalisation in Britainlddee a way to completely

turn the page and forget about Hung&Rnna J. and her husband applied for
naturalisation as soon as they could in 1962: Wgewanted to belong. That
was really our aim." Anna J. never felt homesiclt didl not want to go back to
Hungary as she associated it with bad memories.edery she eventually went

back in 1965 to give up her Hungarian nationdifity.

-Conclusion

Examining British and French responses to the Huagaefugees brings out
more similarities than differences. In both cowgrithe Hungarian refugees
benefited from a lot of public support through palaind private donations. It
found also a way to fight ideologically the Sowviition and communism. The
humanitarian plan set up by the Foreign Office wghrench counterpart
indicates how both countries managed to concihateanitarian and moral

values with propaganda.

In both cases apparent government altruism wasrpimied by a
determination to secure the most economically ugefople for economic
sectors short of labour. Accepting large numberddwigarian refugees for

permanent resettlement was driven by political ewhomic motives.

158 |nterview with Anna J.
157 |nterview with Anna J.
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Hungarian refugees were accepted because thay Fitesnch and British
immigration policies. This group of refugees wasrsas a potential workforce
to be used in sectors in need of labour. The Huagamere also white
Europeans, which was considered a welcome altgmttithe growing West
Indian and Asian immigration to Britain. Yet, thaims of unlimited access
led in both countries to concerns about communfdtration. Indeed, Cold
War concerns had a substantial impact on BritishFrench policy makers.
This was linked to the problem of antisemitismefugee camps. The case of
the Jewish refugees was problematic for both castm order to contain
antisemitism, British Jewish organisations steppetb support Jewish
refugees, just like the Cojasor did in France. Asm@sequence, Jewish
refugees were accommodated in smaller sized hpatedsbenefited from

better support than the other refugees thankseio ¢imall numbers.

Despite many similarities between France and Britis chapter has also
uncovered differences regarding the reception ofgdnan refugees. Contrary
to France, which was determined to grant asylunefieggees as long as they
were deemed to be profitable for the country, geeption of Hungarian
refugees in Britain depended on available fundg. Bhtish government
decided to stop the Hungarian immigration in Ma$ 1 ®efore the Lord
Mayor's fund ran out, even though the refugeescitsAustria and Yugoslavia
was not completely solved at that tiftéThere were still 45,000 refugees left

in Austria while Yugoslavia had counted 14,300 gefess out of the original

18 TNA, AST 7/1621, Future financial arrangementsHoingarian refugees, 17 May 1957.
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19,100™° On top of that, the British government could navent the failure
of the NCB scheme, which meant that approximaté&9@ refugees on top of
those already accepted had to be resettled witheang employed in the

mining industry.

Moreover, the repression of the Hungarian revofuéind the refugee crisis
which followed did not have the same impact onigninational politics the
way it had in France, and demonstrations agaiesCGB were much
smaller. That can be explained by the fact thaGR&B did not have the same
influence in British parliament, since it had nand 956, than the PCF had. In
Britain, the use of the Hungarian revolution wasnarily to fulfil propaganda

and economic objectives.

Finally, Hungarian refugees responded differeny their condition of
asylum in Britain than in France. Whereas Francktbaleal with Hungarians
deserting refugee camps on two occasions, refugdgstain only expressed
their concerns to the bodies in charge withoutilegatheir hostels. It can be
explained by the fact that Britain had particuksemigration schemes, notably

with Australia, which fitted the refugees’ deswesettle outside Europe.

139 TNA, HO 352/142, Final report on Hungarian refuggeAustria, 27 March 1957; FO
371/127711, Statistical report on Hungarian refggaeeyugoslavia, 23 May 1957.
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Part Il
5. The French and British presence in Egypt and the

Jewish Community

In order to study the reception of the refugeemfigypt in France and in
Britain, it is necessary to first look at who thestugees were. Unlike the
Hungarian refugees, the majority of the refugees\fEgypt were Jewish, and
had a special status in Egypt. Many Jews of Egyrewstateless, while others
had French or British passports, and this detemhiheir treatment by the
French and British immigration authorities. Thiggmble looks at how some
of the Jews of Egypt accessed French and Britisbmadity, while others

remained stateless or were Egyptian.

In the middle of the nineteenth century, the Jewmmmunity in Egypt
numbered only 6,000 individuals. Thanks to varimases of immigration
from Asia Minor, Iraq, Syria, Italy, Western Eurged Greek and Turkish
regions of the Ottoman Empire at the end of theteenth century, and from
Palestine during the First World War, the commuhiy risen to 63,550 by
1927, with the vast majority living in Alexandriac Cairo* Most were
Sephardi. Most of them could only speak Arabic wealbugh to communicate
with merchants or servants, which still applied @56 The rest were

Ashkenazi Jews who had arrived in the same peaiod between 7,000 and

! Gudrun Kramer and Alfred Morabia, 'Face a la moiiér les Juifs d'Egypte aux XIXe et
XXe siécles', in Jacques Hassoun, (edigfoire desJuifs du Nil(Paris, 1990), p.72, p.92.
2 Deborah StariRemembering Cosmopolitan Egypt: Literature, Cultared Empirg(New
York, 2009), p.113.
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9,000 Karaites, whose presence in Egypt datestodtie eighth centuryAs a
result, the majority of the Jews of Egypt weretheaheterogeneous recent
addition to the then small Jewish community in¢bantry and that explains
why they were also more receptive to the Europefinences, not having deep

roots in the country.

Egypt was subject to French and British influerroenf the eighteenth century.
The French presence in the country started in Wi8Bthe Napoleonic
campaign and ended in 1801. Although short in titme campaign exposed
Egypt to European influences and the country adbgdene European
practices, notably in the sectors of the army, adstration and economy
without necessarily challenging the traditionaliaband political structures of
the country? British and French influences were dominant ineébenomic life
of the country from 1875. Britain occupied Egyptli®82, and it became a

protectorate in 1915 until its independence in 1922

Egypt became independent following a British ueitat declaration, although
the British reserved four points of contentionfisiure negotiation: the
defence of Egypt against foreign aggression, thargg of the Suez Canal, the
protection of foreign interests and of minoritiaad the status of the Sudan

which had been occupied along with Egypt by Briiaiii882° Britain often

® Jacques Hassoun, 'Un rameau vivant du judaisnpiégyle caraisme', in Hassoun, (ed.),
Juifs du Ni) pp.103-7.

* Ruth Tolédano-Attias, 'La dénationalisation daétstIEgypte’, in Shmuel Trigano, (ed g
Fin du Judaisme en Terres d'IsldRaris, 2009), pp.52-3.

® Afaf Lutfi Al-Sayyid Marsot,A History of Egypt from the Arab Conquest to thegent
(Cambridge, 2007), pp.82-98.
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used the four reserved points as a way to blockpafigy or appointment

considered likely to harm its intereSts.

However, this did not mean that French influenceistzed. The first French
schools opened in Egypt under Napoleonic occupalionit is from 1850 that
these schools became more popular and more numeiibuthe arrival of the
French Catholic missionaries and the presencecof\iiance Israélite
Universelle (AlU). Since its opening of a schooldairo in 1897, the AlU
gave a French education to the Karaite communipeaisof its larger mission
since its creation in France in 1860 to prepareamburage the emancipation
of Oriental Jews.Karaites were rejected by the rabbinate in Eggpbging
Arabophone, and the AIU aimed at reconciling theith whe larger Jewish
community through educatidhThe Karaite students came from the Jewish

lower class, which remained a neglected minoritinithe community.

French schools were mostly composed of students fin@ minority
communities in Egypt which responded very well terf€h culture and
language. They were popular with parents: in 194538,000 students

attended, compared to 11,000 students at Britisterican, Greek and Italian

® Arthur GoldschmidtModern Egypt: The Formation of a Nation StéBeulder, 2004), p.75.

" Catherine Nicault, 'L'Alliance au lendemain d&kconde Guerre Mondiale: ruptures et
continuités idéologiquesArchives Juives34:1 (2001), pp.23-4.

® Frédéric Abecassis and Jean-Francois Fail, 'Lesitéar une communauté cairote a I'heure
de I'Etat-nation'Egypte/Monde arahel1:1 (1992), 47-58 (No page reference - accessed
online). Http://ema.revues.org/index307.html

® Gudrun Kramer, 'Radical Nationalists, Fundamemsisliand the Jews in Egypt or, Who Is a
Real Egyptian?’, in Gabriel R. Warburg and Uri Miygferschmidt, (eds)slam, Nationalism,
and Radicalism in Egypt and the Sudalew York, 1983), p.357.
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schools'® Between the wars, about half of all students &igm schools
attended French schools. As a result, French eultad a strong impact on
Egyptian urban society, since most of those schwele concentrated in the
Alexandria, Cairo and the Suez Canal aré#sench schools in Egypt were
not reserved for French nationals but open to amydmo could afford it. Many
students with other nationalities, like Greekstalians, received a French
education, ensuring that the French language woaritinue to be spoken by

different communities in Egypt.

The French language had become at the turn ofaifigeiy the most used
European language among the Jewish and foreign caities, be it in legal
matters or commercial on&ln Alexandria for example, the foreign
communities communicated in French rather thanrat& according to one
interviewee: 'll y avait des communautés italienmgescques, arméniennes, qui
étaient minoritaires, mais qui avaient toujourgecebnnaissance du francais.
C'était une constant®.French was a transcommunal language as well as the
language of the Egyptian elite, the diplomacy,dtientific community and the
lawyers, in the inter-war years, and it was sti#él tase in 19581t also meant,
as there were school fees to pay to attend, tleadttidents in French schools

belonged to the middle- and upper-classes of Egysociety.

1% Delphine Gérard, 'Le choix culturel de la langneEgypte: la langue francaise en Egypte
dans I'entre-deux guerreBgypte/Monde arah@7-28:1 (1996), 253-284 (No page reference -
accessed online). Http://ema.revues.org/index1%42.h

! Frédéric Abecassis, ‘Approche d'un champ: I'enseignt étranger en Egypte, d'aprés la
statistique scolaire de I'Egypte, 1921-19&tjypte/Monde arabel8-19:1 (1994), 169-196 (No
page reference - accessed online). Http://fema.semggindex101.html

12 Gérard, 'Le choix culturel".

'3 Gérard, 'Le choix culturel".

% Interview with Yves R., 25 August 2009.

1> Gérard, 'Le choix culturel".
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After the Entente Cordiale in 1904, and a lossiddal political influence on
Egypt, the French government sought to expand ewae its cultural
influence in the country, assuming a civilisingertthrough the diffusion of the
French language and ideals. Those aims were redl@ctFrench schools'
classes. Students went to French schools likedble dabes, a private school
focused on French education, in Alexandria, whieeg wvere taught what one
former pupil called 'lI'amour de la France' throutgmational symbols. Isaac
Saporta and Rosy Kowsman, brother and sister, shdtie place that France

occupied at the school:

Isaac Saporta: Le deuxieme pays, c'était la Frabeene parlait que de la
France dans cette école.

Rosy Kowsman: On recevait le Consul de France oisepaar an, on
chantait la Marseillaise. La France! La Francebifaisait des puzzles
immenses! C'était: la France!

Isaac Saporta: Pour nous, la Marseillaise, onit'awefond du cceur, et il
y avait toujours une [he thrusts out his chest].nsaéon de... ¢a
continue pour moi.

Rosy Kowsman: ...qui continue quand on I'ent&hd.

These schools benefited from an excellent reputaticgerms of teaching
quality. They were for many Jewish families a natehoice when it came to
the education of their children as the culturad between the community and

French culture had become very close. The Frenecargment and French

'8 Interview with Rosy Kowsman and Isaac SaportaA@gust 2009.
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agencies thus successfully fulfilled their roleddfusion of the French culture

and language.

At its peak in the 1940s, the Jewish community a&tgnated to have between
75,000 and 80,000 membéfsand approximately 4,500 children from the
Jewish community in Egypt attended French schaol®46, making a very
high proportion among the communifiThere were also children from the
Muslim Egyptian elite, diplomats, scientists, aadyers, who were sent to
benefit from a better education as it would prepheen for a future in the
same elite in a country opened to European infleenthe main reason, apart
from the excellent reputation that French schoatsin Egypt, was that the
French language, especially at the beginning ofleatieth century, was an
alternative to English, which even in Egyptian saBpwas the language of the
occupying forces, a feeling that would persistrafie Second World WaF.
French did not have the negative connotation thgligh had due to the recent

history of occupation in the country.

In 1951, 51 per cent of the students in the Jewashmunity of Egypt attended
French schools, demonstrating the success of grehkigovernment's mission
to attract and to form a local elite serving itemg@mic, political, cultural and
strategic interests in EgyptThe Egyptian monarchy ended in 1952 following

the Free Officers coup. Although one of its pradladl aims was the

7 Gudrun KramerTheJews in Modern Egypt, 1914-198&ashington D.C., 1989), p.9.

'8 Gérard, 'Le choix culturel".

19 seeHassan Muhammad Hassan, 'Choix culturels et otiensaéducatives en Egypte: 1923-
1952' Egypte/Monde arahel8-19:1 (1994), 17-38 (No page reference - aecksaline).
Http://ema.revues.org/index68.html

2 Abecassis, ‘Approche d'un champ'.
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elimination of foreign influencé' foreign schools remained largely unaffected
in their teaching programme. Foreign schools wabgest by law in 1955 to
inspection by the Ministry of Education, and thenpmlsory teaching of

Arabic and 'national’ subjects in Arabic like histand geography. Yet, it
never threatened the teaching of French or Englisti,some schools did not

even apply those measufés.

The British occupation also had a cultural influemrt Egypt. Some schools
were founded on the British model in Egypt, thotuidhappened later than the
first French schools. French culture and languagayed a predominant role
in the elite spheres of Egypt and within the Jevaist foreign communities,
and British cultural influence never equalled tmerfeh oné? The

Anglicisation of Egyptian schools started in 18@&hen Douglas Dunlop
became Minister of Public Instruction, and contichuetil 1919. In order to
replace French as the most spoken foreign langnaggypt, he suppressed its
teaching in primary and secondary Egyptian schagkacing it with

English?*

The most famous British school was Victoria Colleégaugurated by Lord
Cromer in Alexandria in 1909. At that time, thelegke had 196 students, made
up of 90 Christians, 67 Jews, and 39 Muslims, andreety of nationalities

such as Egyptian, Turkish, Syrian, Armenian, Ma&ai&areek, English, French,

I Robert McNamaraBritain, Nasser and the Balance of Power in the diédEast, 1952-
1967: From the Egyptian Revolution to the Six-Dagr \(London, 2003), p.25.

2 Frédéric Abecassis, Review of 'Girgis Salamapiristde I'enseignement étranger, 1963,
Egypte/Monde arahel8-19:1 (1994), 521-527 (No page reference -ssamkonline).
Http://ema.revues.org/index138.html

23 Gérard, 'Le choix culturel'.

24 Gérard, 'Le choix culturel'.
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ltalian, Spanish, Dutch, Swiss, and BelgfaBranded by Lord Cromer as an
‘excellent example of the composition of the Egyptsociety’, it nevertheless
shows a great discrepancy between the number ofiriviaad non-Muslim
students at the time in a predominantly Muslim ¢ourBritish schools did not
have national and religious criteria when recrgitieven if they privileged
members of the foreign communities and the Egylda. In 1921, only a
third of the 2,400 British subjects and of the D, Fdotestant students went to
British schools. As a sign of the predominanceheffrench culture in Egypt,

French schools had more British students than thisiBschool<®

More British schools were founded in Egypt from 19as the British High
Commissioner, Lord Lloyd, insisted on the necessitgeveloping the British
culture in the Near-East, and weakening the pesiiche French language
and culture in Egypt which he considered to beusamnle against the political
and cultural influence of Britain in the countryofn the 1930s, the English
language gained more importance, notably with thergence of the United
States as world power and the influence of itsucalthrough cinema and
literature. Moreover, the world economic situatioeant that the use of
English became necessary as it facilitated intevnalk trade. This policy was
reflected in the attendance in British schoolsetsvben the First and the
Second World Wars, the number of students rosedsst\#,000 and 4,000, to
reach 10,000 in 194%.If English did not completely replace French as th
inter-communal language, the younger generatiorahéghst a basic

knowledge of the English language.

% Abecassis, ‘Approche d'un champ'.
% Abecassis, ‘Approche d'un champ'.
" Gérard, 'Le choix culturel'.
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Among the refugees who came to France and to Britdiowing the Suez
crisis were stateless Jews. Before the Egyptiaaeiship Laws of 1929,
Egyptian nationality was not legally defined, ahd gews in Egypt who did
not have a foreign passport were considered aa $objects' or indigenous by
the Egyptian authorities. The status of 'local sabjwas a way to differentiate
Egyptian-born people from the Ottoman subjects whee born elsewhere
under the capitulation system, which permitted Marslims to be judged by
the law of their country of origin. The attributioh the status of 'local subject’
depended on local administrations rather than oati@nal decision, except for
three common criteria: birth, residence, and nmiligervice’® The members of
the Jewish community in Egypt were dhimmis, thabisay non-Muslims of
the Book, a category which also included Christiamg Zoroastrians, and
were subject to certain restrictions and to religitribunals established in
1875. The attachment of some members of the Jawgisimunity went beyond
nationality. It was not unusual that for differenémbers of one family to have
different nationalities while the common denomimatas the Jewish identity
and the use of the French language. This was g&efoa Régine Zayan, Yves

Fedida, and David Yohana, for example.

When it became possible to obtain Egyptian natignal 1929, many local

subjects among the Jewish community did not appl¥fyptian citizenship.
According to Frédéric Abecassis, this is becausg there more attached to
the communal identity than the national one, oralee they had faith in the

British protection of religious minorities. Beingy¥ptian was not necessary to

8 Frédéric Abecassis and Anne Le Gall-Kazaziargéldtité au miroir du droit: Le statut des
personnes en Egypte (finx e - milieuxxe siécle)'Egypte/Monde arahel1:1 (1992), 11-38
(No page reference - accessed online). Http://@waas.org/index296.html
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live in Egypt as long as the local subjects didwant to become civil servants

or start a career in politics.

The end of Egypt as part of the Ottoman Empireiemstatus as a British
protectorate in 1914 did not end the local sulgéatius nor the capitulation
system, but the need for a definition of Egyptiationality became more and
more pressing. However, it was only after Egyptaoee independent, that the
Egyptian government set up a committee to dradinaregarding nationality.
After many changes, a law regarding the definitesquisition and loss of
Egyptian nationality was introduced in 1929. ltaddished a distinction
between Egyptian Ottoman subjects who were autcaibtiand compulsorily
naturalised Egyptian, and foreigners who could bex&gyptian by decree
only if they asked to be naturalis&dTo qualify, foreigners had to be born in
Egypt from a father himself born in Egypt, but wiias originally from an
Arab or Muslim country! This disposition prevented a number of Jews from
being naturalised Egyptian, and they remainedIstgeAs a result only 5,000
Jews were granted Egyptian nationality out of @ptial 40,0052 It also

announced the will of the Egyptian government to the country into a

9 Abecassis and Le Gall-Kazazian, ‘L'identité awinidu droit'.

% Syrian-Lebanese and Iraqi Jews acquired Egyptidiomality easily under these rules.

% Abecassis and Le Gall-Kazazian, ‘L'identité awinidu droit'. See also: Shimon Shamir,
"The Evolution of the Egyptian Nationality Laws atheir Application to the Jews in the
Monarchy Period', in Shimon Shamir, (ed:he Jews of Egypt: A Mediterranean Society in
ModernTimes(Boulder, 1987), p.57.

%2 Tolédano-Attias, 'La dénationalisation des Juifggipte’, pp.59-60. See also: Michael
Laskier,The Jews of Egypt, 1920-1970: In the Midst of ZoniAnti-Semitism and the Middle
East Conflict(New York, 1999); KramerJews in Modern EgyptGudrun Kramer, 'Political
Participation of the Jews in Egypt between Worldr\Wand the 1952 Revolution', in Shamir,
(ed.),Jews of Egyptpp.68-82; Shimon Shamir, 'The Evolution of the/gn Nationality
Laws and their Application to the Jews in the MahgrPeriod', in Shamir, (ed.Jews of
Egypt pp.33-65.
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Muslim nation-state by excluding large numbersedge from non-Muslim

and non-Arabic communities.

A number of Jews, in order to avoid discriminatisayught the protection of
the European presence to benefit from the capibmatystem, meaning that
they could be tried in mixed tribunals where Euarptaws were applied in
concordance with Egyptian laws. It concerned tiieiong countries: France,
Britain, Greece, Italy, Belgium, the United Stateenmark, Holland, Norway,
Portugal, Spain and Sweden. People with consutdegtion then became

foreign residents in Egypt and avoided the disaratory status of dhimmiS.

The capitulation system was eventually abolishetlig?7, following the
Convention of Montreux between Egypt and the twekgitulatory powers,
ending the privileges of the foreign communitiéMixed tribunals were
planned to disappear twelve years after the treasn if from 1937 foreign
nationals could be subject to Egypt's laws andtiaaDespite the convention,

the foreign communities kept their economic domaeah

In 1956, Jews from Egypt with French nationalityrgvealled 'Francais de
Code Civil' by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. The were different from the
French nationals, who included mainly teaching diptbmatic staff® They

were thus considered as administratively Frenchtlagygl had become French

¥ Tolédano-Attias, 'La dénationalisation des Juifgipte’, pp.52-3.

% Selma Botman, 'The liberal age', in Martin W. D4Bd.), The Cambridge History of Egypt:
Volume 2, Modern Egypt: From 1517 to the end otwentieth centuryCambridge, 1998),
p.295.

% Starr,Remembering Cosmopolitan Egyp21.

% See: MAE, Levant 1944-1965, Egypte 1953-1959, fdrdexample.
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while living in a foreign country. The Ministry ¢foreign Affairs differentiated
between the French from France and the 'Francaide Civil'. Most of the
Egyptian Jews who had French nationality manageedare it by claiming
they had relatives who had lived at one point igekia and thus were entitled
to the 1870 Crémieux decree, which granted Freatbmality to Jews in
Algeria. It nevertheless appeared after a genesalection in 1939 that 90 per
cent of those registered, mostly Jews and repriegemiore than 4,000
individuals, had no claim to French protectioncsimeither they nor their
ancestors had ever lived in AlgeffaThe facility with which the Jews obtained
and kept their French nationality shows how impartawas for the French
government to have some French and Francophilenadsi in the country as
part of its influence, a state of affairs of whiefance had been keenly aware in

the 1930s.

It is estimated that in the 1920s and 1930s, bet&and 30 per cent of the
Jewish population had Egyptian citizenship, whibep2r cent were foreign
nationals, the rest being statel&k the 1930s, about 9 per cent of Jews in
Egypt were 'Francais de Code Civil', while thosewlere British nationals
represented only 3 per cent, which out of 80,00hbexs represented roughly
2,500 individuals? The main reason was that it was harder for thes ddw

Egypt to obtain British nationality in comparisoitiwFrench nationality.

Only families originating from Gibraltar, Malta ai@yprus, which were all

part of the British empire, were eligible. Excepsacould be made if

37 Kramer, 'Radical Nationalists', p.368.
% Kramer, 'Radical Nationalists', p.357.
39 Kramer,Jews in Modern Egypp.35.
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applicants were considered to be an asset forsBngolicy in Egypt, as they
could act as intermediaries between Britain anddbal power, or if they
rendered services to the British nation, like segun the British army during
the Second World W4f.When a member of staff proposed to adopt a more
liberal attitude regarding the naturalisation o3 families in Egypt who
had lost their Austro-Hungarian protection durihg Eirst World War, as they
could form 'a useful nucleus for a Colony aftee[British] direct withdrawal
from the control of Egyptian Affairs', the Forei@ifice showed no interest
whatsoever 'in names like de Kraemer, Menasce[@hedrein]’, names
typically considered Jewisti.Very few British naturalisations happened in
comparison with French ones among the Jewish contynduring the period
Egypt was under British rule. Though Gudrun Kraswgggests that Britain
limited its protection as it was the dominant Ewap power in Egypt at the
time, the policy also parallels the general arigirapolicy in Britain?? During
the First World War, anti-alienism, along with @emitism even towards
British-born Jews, was still high.Naturalising the Austro-Hungarian Jews in
Egypt, who were technically enemy aliens, wouldéhmeant letting them

having full access to Britain, if it had been theish to re-emigrate.

While many British-naturalised Jewish families igyigt had a knowledge of

English, they mostly spoke French:

0 Racheline Barda, 'The Modern Exodus of the Jears Egypt'. (No page reference -
accessed online). Http://www.nebidaniel.org/docutsithence _ Hence by R.Barda.doc
“I Kramer,Jews in Modern Egypp.31.

“2 Bryan CheyetteConstruction of ‘the Jew' in English Literature aBdciety(Cambridge,
1993), p.159.

“3David Cesarani, 'An Alien Concept? The ContinaityAnti-Alienism in British Society
before 1940', in David Cesarani and Tony Kushregts),The Internment of Aliens in
Twentieth Century BritaifLondon, 1993), pp.35-7.
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We came from a Europeanised Jewish family... Althowghwvere
British subjects, we were not part of the Britishmanistrative class...
However, the language situation at home was comygegypical of the
times for Jewish families in Egypt. My parents spé&kench but we had
a Slovene nanny... And the Slovenian language isvetry usable one
so my mother asked my nanny to talk to us, childmeitalian instead of

Slovene®

Having a British passport did not necessarily mgagaking English at home,
nor the Arabic of the country they lived in. Nataity was not a defining
element for the Jews of Egypt before the Suezscihat mattered was
Egyptian Jewish identity and social class. Middled upper-middle-class Jews
had little contact with the lower-class Jews whalenap 25 per cent of the
Jewish community in 1948, and were mainly indigenAtabic-speaking
individuals?® Nationality for the Jews of Egypt was a way tgpbetected by
European powers and was a matter of passport rdtdwemnational identity:
Raymond Levy said, 'People did not speak aboubmality, but about
passport: "Quel passeport as-tu?" [laughs]. Pdugdeall sort of passports. |
had friends who had Italian passports and coufgieak Italianf® The fact that
people had a foreign passport did not mean thgththd an allegiance to their
country of nationality. Nationality was not defigindentity for many Jews of
Egypt. However, for the Egyptian government it nighat they were foreign
nationals, which made it easier to expel them wheg became enemy

nationals during the Suez crisis.

“* Interview with Ellis Douek, 15 December 2008.
“> Starr,Remembering Cosmopolitan Egypt109.
“® Interview with Raymond Levy, 22 October 2009.
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As far as the questions of Israel and Zionism werecerned, only a few Jews
were actively involved in Zionist movements, thougany were sympathetic
to the creation of the State of Israel, and on0P@,Jews from Egypt emigrated
to Palestine between 1917 and 1947. Most Jews yitBigere at first hostile

or indifferent to Zionism as a political movemé&hZionist activity expanded
during the 1940s, and Zionist youth movements sameease of their
membership. In general, the Jews from Egypt wekeetibound in every

political affiliation in Egypt from supporters di¢ King to Communists, and
also sympathisers of the Waftlit reflects the complexity of allegiances. Their
Jewish identity was very important as Jews of Egygipposition to Jews

from another place.

At the creation of the State of Israel in 1948, Bgyptian army attempted to
invade Israel, only to be defeated. However, thenged the relationship
between the Egyptian government and society andetvesh community. Jews
were suspected of being Zionists by the governnasmt,several were arrested
and interned. Some others were arrested on thgasilbe that they were
Communists. Thus, 1,000 Jews, Muslims and Europleamsn to be
opponents to the Egyptian government were internpled, another 300 Jews
for their past association with Zionist activitiehich were legal before 1948.
Their properties were sequestrated during thearmmhent, and only returned
in 1949 after the end of the war with Israel, amelinternees liberated. More

broadly, the Jewish community became the targahtfEuropean and

4" Michael M. Laskier, 'Egyptian Jewry under the NasRegime 1956-197MViddle Eastern
Studies 31:3 (1995), pp.574-5.

“8 Starr,Remembering Cosmopolitan Egypt109-10. See also: Kramer, 'Radical Nationalists
pp.359-63.

9 Laskier, 'Egyptian Jewry', pp.575-6.
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antisemitic actions from July to September 1949nalestrations, arson and
destruction of Jewish property happened in C&idss a result 20,000 Jews
left Egypt between May 1948 and January 1950,gelaroportion of whom
settled in Israel. From 1951 to 1953, their sitaseemed to have stabilised,
despite the revolution of 1952 and the end of temadchy>* The change of
regime in 1952 made the Jews of Egypt questiom thrire in the country,
even though Neguib, then head of State after thp,quedged friendly

relations with the Jews of Egyfft.

As a minority group more subjected to Europearugrices than Egyptian
ones, and because of their peculiar legal statdshamr Jewish identity, the
Jews from Egypt were deeply affected by the FremzhBritish occupations
and the rise of Egyptian nationalism and pan-Amabigside the Jewish
community, their status and future in the countaswuestioned, as well as

privately in family circles?>

Egypt was moving towards nationalism and Arabisomfthe 1930s, and these
developments gained considerable popularity iretirey 1950s when the
monarchy was overthrowt.Once he became leader of Egypt, Nasser tried to
minimise European influence, and especially thahefBritish, to make Egypt

a leading Arab country. He stood as a charisma&dér of the Arab world

from Algeria to Yemen, promoting a nationalist ity which sometimes

*0 Kramer, Morabia, 'Face a la modernité', pp.86-7.

* Laskier, 'Egyptian Jewry', p.577.

2 MAE, Levant 1944-1965, Egypte 1953-1959, 482, Amrsary of the Libération, 31 July
1953.

3 Eglal Errera, 'Le demi-siécle', in Hassoun, (etlijfs du Ni| pp.97-102.

** See: Israel Gershoni and James P. JankoRskiefining the Egyptian Nation 1930-1945
(Cambridge, 1995R. Hrair DekmejianEgypt under Nasir: A Study in Political Dynamics
(New York, 1971).
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leaned towards xenophobifaln October 1956 and following the Suez military
intervention, those who had managed to be granggg@ttan citizenship were
targeted by a series of removals of naturalisatibhe French and British
nationals were expelled, in an attempt to redueeEtiropean presence. The
Egyptian government also suspected Jews of bemgstior Communist
activists and sometimes interned them. In a cortekgyptianisation of the
country and affirmed opposition to Zionism and érshe Jews of Egypt were
targeted for expulsion regardless of whether trey/ersonally avowed
support for Zionism or not. Refugees who soughluasyn France had more

affinity with French culture or had relatives inaRce.

% Spencer MawbyBritish Policy in Aden and the Protectorates 1955-Bast Outpost of a
Middle East EmpiréAbingdon, 2005), pp.29-30.

206



6. From French Jews in Egypt to Jews from Egypt

in France

At the time of the Suez canal crisis, approximaf€y000 French nationals
were living in Egypt. Out of those 3,000 were dipktic and teaching staff
and workers at the Suez Canal Company. The rékedfrench nationals in
Egypt at the time were Jews who had acquired veligtrecently French
citizenship* Most of them had never lived in France before,dmnsidered
themselves of French culture since they spokeahguage, and many had a

French education at school.

While the Suez crisis was extensively reporteddetzhted in the press and in
parliament, the situation of the French nationads wot as much discussed in
the press as was the situation of the Hungaridmsrelwere also very few
parliamentary debates mentioning the situatiorocdign and Jewish
communities during the Suez crisis. As a consegidahe refugees from

Egypt arrived in France rather anonymously.

Yet, France granted asylum to 11,000 Jewish reiffeen Egypt for
permanent resettlement or re-emigrafiafthile many of the refugees were
French nationals, the French government also hdeéabwith approximately

4,000 foreign and stateless refugees from Egyptsaught refuge there due to

! Frédéric Abecassis and Anne Le Gall-Kazazianjédtité au miroir du droit: le statut des
personnes en Egypte (fin XIXe - milieu XXe sieclegypte/Monde Arahel1:1 (1992), 11-38
(No page reference - accessed online). Http://@waas.org/index296.html

2 COJ.R.Egy.A1, Dix ans d'action sociale en faveas Réfugiés d'Egypte (1956-1966).
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a familial and/or cultural attachment to the coynfkmong these, some simply

transited through France to re-emigrate somewHseg mostly Israel.

While Hungarians were welcomed by the governmeoabse they were
considered suitable candidates for immigrationygeés from Egypt were seen
as less desirable. They were assimilated with Adgammigrants by the
French administration, which, in the Algerian Wantext, made them feel
unwelcome. For French Jewish refugees, even taéomality was questioned
and was seen as a special status as they wereceferas 'Francais de Code
Civil'. According to immigration policies, this gup of refugees was restricted
entry to France as much as possible. The Frencergment thus tried to limit
as much as possible the immigration of refugeas tEgypt, but were faced
with political and moral dilemmas because of Fraoesponsibility in the
Suez crisis, the Algerian context, and as welhagteatment of the Jewish

population during the Vichy years.

This chapter shows that the arrival of the Jeweshigees from Egypt, French
nationals and stateless, was considered by thelfriggvernment to be a
Jewish problem and handled as such. It arguesiésqite a common
knowledge of the French language, and in some ¢asesh education and
nationality, their French culture was not suffidgiéor them to be considered as
French by the French authorities. Delegating tisepon of refugees to
organisations such as the Cojasor emphasisesdhih&i the government had

little interest in this wave of refugees, in costraiith the Hungarian refugees.

¥ MAE, Levant 1944-1965, Egypte 1953-1959, 492, Eheembassy in Berne to MAE, 23
January 1958.
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Studying those organisations is necessary aswloek enabled a great
majority of the refugees to have support until pement accommodation was
offered to them. The fact that the care for thegees from Egypt was
delegated for the most part to a Jewish associandrits work was central to
the permanent resettlement of the refugees emg@satis Jewish character of
the handling of this refugee situation. The chaptealyses how immigration
and resettlement policies affected differently gefeis from Egypt in
comparison with the Hungarian refugees. Finallig thapter also studies the
effect of the resettlement in France on the idgmitthe Jews from Egypt. It
focuses particularly on how their French identig @ulture was affected by
the treatment they received from the French auikeriand how their
resettlement played a major part in emphasisinig Bggyptian common past
rather than their French culture in the immediaary after their arrival in

France.

-The expulsion of French nationals and stateless\ds

The event that led to the expulsion of the Fremah British nationals and the
6,000 stateless Jews was the French, British aadlisnilitary intervention in
Egypt in October 1956. This military interventiomsvthe response to the
nationalisation of the Suez canal by Nasser oruB61DP56. Some of the Jews
from Egypt believed then that the nationalisaticuld worsen the Jewish

community's position in the country. André H.'shiatand grandfather warned
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him that the time had come to leave the countrizearing the announcement
on the radio: 'Mon pére et mon grand-pére ont éclautadio et ils ont dit:
"C'est fini!" Donc il faut partirf Although André H. and his family were not
able to leave for France until 1959, since beiate$tss they were not subject

to direct expulsion, his family's worries reflebetgeneral concern among Jews

in Egypt.

In Alexandria, 77 French nationals emigrated sdter ¢he nationalisation of
the canal. Most of them were Jewish. The rest®fldws of Egypt forming the
French colony were worried but preferred to see ti@situation would
evolve® At this time they were not subject to any resimictand could transfer
their assets relatively easily. On the other han8B8 non-Jewish French
nationals out of the 2,108 registered at the Pard-8onsulate working for the
Suez Canal Company and originally from France aetid leave following
the nationalisatiof.The attachment to Egypt was strong for the Frelests
born there. The French, British, and some Egymiahstateless members of
the community who stayed after the nationalisatibthe canal, had to leave a

few months later in much stricter conditions.

The nationalisation of the canal raised concerasitthe French population in
Egypt at the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. In earjugust, the French embassy
in Cairo tried to assess the intentions of the émerolony in case of a major

crisis in Egypt, and to have precise figures onnineber of people who would

* Interview with André H., 3 August 2009.

® MAE, Levant 1944-1965, Egypte 1953-1959, 514, Qtate in Alexandria to Embassy in
Cairo, 6 September 1956.

® MAE, Levant 1944-1965, Egypte 1953-1959, 514, MAHEIN representative, 15 December
1956.
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then became potential candidates for evacuatidoleTal shows that the

French embassy used again the distinction betwatonals and 'Francais de

Code Civil":

Table 6.1: Composition of the French colony in Egyfpon 15 August 1956
on the eventuality of evacuation to France.

Categories French citizens North Africans Total
'Francais | Algerians | Moroccans
7 Nationals| de Code (incl. (incl. Jews)
ones Civil' Jews)
Cairo 2,885 1,400 2,120 500 6,905
(several
100s)
Alexandria 2,574 1,542 1,794 780 6690
(1,500) (600)
Canal Zone 0 405 0 0 405
Total 8,806 3,914 1,280 14,000
(about (600) | (approx.
2,000) 2,600)

(Source: MAE, Levant 1944-1965, Egypte 1953-1939, 3-rench population

in Egypt, 15 August 1956.)

The Ministry of Foreign Affairs anticipated the euation of the French

colony at an early date and had figures regarding would have to be

evacuated to France in case of a military operatgainst Egypt. However,

apart from advising its nationals to move to Fratice Ministry of Foreign

Affairs did not set up a proper evacuation plamlidt not anticipate the

expulsion plans of Nasser, even in the nationaltiitical context in Egypt at

the time, and his intention to reduce the Europefimence in the country.

" R. Hrair DekmejianEgypt under Nasir: A Study in Political Dynamit¢ew York, 1971),

pp.64-118.
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This failure to anticipate had an impact on theeption of the Jews who
sought refuge in France, aggravated by the fattibwaFrench Jews were not

considered as potential immigrants.

Table 6.1 also reveals the presence of a numb&igefians and Moroccans in
Egypt in 1956. Though they were not consideredexraents to be evacuated,
the French embassy nevertheless surveyed thentione, as Moroccans and
Algerians had the status of 'protégés'. The tahleals as well that the
embassy made a distinction between Jews and nosddirose two national
categories. The Algerians in Cairo were mainly Mus| and their presence in
the city can be explained by the fact that varieaisonalist figures from the
Maghreb met there to encourage anti-colonial moversiece the end of the
Second World Wat.Moreover, Nasser openly supported the Front Natida
Libération (FLN), even if their relations were sdimes tensé€.The French
government believed the Egyptian president waselgtinvolved in the
Algerian War, and reclaiming the Suez canal wasgasxtension of the same
conflict, as well as protecting financial assetsito the Suez canflAs a
result, the Muslim Algerians in Egypt were suspéailinks with the FLN!
Though Morocco had been independent since March,1@6roccans in

Egypt were also suspected of being nationalists.

® Henry JacksoriThe FLN in Algeria: Party Development in a Revalatiry Society
(Westport, 1977), p.19.

° Bernard Droz and Evelyne Levétistoire de la Guerre d'Algérie: 1954-19¢Raris, 1982),
p.103.

1930, Assemblée Nationale, 18 December 1956, p.6lf8] TalbotThe War without a
Name: France in Algeria, 1954-19¢Rew York, 1980), p.70.

* Droz and LeverHistoire de la Guerre d'Algérigpp.53-5.
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French staff at the French schools were the firbiet expelled, the schools
being a symbol of French presence in Egypt. Théanylintervention was for
Nasser the opportunity to minimise their influemtéhe country by shutting
down their schools and institutions. Yves R., sti@d the time at the Lycée
Francais in Alexandria, remembers how quickly pened: ‘Les écoles
ferment. Les professeurs sont expulsés. Instantamgm'abord les institutions
francaises. Fermées! Virées! Ensuite, avec un peude temps, tous les
ressortissants francaf$.Nasser was able to carry out his politics of
Egyptianisation and pan-Arabism by quickly shuttduyvn the French
institutions, as well as British and Jewish schoblsring the military
intervention which started in October, schools we#osed because of the war.
However, despite what Yves R. remembered, it was@m20 November, that
the Lycée Frangais in Cairo and its annexe in Measdle requisitioned and
occupied by the Egyptian army. Similarly, all tllwgols of the Mission
Laique Francaise and Alliance Frangaise were claspdesenting a total of
10,000 students unable to attend sctidMore generally, the Centre Culturel
Francais in Cairo closed down on 9 November aloitly the French embassy
and the Institut des Hautes Etudes Francaises nle @hile the French
hospitals were occupied by the Egyptian army, tledsicing French cultural

influence on Egyptian territor¥.

12 Interview with Yves R., 24 August 2009.

'3 Both the Mission Laique Francaise, created in 18@2'reconnue d'utilité publique’ in 1907,
and the Alliance Francaise, created in 1883 aral'@sonnue d'utilité publique’, believed in
the mission of civilizing colonised countries wihench education. See Matthew Burrows,
"Mission civilisatrice": French Cultural Policy e Middle East, 1860-191&he Historical
Journal 29:1 (1986), pp.109-35.

Y MAE, Levant 1944-1965, Egypte 1953-1959, 503, a&ian of French institutions, 20
November 1956.
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When the Egyptian government forced 280 Frenchhiagcstaff (400 with
relatives included) to stay at home, and interrsxzliaiten of them, the

Ministry of Foreign Affairs made their evacuatiopority.*> While the
remaining 6,500 French nationals in Egypt werepubtunder house arrest, the
Ministry was concerned that the French Jews' freedbmovement was
restricted'® It left the other French nationals behind as receation plan had
been prepared despite the estimation of numbeglylik be affected made
during the summer. The 'Francais de Code Civillccoaly turn to the Swiss
embassy which represented French interests in Edtgrtthe French embassy
closed in November. As diplomatic relations betwEeamce and Egypt
stopped on 1 November 1956, the Swiss delegatienmeharge of French
interests in the country and could deliver a safedact with a visa valid for

one month to stateless refugees who had relativEsaince"’

In most cases, police officers came to the worle@l@chome of the people
who were being expelled and asked them to leavedbetry within two to
seven days. Assets belonging to French nationais frezen, and were
forcibly given to the Egyptian government as exgeslhad to agree to leave
everything behind. Expellees were only allowedaletwith them a suitcase of
maximum 20 kilos and twenty Egyptian pounds woutt under twenty

British pounds. A laissez-passer was then delivei#d'aller définitif sans

> MAE, Levant 1944-1965, Egypte 1953-1959, 503, a&ian of French institutions, 20
November 1956.

® MAE, Levant 1944-1965, Egypte 1953-1959, 503, Sulislegation in Egypt to French
Embassy in Switzerland, 20 November 1956.

" MAE, Levant 1944-1965, Egypte 1953-1959, 502, EigypEmbassy to Pineau, 1
November 1956.
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retour' written on it. This form of expulsion waalled voluntary expulsion and

was common from November 195%5.

However, leaving Egypt was not always easy attihrat, and Régine Zayan

had to stay longer despite an expulsion order:

lls m'ont remis un petit papier disant que j'é&aipulsée, que je devais
quitter le territoire égyptien pour un départ seeteur. Deux semaines
plus tard ou un peu plus, ils sont revenus paregeu'étais pas partie.
En fait, les avions étaient complets partout. Ldddétait énorme dans les
consulats, les agences de voyage, les compagaieatain. Pouvoir

partir immédiatement c'était trés difficile. Etdapier indiquait sous huit
jours. Cette fois ils sont venus me chercher... Icwf a demandé
pourquoi nous n'étions pas partis. lls nous onpkEment fait peur en
disant que si nous ne quittions pas les lieux expeht, nous serions
emprisonnés. Hors, nous savions qu'il y avait ééarent de gens en

prison. lls nous ont relachés et c'est tdut.

Régine Zayan was luckier than many. By early Deaardt least 900 Jews
had been arresté As she explains, it was not always easy to leasekty as
so many others were being expelled or trying tedess they could not

imagine that they had a future there any more.

'8 Michael M. Laskier, 'Egyptian Jewry under the NaisRegime 1956-197Middle Eastern
Studies 31:3 (1995), p.581.

19 |nterview with Régine Zayan, 15 August 2009.

2 | askier, 'Egyptian Jewry', p.579.
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The Jewish community was also targeted by a sefiesstrictions since the
Egyptian government associated Jews with Zionisthiarael. The first
restriction was that Jewish schools were shut damehrequisitioned, while
some of their staff was interned like the Frenaleaor of the Ecole de la
Communauté Israélite du CafreHowever, the Egyptian government went
further than just closing down schools. On 22 NovemNasser amended the
Egyptian nationality law of 13 September 1950, aigrat achieving 'national
homogeneity', by a decree-law according to whiahy'odividuals resident on
Egyptian territory before 1 January 1900, who neaired their residence until
the date of promulgation of the present decreevdmmare not under the
jurisdiction of a foreign state, are Egyptiaffdn other words, all Jews who
had been granted Egyptian nationality after 1 Jgnii@00 became stateless.
Those who had been naturalised between that ddt@38?, and on the
condition that they were not known to have taken fgaZionist activities or
associations, could remain in Egypt. The followdtay, Nasser declared all
Jews enemies of the State, and as such, they wigjecsto expulsion from

Egypt, along with French and British citizefis.

Other stateless Jews or local subjects, like D&alana, decided to leave
Egypt later despite not being expressly askedawede¢he country. However, in
the spring of 1957, it was much harder to leave-fance, even as a refugee.

In an attempt to limit the number of refugees, Fhench authorities refused to

2L MAE, Levant 1944-1965, Egypte 1953-1959, 503, &itn of French institutions, 20
November 1956.

22 | askier, 'Egyptian Jewry', pp.582-3.

2 e Parisien Libéré'Expulsion des Juifs d’Egypte’, 26 November 1956ération
‘L'aventure égyptienne colte de plus en plus @080 francais menacés d'expulsion’, 26
November 1956t.e Monde'Le Caire fait pression sur les ressortissamtisco-britanniques
pour qu'ils quittent I'Egypte’, 27 November 1956.
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deliver visas to the stateless Jews with insufficfeancial means to live in
France. It was only with the sponsorship of friemd® had come to France as
refugees a few months before that he obtainedhaitrasa for Israel valid for

15 days that enabled him to go to France on 13 swb@57>*

In general, it was the Jewish community that wasnilost affected by the
consequences of the military intervention led bgriee, Britain and Israel. The
aim of Nasser's government was to purge Egyptreida influence and of its
Jewish community and to replace foreigners or narslivhs in key positions
in society and the administration by Egyptian Musli Some foreigners or
Jews were requisitioned by the Egyptian governrteetrain Egyptians for
positions they had previously occupied, delayirgjrtbxpulsion by a few
months or even yeaf3The action of the Egyptian authorities can be seshm
up in four points: arrest and internment, sequstraf possessions and
businesses, expulsion, and, finally, promulgatiba new status stripping the
Jews of their Egyptian nationality. Thousands e¥slestateless or Egyptian,
French or British were interned or put under haarsest, while between
November 1956 and March 1957, more than 500 Jewisimesses were
seized and had their accounts frozen, and 800 mmi@esses were put on a
black list with their accounts frozen as well. &l sequestrated enterprises
were ordered to fire their Jewish employees, whiek done promptl§®
Subject to expulsion or not, the Jews from Egyat litle choice other than to
leave the country and seek refuge elsewhere. DtheetBrench influences of

their educational and cultural background, Franase avnatural choice for

! Interview with David Yohana, 5 November 2009.
% Interview with Yves R.; Laskier, 'Egyptian Jewny!581.
% Laskier, 'Egyptian Jewry', pp.579-81.
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immigration for many members of the Jewish comnmyuoitEgypt. In early
1961, following a continuous anti-Jewish and astaéli propaganda campaign
since the Suez crisis, only 7,000 Jews remain&ayypt, of which 2,000 were

Karaites, mostly unskilled labourers and smalkartg’’

-The reception of refugees from Egypt in France

Before the refugees started to arrive in FraneeFtlench press had
characterised the nationalisation of the Suez Ganhlly 1956 as a repetition
of the Munich agreement or Germany's annexatiohustria in 1938. Many
articles presented Nasser's nationalisation oStrlez Canal and the inability of
the UN to solve the issue as a new Anschluss. Exedpe case of the
Communist papers, there was a pro-war tone in téedh pressCombat
claimed that allowing Nasser to nationalise theataras the Anschluss all
over agairf® Le Mondealso believed that 'I'histoire recommence’ anavdhe
same parallels with Nasser and Hitler, the natisatibn of the canal and the
Anschluss® Paris-Pressecastigated the American attitude at the UN Segurit
Council and felt the spirit of Munich over the waalffair®® The press overall

called the government to act on the Suez question.

2" Michael M. Laskier,The Jews of Egypt, 1920-1970: In the Midst of ZioniAnti-Semitism
and the Middle East ConfligNew York, 1999), p.287.

%8 Combat 28 July 1956.

29 Le Monde 7 August 1956.

% paris-Presse 14 October 1956.
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The government had considered military interventmreclaim the canal, but
that was not the only reason to intervene. It sathé Egyptian situation a
prolongation of the Algerian War. Links between 8&rsand the FLN were
established, and overthrowing the Egyptian leades @onsidered a necessity
in order to win the Algerian War. Robert Lacostsident minister and
governor general of Algeria, recommended actionmsgjdNasser, as he feared
that if the Egyptian leader appeared victoriousationalising the Suez canal,
the Algerian War could not be wéhThis view was shared in the French
government. Nasser's links with Moscow were alsplaasised, and many
considered that he was serving, knowingly or noti& interests. Moreover,
Egypt concluded a deal in 1955 with Czechoslovakigceive military
material, much to the dismay of IsrdélThen, reclaiming the Suez canal was
not only a way to fight the Algerian War, it was@la way to diminish
communist influence in Egypt by ousting its leaddre PCF did not support
the military intervention in Egypt. Yet, the pamss in a difficult position
having to justify the Soviet invasion of Hungarytla® same time. Their

criticisms of the Suez intervention were thus dyeatakened.

Despite the fact that France had to leave Egypiviahg pressure from the
Soviet Union and the United States, the operatiag mot considered a failure.
Christian Pineau indeed claimed that Egypt wasrtam loser: Nasser's army
was defeated and demoralised, most of the Sovlgarngimaterial was lost

and had to be paid for by Egypt, the canal was alslesand Egyptian

31 Marc FerroSuez 1956: naissance d'un tiers-motBirixelles, 2006), p.61.

32 7ach Levey, 'French-Israeli Relations, 1950-198€ Strategic Dimension', in Simon C.
Smith, (ed.)Reassessing Suez 1956: New Perspectives on thig &ribits Aftermath
(Aldershot, 2008), p.96.
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economic improvements were halt&dt was in such a political context that
the question of the expulsion from Egypt of Freri@htish and stateless

nationals was posed.

While the repatriation of the diplomatic and teachstaffs posed little
problem, since it was considered a priority, theepgion of the other French
nationals and the stateless and denaturalisedplemesd more difficult.
Hungarian refugees were considered good candiflatessettlement in
France, due to the fact that they were mostly ydemgpean men who could
be potentially employed. They were fitting the emmic and demographic
needs as established by French immigration polamelspractices. The
demographic composition of the Jewish refugees tgypt differed greatly,
as they were large family units from a predominantiddle-class

background’

The introduction to the thesis has shown the ingraé of Georges Mauco's
ideas on labour, ethnicity and nationality in Ftemomigration practices.
Despite the absence of mentions of ethnic prefeseimcFrench law after the
war, national and ethnic preferences remained gtwothin the French
administratior®> Mauco considered that among ‘foreign races', pefopin the
Levant, a category also referring to Jews, weresinalable and undesirable

because they were too distant from the 'FrencH.fatle wanted to limit as

%3 Christian Pineau,956 SuetParis, 1976), p.184.

% CAC, 20050590, art. 119, Note on the expellees fEmypt, 19 February 1957.

% Alexis Spire Etrangers & la carte: I'administration de limmigdran en France 1945-1975
(Paris, 2005), p.19.

% patrick Weil, 'Racisme et discrimination dansdditijue francaise de I'immigration 1938-
1945/1974-1995Vingtieme Siécle47 (1995), p.80.
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much as possible the introduction to France of kéedinean and Oriental
people for immigration and naturalisation and faeolinstead European
immigration. In terms of occupation, priority waisen to farmers, miners, and
builders, while commercial, professional, and baglkaccupations were to be
given limited access to immigratidhimmigration from Egypt was therefore

to be avoided according to French immigration polic

Egyptian immigration had already been specificklhelled as undesirable in
19473% Immigration policy was constantly in conflict angpooncerned
ministries and the ONI between labour needs anddemphic needs. The
focus was on favouring the entry of assimilablekeos in France, which was a
way to reconcile both labour and demographic ohjest In case of conflicting
interests, population needs were often put forwatdch led to policy of
general restriction of immigration from Arab coues; including Egypt despite
any significant immigration from this country. Thmalgation of Arab
immigration and the refugees from Egypt persistadl naturalisation, notably

when dealing with the administrative services.

Moreover, refugees from Egypt arrived at a time nvA&gerian immigration
was considered undesiraf3feThe position of the French administration was
that Algerian immigrants and any immigration frome tMediterranean region

were to be avoided. Algerian immigration was coestd not to serve France's

37 patrick Weil Qu'est-ce qu'un Francais ? Histoire de la natiotéfrancaise depuis la
Révolution(Paris, 2002), pp.220-2.

% Spire,Etrangers a la cartepp.120-1.

% Interviews with Emile Gabbay, Lucien Perez, DaYishana, Régine Zayan.

0 Gérard NoirielJmmigration, antisémitisme et racisme en Francscdurs publics,
humiliations privéegParis, 2007), pp.521-2.
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demographic interests. To that aim, in March 126, person wishing to
travel from France to Algeria or from Algeria toalice had to produce their
national identity card, which marked the end offtlee passage between
France and Algeria. This practice was indirectmismation towards the
Algerians, who travelled the most between the tauantries** All necessary
information for providing national identity cardsag/thoroughly checked by
the French administration, which delayed many Alges in their travel plans,

or prevented them if they could not present theireq information.

In addition to that, the Algerian War context ghgaiffected the condition of
Algerians in France. They were treated with suspicboth by the government
and administration, and in the press. On 9 Mar&®61fhe police violently
repressed a demonstration organised in Paris b&lgezian National
Movement against the special powers wanted by Golell Yet, this
repression took place with total indifference oa fart of public opinioff®

The link between Algerian workers and terroristswammonly made. When
confronting the French administration, the refugeas Egypt were
nevertheless amalgamated with Algerian immigréhihe fact that they were
referred to as 'Francais de Code Civil' was an asiglof the fact that they
were not of French culture nor birth, and was drodo the status of Algerians
as 'Francais musulmans d'Algérie'. Such statuserasban protecting those it

referred to, became the object of discrimination.

“! Spire,Etrangers a la cartepp.200-1.
“2 Noiriel, Immigration, antisémitisme et racisnep.539-40.
3 Noiriel, Immigration, antisémitisme et racisyp.521-2.
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As a consequence, the French government trieceifirt place to prevent any
form of expulsion of the Jewish community in Egyiptorder to limit the
arrival of refugees from Egypt in France, and &lsoause the Ministry of the
Interior considered that it did not have the resesrto accommodate the whole
French population from Egypt and some stateless,Jie Ministry of Foreign
Affairs tried to investigate ways of making the algions illegal on the
international scene. According to the Ministry, theulsions violated Article
9 of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights ¢fieh Egypt was a
signatory** The Jurisconsulte for the Ministry of Foreign Affamanaged to
show that Egypt was thus violating several inteamati agreements by
expelling its Jewish population. France had a gficase to present to the
United Nations, by showing that the Egyptian measuvere an attempt at
genocide, internationally defined since the Coneenon the Prevention and
Punishment of the Crime of Genocide by the UN Galnkssembly in
December 1948 and signed by France and Egypt the s@onth* The
Jurisconsulte believed that the new regulationgeomnng the Jewish
community in Egypt could be interpreted as a ptaaxterminate or to make
an entire group or race disappé&afhese recommendations, however, were
not applied, and little was done by the French gawent to bring up the case
of its nationals and the Jewish population in Eggghe UN Assembly. The
main reason was that the French government wasigopidiscuss the future

of the Suez Canal with the Egyptian governmenniatiempt to renegotiate

“ MAE, Levant 1944-1965, Egypte 1953-1959, 503, Niftthe Jurisconsulte on the
expulsions in Egypt, 26 November 1956.

“5 Josef L. Kunz, 'The United Nations Convention am@cide' American Journal of
International Law 43:4 (1949), p.740.

“* MAE, Levant 1944-1965, Egypte 1953-1959, 503, Niftthe Jurisconsulte on the
expulsions in Egypt, November 1956.
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the terms of the nationalisation. Moreover, the istity of Foreign Affairs
considered that bringing up the matter of therdbtments and the expulsions
to the UN Assembly could prevent the negotiatianaifhappening due to the

French army's actions in Algeria:

Nous désirons certainement que des négociatioaatsamtamées le plus
rapidement possible avec I'Egypte sur le futuusidd Canal de Suez. Je
me demande si un débat a 'Assemblée dans lequslatcuserions
I'Egypte d'avoir fait subir a nos nationaux degdraents inadmissibles et
ou seraient évoquées les prétendues 'atrocitéshisa®s par nos troupes
ne risquerait pas de retarder les négociations@uerde compromettre

l'ouverture de celles-¢&f.

The atrocities the Jurisconsulte mentioned refaiwdtle French army handling
of the situation in Algeria. By the end of 1956psoof the soldiers in the
French army had revealed in letters to newspaperpaliticians the use of
illegal violent force and torture in Algeria. Fradctober the matter was
regularly discussed at the Assemblée Natioffdlde Ministry of Foreign
Affairs feared that such talks could lead to emdsment if the Egyptian
treatment of the French and Jewish communitiespaealleled to the Algerian
situation. Furthermore, it could also have beergiged as an isolated move

by the French government in the handling of thezQuisis, which, up until

“"MAE, UNRWA, 1944-1973, 251, French Office in Nework to MAE, 5 December 1956.
8 Raphaélle Branchéa Torture et I'Armée Pendant la Guerre d'Algérésa-1962(Paris,
2001), pp.68-9.
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that time, had been jointly conducted with the iBritgovernment? This
explains in part why the case of the expellees fegwpt did not receive as
much attention on the international scene as theghlltan refugees. Rather
than a means to put pressure on Egypt, their meatithe UN General
Assembly would have been a liability for FrancethesFrench government
feared that its handling of the Algerian War woalslo be publicly criticised.
The French intention was also to distract inteorati opinion from the Suez

crisis by focusing on the Soviet repression oftfu@garian revolution®

Moreover, the fact that most of the expellees wesgish limited France's
scope of action. Press comparison of Egypt to &zmany after the
nationalisation of the Suez Canal put pressurderirtench government to
relax its immigration policy. That pressure on Brench government increased
when it became public that Nasser targeted the dativdiscriminatory laws
after the bombing of Sueke Figaro andFranc-Tireurclaimed the 70,000
Jews in Egypt were all subject to expulsiohe Mondereported that the
Egyptian government was adopting laws and decreestdralising the Jews

and nationalising their businesses and aséets.

There was a further complication to the admissiorefugees from Egypt. It
was a political necessity to be generous towaregéwish refugees from

Egypt, so that the French collaborationist pastccoemained buried. Since the

49 Martin ThomasThe French North African Crisis: Colonial Breakdoand Anglo-French
Relations, 1945-196(Basingstoke, 2000), pp.106-29.

* Gusztav Kecskés, ‘La politique francaise et l@iéion hongroise de 195@/atériaux pour
I'Histoire de Notre Temp83 (2006), pp.40-9; Gusztav Kecskés, 'The SueisGmd the 1956
Hungarian RevolutionEast European Quarter\B5:1 (2001), pp.47-58.

*1 e Figaro, Franc-Tireur, 26 November 1956.

°2 e Monde 2/3 December 1956.
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end of the Second World War, there had been aakfiilem the French
government and the Jewish community, to emphalsesevartime deportations
and murder of Jew¥.Moreover Jewish deportees were considered like any
other deportees. This was a period when the Frgacernment concealed its
treatment of the collaboration and Jewish questitbmig the Vichy yeard'
Despite decrees and commissions created from Iogthidy imprisonment
and deportation during the Vichy years, the focas wore on the deportation
of French workers rather than the Jewish condRiofhe emphasis was on the
unity of the French people, who could not be didid@o categories: all
deportees, Jews and non-Jews, were French antpdigda France'. The
French Jewish community itself remained fairlysileand kept the memory of
the Jewish genocide dormant after the war. Theskeeommunity rather chose
integration and commemorated its deportations esopthe French unity®
Commemorations of Jewish deportees existed, bytweee carried out within
the Jewish community, and integrated the memonoatJews in the

ceremony or memoriaf.

The threats of expulsion by the Egyptian governnpemt=rance in a difficult
situation. Due to its involvement in the Suez stisirance had a responsibility
for the expulsion of the Jews from Egypt. Beingeyens with the Jews from

Egypt was important in order to avoid criticism aadkeep this myth of a

*3 Michel Winock,La France et les Juifs: de 1789 a nos jo(Pgris, 2004), pp.269-74.

> pieter LagroulMémoires patriotiques et occupation nazie: résistarequis et déportés en
Europe occidentale 1945-19¢Bruxelles, 2003), pp.239-41; Henry Roudse,Syndrome de
Vichy de 1944 a nos jou(Paris, 1990), pp.77-85.

%5 Annette WieviorkaPéportation et génocide: Entre la mémoire et I'oBlaris, 1992),
pp.423-6.

> Wieviorka, Déportation et génocide.436.

> Annette Wieviorka, '1992. Réflexions sur une commuéation’, Annales Economies,
Sociétés, Civilisation€l8:3 (1993), pp.704-9.
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French unity alive and the past buried, especgfige the 'mémorial du
Martyr Juif Inconnu' was inaugurated in Paris orC8flober 1956° René
Coty and Guy Mollet, although invited, could nakead the ceremony due to

the Suez events, while Israel was officially represd>®

Since the French government could not stop thelsiqms, it tried to limit the
access to France of refugees without being aconfsesdtrictive measures
against Jewish refugees. Therefore, refugees frgyptBvere only accepted on
the condition that they were (a) French, Moroccamunisian nationals, (b)
stateless, (c) Egyptian Jews with French parenthitdren or French spouse,
(d) stateless persons with Moroccan or Tunisiaemaror children or French
spouse, and (e) foreigners exposed to seriousfoikgving services given to
the Nation®® French nationals were top priorities for evacuatidowever, the
case of the Egyptian Jews reveals that only thdsehad French relatives
could be evacuated to France. There were limiteagd-rench cultural policy in
Egypt since the French government was not readg¢ept those among the
Egyptian Jews who did not have any French relativesthe French
government, their French culture and education wetenough to claim a
right to refuge in France. However, since the Egypdews lost their
nationality when they left the country, the diffece between categories (b)
and (c) was irrelevant in practice. The missiogiging a French education to

the Jews of Egypt backfired, as the French goventfoeind itself in a

%8 e ParisienLibéré 31 October 1956; Renée Poznanski, 'La créatidBehire de
Documentation Juive Contemporaine en France (494B)',Vingtieme Siecle53 (1999),
p.63.

> Annette Wieviorka, 'Un Lieu de mémoire et d'higtole Mémorial du Martyr Juif Inconnu’,
Revue de I'Université de Bruxellds2 (1987), p.127.

% MAE, Levant 1944-1965, Egypte 1953-1959, 514, Nuidtthe Ministry of Foreign Affairs
on the evacuation of Port-Said, 8 December 1956.
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position where it became very hard to refuse theyar stateless Jews to

French territory.

For many of the stateless Jews of Egypt, the kmedquired for asylum in
France was understood as being familiar with Frendture, through language
and education, rather than to have family membéts Fvench nationality. For
those who spoke French and had been to Frenchlsckoance was the first
choice before Israel, where life was thought tdvael, among some of the
refugees interviewe. French local authorities also interpreted theutércin

a very liberal sense. For example, the Bouches{uiaR prefecture issued no
refusal to stay on French territory to statelesgsJeithout relatives in France,
as the administration there considered the sitnatfdhe refugees who were
expelled from Egypt? However, since stateless refugees did not hawechre
citizenship, they had to deal with the administnatmore often. In practice,
they had to prove that they would not become antired burden on the State,
which most of them inevitably became, as they lodddve Egypt with
virtually no money or assets. Liberal interpretatamd relaxing of the
immigration policy enabled a part of the statelefgagees from Egypt to seek

refuge in France.

It is important to distinguish between statelesgdEigns and Moroccans and
Tunisians. Along with the French nationals, theyem@st in order of priority,

and they did not have to get a work permit likeeotforeigners? The reason

®1 Interview with Yves Fedida, 11 November 2009.

2 CAC, 19900353, art. 17, Bouches-du-Rhdéne Pregebtinister of the Interior on foreign
refugees from Egypt, 16 February 1957.

83 CAC, 19900353, art. 17, Circular on expellees fibgypt, 20 February 1957.

228



was that many Moroccans and Tunisians had a Fresesport and were
subject to expulsion as French nationals. They ware accepted without

restriction in France.

-Arrival in France

It is estimated that from November 1956 to MarcB7,380 per cent of the
refugees from Egypt arriving in France were JeWidfiost refugees from
Egypt left the country by boat, while the rest niaifew to Paris. Almost
3,000 Jews from Egypt arrived on thirteen shipsciwiénded in Marseille
between 30 November 1956 and 22 January $9By.January, the reception
of the refugees from Egypt was already organisedudees who did not have
any relatives able to take care of them, were mehé Red Cross at their
arrival. After a quick registration they were semsports centres or cheap
hotels in the area that served as temporary accalaton, or redirected to
Paris. Régine Zayan remembers her arrival in Radanuary 1957 and how

quickly she and her mother were taken care of:

L'arrivée a Paris a été assez impressionnantermus. Nous sommes
arrivées a Orly... Il y a avait une cellule de la i&ouge qui était
présente et qui nous accueillait. On nous a donri#liet de 50 francs

anciens, pour prendre un taxi... Le taxi nous a d&pd$otel. Certains

4 C0OJ.R.Egy.A1l, Dix ans d'action sociale en faveas Béfugiés d'Egypte (1956-1966).
5 CAC, 19810201, art. 2, Arrival in Europe of Jewanfi Egypt, n.d.
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hoétels étaient réquisitionnés pour les Francaigypte. Il y avait toute

une partie de cet hotel réservée aux réfulfiés.

Because of the lack of accommodation availableotell, their location varied.
Renée Hakoun, a French national who arrived witthhsband in Marseille a
few weeks before Régine Zayan, was sent briefArtes, and then moved to

Paris to a hotel full of French nationals from Egiypthe Quartier Latifi’

In the Bouches-du-Rhoéne, the problem was diffefdiarseille was already
receiving many French nationals leaving North A£fit The French
government had no additional structures to acconatecithe refugees from
Egypt, as the existing ones were already full wetlugees from Spain, because
of the Franco regime, and Jews from Moro&m order to cope with a large
influx of refugees, the Ministry of the Interior wked with the SSAE and the
Red Cross to open budget hotels. Yves Fedida, réxeenhis arrival in

Marseille:

On a pris le bateau et on est arrivé a Marseille cetde époque il y avait
la Croix Rouge qui accueillait les réfugiés a Médlset le gouvernement
francais avait installé des camps pour accuedfirgens. Ce qu'on ne

voulait surtout pas c'est qu'ils viennent en régiarisienne au départ car

il y avait une crise du logement épouvantable emée.

% |Interview with Régine Zayan.

®7 Interview with Renée Hakoun, 5 November 2009.

% CAC, 20050590, art. 119, SSAE, Note on the expslfeom Egypt, 26 February 1957.

% Nathalie Deguigné and Emile Temintes Camp du Grand Arénas, Marseille 1944-1966
(Paris, 2008), p.71.
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Il y avait toutes sortes de camps... Il y avait umpa Toulon qui était
un camp de la marine, il y avait des hétels a ClAiRouet, et nous
avons été dans des hotels a Arles. En fait ilsiségpnnaient des une
étoile, des deux étoiles, etc., et qui, en hiviglie@t complétement vides.
lls les ouvraient, ils nous mettaient la-bas etsnétions deux familles

dans une chambre double avec enfahts.

The words used by Yves Fedida show that even ifehegees from Egypt
were not in actual camps, hotels were consideradiets. Calling them camps
was also a way of acknowledging their conditioteing refugees. The
refugees from Egypt in France did not experieneecdimp situation as did the
Hungarian and Egyptian refugees in Britain, andHhagarian refugees in
France, but some of them nevertheless felt as eekjgand found life in hotels

comparable to life in camps.

The housing crisis, mentioned by Yves Fedida, wasgr problem as French
cities were desperately lacking accommodationfféicted the experience of
the refugees from Egypt, as they had to cope wilation in small towns'
hotels. The French government found itself in aagibn where requisitioning
hotels became a viable solution as the influx ofiggarians meant than military

bases serving as camps were full.

The SSAE needed to requisition 110 hotels in thecBes-du-Rhbéne and Var

départements due to the influx of stateless refigethe Marseille area, as

O Interview with Yves Fedida.
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most of the open hotels there were already’fullarseille, to the same extent
as Paris because of the accommodation crisis,imm#ed space and the
refugees ended up being accommodated in isolaged &n the south of

France’?

When the refugees arrived in large numbers in Déeerh956, the SSAE
found itself completely overwhelmed and was noedblregister them all. The
number of stateless refugees who arrived along thétl~rench refugees was
not be the only factor in the sometimes chaotialhag of the arrival of the
expellees from Egypt in France. The Ministry of &gn Affairs failed to
anticipate the effect of the French culture onkd&ish community in Egypt,
and among the 6,000 stateless refugees who lefitbgyween November
1956 and the end of 1957, almost a quarter chosedlo refuge in FrancéAs

a consequence, both French and stateless refudp@elsas no family to stay
with in France during the first few months founeitselves isolated in small
villages of the Var or the Bouches-du-Rhone, thowisig down their
resettlement in France. As shown in the followialglé the main concentration
of non-French refugees from Egypt were to be foarttie Allier, Bouches-du-
Rhéne, Lozere, Var, Isére, and the Seine départsmehere the refugees
stayed in hotels closed during the winter but reitjoned by the Ministry of

the Interior and reopened to accommodate the refuged repatriates:

"t CAC, 20050590, art. 119, SSAE Marseille BrancBaaial workers of the SSMOE in
receiving départements, 26 February 1957.

2 Anne PowerHovels to High Rise: State Housing in Europe sit®80(New York, 1993),
pp.44-50. According to her estimations, in 1954illion people lived in overcrowded
accommodation, half a million families lived in k&t or furnished rooms, several hundred
thousand lived in makeshift shanty settlements,amlit 10,000 families were squatting. The
majority of the French population was living in gsty inadequate accommodation.

3 Laskier, 'Egyptian Jewry', p.589.
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Table 6.2: Numbers of non-French refugees arrivingrom Egypt by départements in
France, January 1957
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Allier 21| 35| 39 4 1 100
Aisne 1 1
Alpes- 3| 3| 4| 8 7 25
Mari-
times
Bouches-| 56| 52| 130| 4| 5| 2| 15 1| 1| 266*
du-Rhbéne
Gironde 3] 1 4
Hérault 1
llle-et- 2 2
Vilaine
Lozere 15 32| 19 1| 1| 2 70
Orne 1 1
Hautes- 1 1
Pyrénées
Bas-Rhin 1 1
Seine 176 178| 251| 3 1 5/ 1 615
Seine-et- 1 5 6
Oise
Seine-et- 4 4
Marne
Var 56| 151| 116| 18| 8| 15| 2 1| 1| 2 370
Vaucluse 3 3
Isere 14 21| 27 1 63
Total 338| 469| 588| 35| 31| 30| 19| 5| 1| 1| 1| 13| 1| 11,533

*Bouches-Du-Rhone: 266 - This number does not ohelchildren under
16 years of age. Moreover, 184 foreigners from Egygre in transit for
Israel in the Camp du Grand Arénas as of 18 Jarlgsy.

(Source: CAC, 19900353, art. 17, Number of repasifrom Egypt,
end of January 1957)
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The most represented categories were the statelesges (588), the
Tunisians (469), and the Moroccans (338), for altetimber of 1,533 foreign
refugees at the end of January 1957, which walsdar a massive wave of

uncontrolled and uncontrollable immigration to Fe@an

Thirty British nationals were also in France, shagvihat attachment to French
culture was more important than to nationalityome cases, especially if they
had French relatives in the country. It was alstabee French was the only
language they could speak despite their Britisionatity. These figures show
that despite initial measures to restrict the nunab@on-French refugees from
Egypt, the Ministry of the Interior eventually adeg@ a rather liberal policy in

admitting them.

The Tunisian and Moroccan refugees from Egypt weostly Jews and did not
want to return to Tunisia and Morocco due to tlse of antisemitism since the
creation of Israel and the independence of botimtims’* It reveals a certain
sympathy for the Jewish condition by the Frenchegoment, as they were
granted permission to stay in the country, afterMoroccan and Tunisian
authorities unofficially informed the Ministry ofdfeign Affairs that it
detached itself from the question of its Jewishomais expelled from Egypt, if
they did not show any intention of returning to Moo or Tunisid” The

OFPRA was thus able to put these refugees underdtection of the

" Yigal Bin-Nun, 'La négociation de I'évacuationraasse des Juifs du Maroc', in Shmuel
Trigano, (ed.)La Fin du judaisme en terres d'islgfaris, 2009), pp.303-20; Jacques Taieb,
'‘L'échec de l'intégration des Juifs de TunisieTrigano, (ed.)La Fin du judaismepp.359-66.
S AN, F7/16062, Notes on the Tunisian and Morocogreees from Egypt, 8 July 1957.
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UNHCR, after a period of three montffdn March 1958, 584 Tunisian and

453 Moroccan expellees from Egypt were considesagfugeed’

Table 6.2 also points out the main geographicapgon areas of the refugees
in the first months of their arrival in France. TAlier département had quite a
small population and was not the most attractivsidation in terms of
employment opportunities, with Vichy as a main ghegton for the refugees in
the area. Although of French nationality, as Freaath non-French refugees
and repatriates from Egypt were mixed in hoteldygbSuarés was among the
refugees sent to Vichy after transiting through$&te remembers what life

was like there in the first months:

On a été pris en charge par la Croix Rouge qui aczenduit dans des
hétels a Paris Montparnasse. Et |14, nous nous semetreuvés a
plusieurs européens d’Egypte ou hous sommes nastésrtain temps et
ils nous ont demandé "vers quelle destination \wutaus allez ?" Alors
moi je me suis dit, je suis en France je resterande... IIs nous ont
renvoyeé sur Vichy... lls ont rouvert des hétels ezirpmois de
décembre, donc fin décembre a Vichy les chaudaed$h6tel ont éclaté.

C’était I'hiver le plus froid depuis cinquante dr8'était trés moyer®

The hotels were not adapted to receive such a farg#er of people during
the winter period, but the refugees were neverisstempliant and did not

pose problems during their stays in the requisgitbhotels.

" CAC, 19810201, art. 1, OFPRA, Report on meetigNavember 1957.
" AN, F7/16069, Meeting of the Commission pour létmnce des Réfugiés, 24 March 1958.
"8 Interview with Robert Suarés, 25 August 2009.
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The SSAE was asked by the Ministry of Foreign Affao provide financial
support to the refugees from Egypt registered wehOFPRA. The financial
support was calculated on the basis of the unemptay benefits in the Paris
region, along with extra money coming from a dasratry the American Joint
Distribution Committee. Refugees from Egypt looledir by the SSAE
received 22,300 Francs per month if single, 32f8@0per month for a couple
without children, or 40,300 Frs per month for amlewvith children’®
Although based on unemployment rates, some ofdhgees interviewed
considered the allocation too small, especiallgéwho were too old to find
suitable employment, and they had to buy cheap fo@dok in hotels, even if

that was forbidden, or go to soup kitchéhs.

Once in France, the stateless refugees had tdeegigh the police in order to
obtain acarte de séjoufresidence permit) valid for a month, this length

time being used to check that the applicant haativels in France. Once this

had been verified, earte de séjoureceipt was delivered so that refugees could
ask the OFPRA to be legally recognised as statusdungees or stateless
persons, which enabled them to obtain a work peaihiite Direction
Départementale du Travail et de la Main d'E{VM/ithout the recognition of
refugee status at OFPRA under the Geneva Convengéfugees could be
expelled® The refugees from Egypt were normally not eligilale 1956 was

not covered by the Convention, but neverthelessfited from the status of

" CAC, 20050590, art. 119, Expellees from EgyptF2éruary 1957.

8 30O, Assemblée Nationale, p.2122, 30 October 186&rview with Denise Chabah, 19
November 2009.

81 CAC, 19900353, art. 17, circulaire 595 on foreigfugees from Egypt, 29 December 1956.
82 Gérard Noiriel Etat, nation et immigration: vers une histoire doupoir (Paris, 2001),
pp.413-20.
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refugees under the mandate of the United Natiogh Biommissioner for
Refugees as they were stateless. They were referee'réfugiés provenant
d'Egypte sous mandat du Haut Commiss&iralthough they were called
differently, they had the same rights as refugeeeuthe definition of the

1951 Convention in Frand& Once administrative steps had been completed,
the stateless refugees had the same rights arghbbhs as any other aliens

residing on French territory.

The French nationals expelled from Egypt did nateht® go through those
procedures. Instead, they had to register at thesR#e Chaillot in Paris with
the Comité d'Aide aux Francais Rapatriés de I'igeamhen they arrived,
where they receiveda@arte de rapatrié The committee was under the
supervision of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Tipeimary function of the
carte de rapatriévas to track French refugees from Egypt when dsked for
support from public servicés Although the other reason mentioned for this
card was that it would facilitate the support fooge refugees, it existed within
a logic of control of a category of people diffictd classify as they were
foreigners with a French passport. The card megptdctice that they were

considered as foreign migrants.

The fact that the refugees from Egypt were notuasarous as the refugees
from Hungary enabled the Ministry of the Interioruse hotels rather than
military camps to accommodate them, even if thesevue unsatisfactory

conditions. The heating broke down in some plaaed,refugees were not

8 CAC, 20050590, art. 119, OFPRA, Registration &frallews from Egypt, 21 March 1957.
8 CAC, 19810201, art. 2, Benefits to alien Jews figypt, 12 July 1957.
8 CAC, 20050590, art. 119, Note on refugees frompEg¥ December 1956.
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allowed to cook® Some of the refugees managed to buy a portahle siud
secretly cooked food in their rooms, as they cawitafford to eat out every
day. Others went to the soup kitchens that the <0ojean for impoverished
Holocaust survivoré’ Life in hotels was a very convenient way for thierfeh
authorities to deal with the refugees. Unlike imga, where discontent could
have led to strikes or other spontaneous mass nespspreading the
refugees across different parts of France and acwmiating them in hotels
enabled the Ministry of the Interior to control theSmall groups of people in

smaller structures proved easier to handle.

As most of the refugees and repatriates were JethistFrench Red Cross
(CRF) believed that it was the duty of Jewish asdimns to be in charge of
them® The CRF contacted Jewish organisations in Framdecided that
the Cojasor was the most active and appropriatenisgtion to take on the
refugees from Egypt. Although the CRF did not dssrthe French
government's responsibility towards its nationaisedled from Egypt, the
organisation argued that the French Jewish assmtsashould financially
support the French government's assistance byngelpe refugees. For the
CRF, the refugees from Egypt were an exclusivelyiste problem calling for

a Jewish solution rather than public support.

From the beginning of 1957, the role of the Cojdssrame increasingly
important, and the association was consulted olowsudecisions regarding the

refugees. Although never acknowledged, the Minisfrthe Interior handled

8 |nterviews with Robert Suarés, Renée Hakoun, Re@lsabah.
87 Interview with Denise Chabah.
8 CAC, 20050590, art. 119, Report on refugees frgypE January 1957.
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the reception of the refugees from Egypt, Frencétateless, as a Jewish
problem. It attempted to resettle them among alrexdsting French Jewish
communities, and by relying heavily on the helph&f Cojasor, which was
specialised in Jewish relief. The Ministry of tmédrior, the SSAE and the
Cojasor decided that they should be resettlectiscwith employment and
resettlement opportunities as well as with active eonsiderable Jewish
communities. In cities with a large Jewish commyniews from Egypt could
benefit from extra local help, and their integratio French society would also
be facilitated by contact with French Jews. Theédaserion was the most
important and it was decided in early 1957 to tésetnumber of Jews from

Egypt in the following départements:

Table 6.3: Proposed dispersal of Jews from Egypt fgpermanent
resettlement in February 1957

Number of
Départements Jews from
Egypt
Cote d'Or 40
Haute-Garonne 50
Gironde 50
Loire 40
Bas-Rhin 100
Haut-Rhin 30
Rhoéne 100
Nord 40
Belfort 30
Total 480

(Source: CAC, 20050590, art. 119, Conversation Wiintan,
20 February 1957.)

The problem of having privileged the Jewish commuaiiterion was that it
did not always match employment and resettlemepoxipnities. The Ministry

of the Interior had, as a result, trouble convigcsiome of the prefectures to
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admit the desired number of refugees as showrble &3. For example, the
Prefecture in Lyon tried to avoid receiving anyugdes at all, as it was facing
severe housing shortag@sThe situation became such at a local level that th
SSAE, the Cojasor, the Fonds Social Juif UnifieJB% and the French Red
Cross wrote to the French government concernetidglowness and the lack

of permanent solution for the resettlement of #fagees from Egypt:

La réintégration dans la vie métropolitaine defeescais, dépouillés de
tout et dont la nation ne saurait se désintéressergendue extrémement
difficile, sinon impossible, par I'absence de logatpermettant une vie
familiale, méme précaire, et alors méme qu'una&iun travail normal

sont assuré¥®

The phrasing of the letter suggests that the refsiff@m Egypt, despite their
French nationality, had to be reintegrated intorthgon because they were
born outside France, which emphasises the idealdfesient nationality status
for the French nationals from Egypt. This unificatiof different organisations
led to concrete solutions soon after. It was ackadged in the letter that
funds were given to help the refugees, but permamesettiement was

considered to be the only way out of a precaridasn France.

The aim of the Cojasor was to know who consideesettling permanently in

France, to facilitate the settlement and integratibthe refugees and to take

89 CAC, 20050590, art. 119, SSAE to Cantan, 20 Febri@57; PowerHovels to High Rise
pp.44-50.
% CAC, 20050590, art. 119, SSAE, Open letter togineernment, 14 March 1957.
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care of their legal statid$.The role of the Cojasor was to morally and
psychologically support the refugees, but alsafupsrt them financially to
help them paying for hotel rooms or furnished flédsgrant scholarships or
apprenticeships for students, until families caedgn enough money. The
refugees benefited from Cojasor's Service Spéeifdldcement created when
the first refugees arrived in France, since it abered that successful

resettlement could only happen if they were in eyplent®?

As most of the Egyptian refugees were Jewish, tlag,Hbased in the United
States, worked with the Cojasor to determine howymafugees wanted to re-
emigrate to Israel. The core of the emigratiorsta¢l from France happened
in the first months after the expulsions. In Mayp192,232 refugees from
Egypt, French nationals and stateless, emigratéstdel after transiting
through Francé® Thus more than three quarters of the refugeeslee¢o stay
in France rather than to re-emigrate. Refugees elgir intentions to emigrate
to Israel benefited from a different reception snbeThey were issued transit
visas from the Swiss embassy in Egypt, after config their desire to resettle
in Israel. Once in France, they were under the cftiee Israeli embassy and
accommodated in camps run by the Jewish Agenclgfael around
Marseille. While facilitating the transit of thosefugees, who could not leave
Egypt directly for Israel because of the situatdnvar arising from the Suez
crisis, the French government declined any findmesponsibility for those

refugees, leaving them to the care of the Israplothatic authoritieS?

L COJ.R.Egy.Al, Dix ans d'action sociale en faveas Béfugiés d'Egypte (1956-1966).

%2 C0J.R.Egy.A1l, Dix ans d'action sociale en faveas Béfugiés d'Egypte (1956-1966).

% CAC, 20050590, art. 120, Confidential OccasiortatiStical Bulletin 2, 12 August 1957.

% CAC, 20050590, art. 120, Minister of Interior to®hes du Rhéne prefect, 13 March 1957.
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For the refugees who decided to settle in Framogl@y/ment was one of the
major problems. Most refugees came from middlescéasl upper-middle-
class backgrounds, and had jobs in business dibdral professions. Many
male refugees owned their own businesses or waorkimily-run enterprises
or banks and most of the married women did not Ipave work. There was a
great difference between the manual jobs availabfeance and the last
occupations the refugees had before leaving E¢yjatbord, nous avons
essayé de trouver du travail. J'ai trouvé du ttaepidement dans une société
qui fabriquait des colles. J'étais simple corresiamcier, j'ai commencé au bas
de I'échelle. Je ne pouvais pas avoir de prétenfidmhe testimony of Robert
Suareés, whose job in Egypt in an electrical andts company required him
to speak five different languages, shows the ingmme of employment in
order to resettle in a new place, even if it meeortking at a lower level than
in Egypt. Benefits were barely enough to live anttsat refugees from Egypt
saw in employment a way to earn enough moneyidfakample reflects a
certain adaptability and understanding of the clifti situation in which the
refugees were, not all of them could do the samgeheral, the older the
refugees were, the harder it was for them to fisditable job. Refugees from
Egypt who were older than 45 years old had marficdifies in finding
employment again. Even if they had engineeringifications, French
employers refused to hire them on the basis tlegt were not accustomed to

the latest technologies and work conditions in Eeaor because they had

% Interview with Robert Suarés.
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lived all their life outside of France. Five hundnefugees were in that

position by the end of 1959.

Many Egyptians experienced problems of employni@aspite jobs left vacant
by Algerian workers because of the Algerian wae, réfugees from Egypt
were not employable in these sectors due to tleirgeois background.A
sample of unemployed refugees from Egypt in Mdesell November 1957
shows in which sectors it was hard to find a jelshhicians, shop clerks, trade
employees, bank clerks, and executi¥feBhe sectors in which those refugees
were looking for employment were not matching thig gpportunities in
France at that period, leaving the refugees iratiee categories in long-term
unemployment. Because of their age and their pusvsocial class and
employment background, refugees from Egypt werddrao resettle than

Hungarian refugees.

Long-term unemployment had practical effects ondimetion of support to
refugees. While the last Hungarian refugee campaoles®d down in March
1960, which put an end to support as their rese#id was considered
achieved, some refugees from Egypt were still bdoged after by the
Cojasor until the mid-1960€° Because of the unemployment situation of
some of the refugees from Egypt, the Service d'8it@ux Francais Expulsés

d'Egypte, under the aegis of the Ministry of Fonefdfairs still existed after

% JO, Sénat, ®° séance, André Armengaud, pp.971-972, 17 Noveng9,1

" C0OJ.R.Egy.B3, Note on support to refugees frompEgy.d.

% CAC, 19810201, art. 2, Unemployed French, stasedes foreign workers in Marseille, 6
November 1957.

% AN, F7/16069, Meeting of the Commission pour létmnce aux Réfugiés, 24 March 1958.
10 cAC, 19810201, art. 2, Minister of the InteriorMizurthe-et-Moselle prefect, 13 February
1960.
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1961. Similarly, the SSAE was still in charge dugees from Egypt who
could not be placed into employment, especiallgéwho were more than 40
years old:®* The Fonds Commun, which financed the resettlemirgfugees
from Egypt, held regular meetings from its creaiiwi957 to 1963 when the
bulk of the refugees were put into permanent accodation. It was finally
wound up in 1965 and only three families benefitedh the scheme after 30
September that yed?¥ It thus took four years longer to officially redetthe

refugees from Egypt than the more numerous Hungsria

The action of the Cojasor for Hungarian refugees kvaited due to their small
number and because of the government's close ssiparof their
resettlement. As far as the refugees from Egypéwencerned, the Cojasor
played a central role in the resettlement of thegees. It was reported in
1966, that 4,300 families, representing 11,000@essused the organisation's
services either for help to resettle in Franceoaetemigraté?® For the
Cojasor, one of the main conditions needed to settgr integration of
refugees in France was permanent accommodationrééfctober 1957, 750
Jewish families from Egypt, including 550 in theriBarea, were living in
hotels since the closing of the Japy and Jean daeceéption centré$? Life in
the Parisian hotels could only be a temporary soluespecially because of
the cost of living there. Some of the refugees fiegypt, and notably those
supported by the Cojasor and the Red Cross, foypreitraanent solution in the

offer that was made to them to live in social hoggqHLM) around Paris in

01 CAC, 20050590, art. 119, Meeting with Cottin, 23bFuary 1961.

1%2CcAC, 20050590, art. 119, Trillat to Jouve, 25 Nuwer 1965.

193 Cc0J.R.Egy.Al, Dix ans d'action sociale en faveag Béfugiés d'Egypte (1956-1966).
194 C0J.R.Egy.A3, Note on the creation of the Fondsan, n.d
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Villiers-Le-Bel or Sarcelles for example. Thanksatoidea from the Cojasor
and the partnership of the Caisse des Dépo6ts di@mations, a public
financial organisation under Parliamentary contitod, Red Cross, the
UNHCR, and the American Joint Distribution Comngtt& the Fonds
Commun pour I'Etablissement des Réfugiés d'Egypeakeated, originally to
help 300 families®® The support was first granted as lo&Hdgut these
quickly became donations since some of the refufpee®l repayment too
difficult. SSAE and Cojasor social workers wouldiadly decide who was to
be granted the loar’®® Because of the housing crisis, the refugees hagrty
for a flat in buildings yet to be buitt’ The Fonds Commun enabled the

resettlement of 600 families from 1957 to the eh#las611°

-Effects of resettlement policies on refugees

So far | have argued that the French governmentibbetjated the resettlement
process of the refugees from Egypt to the Cojadter unsuccessfully trying

to limit their arrival in France. Despite being @sdable immigrants in the
sense of the 1945 Ordinance, refugees from Egype aecepted with little
restriction because of the Vichy past and the AsgeYar context. Moreover,

some officials showed occasional compassion forehegees and liberally

15 c0J.R.Egy.A2, Report on the Fonds Commun, 28 Dbeert959.

1% c0J.R.Egy.A3, Note on the creation of the Fondsian, n.d.

107'prats d’honneur'.

1% c0J.R.Egy.A2, Report on the Fonds Commun, 28 Dbeert959.

199 c0J.R.Egy.Al, Dix ans d'action sociale en faveag Béfugiés d'Egypte (1956-1966).
110 c0J.R.Egy.A1Dix ans d'action sociale en faveur des Réfugiégypte (1956-1966).
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interpreted the immigration policy. On the othenthaChapter 3 of the thesis
has established that refugees from Hungary werernthé care of the Ministry
of the Interior with the CNARH, and were largelyle@med by the public and
the government. Therefore, the two waves of refageentually benefited
from generous offers of asylum but for differerasens. This part now
compares how these immigration policies affectetth @aves of refugees, and
argues that, despite being considered as undesirabligrants at first,
refugees from Egypt benefited from better struduferesettiement than the

Hungarians in France.

If the immigration policies for the refugees frorgypt and from Hungary
ended up being similar, the identity and compositbbthe refugees affected
their resettlement in different ways. Being assecian many occasions with
Algerian immigrants by the French administratioficefrs, the refugees from
Egypt were not seen in a favourable light in FraNhile the Ministry of
Labour believed that Algerian immigration was afukaddition to the French
workforce, that view was not shared by the wholeegoment:** With the
Algerian War, which started in 1954, there was algpowing distrust of
Algerian workers in France from the authorities #mel publict'? The refugees
from Egypt were compared to the Algerians, as NAfticans, but without the
economic advantages they represented. Due toldbergeois background,
most of the refugees were not employable in theessauators as the Algerian

immigrants:*® Moreover, many Egyptians, forced migrants fronighér

11 Noiriel, Immigration, antisémitisme et racisnpp.521-2.
12| equin, 'Les vagues d'immigration’, pp.396-8.
113 C0J.R.Egy.B3, Note on support to refugees frompEgy.d.
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social class than the Hungarian refugees, expatepmblems of

employment, as their qualifications did match laboeeds™*

On the other hand, there is no archival evidengagfidice against Hungarian
refugees because of their origins. They represemtégropean alternative to
Algerian immigration in accordance with the int&tation made of the 1945
Ordinance. Their relative young age on averagealsspart of the
demographic and professional recommendations gdgaander 30 and
certainly not above 40 were supposed to enhance&saproductivity and
demography*® The Hungarian refugees were easier to place incyment

for the vast majority.

Yet, as far as resettlement in permanent accomnoodags concerned, thanks
to the action of the Fonds Commun for resettlengesmts and providing
accommodation in the suburbs of Paris, many ofe¢hegees from Egypt were
accommodated together and benefited from the expegiof the Cojasor in
dealing with refugees. The fact that they were @red hard to be employed,
and because they were family groups, led the govent to a more flexible
approach towards the refugees from Egypt. Wherags ®Ras initially
considered to be avoided as a resettlement pladeoth waves of refugees,

many refugees from Egypt were accommodated inultsidbs.

In contrast, the fact that the Hungarian refugeesewonsidered as a labour

immigration by the government, led to occasionaunderstandings. The

114 AN, F7/16069, Meeting of the Commission pour li&smce aux Réfugiés, 24 March 1958.
15 Vincent Viet,Histoire des Francais venus d'ailleurs de 1850 & jours(Paris, 2004),
pp.172-3.
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resettlement plan for the Hungarian obeyed to & lofjquick resettlement
through employment in sectors which lacked workdofdespite the help of the
SSAE, there was little moral support for the Humgarefugees the way the
refugees from Egypt received thanks to the Cojdsaras thought that once
employed, France would look as having completedutaanitarian role
towards Cold War refugees while satisfying to tereomic needs. That
explains why the camp of the Cing Tranchées, naaicil represented a
moral, political and economic problem for the Filegovernment. All of the
French government plan for resettling Hungarians based on their

employability in specific sectors, and unemployefiligees were left out.

The resettlement policy of Hungarian refugees Waslapted to refugees who
were not single young men, in contrast with thettémment policy of the
refugees from Egypt, which included everyone. Tnablem is reflected in the
handling of unaccompanied children among the Huagaefugees.
Unaccompanied children, aged between 15 and 1iiéomost part,
represented a total of 13 per cent of Hungariamgeds in France. Many were
members of the same class or factory and spontalyedecided to leave
Hungary attracted by life in Western Eurdp&The children were separated
from their families who were left in Hungary or whad emigrated elsewhere,
but were not given separate accommodation anddslgiere with adults in
camps. An agreement was signed by the UNHCR an838#¢ to tackle this
issue. The SSAE set up a team of four social werkarking full time on the

issue of unaccompanied Hungarian refugee childrkea.case of these children

118 CAC, 20050590, art. 119, Young Hungarian refuggéd\ovember 1959.
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was particularly problematic for the SSAE as mdsldeen were unsettled:
they would change job very often, and were left damg alone in France, to
often ending up looking for work in Paris. In Fedary1 1958, the SSAE had
dealt in total with 1,151 children including 56%ea still active. The closed
cases were mostly composed of children who becagaly adults (311),
whereas some chose to re-emigrate (192), whenaongndful were repatriated
to Hungary (67}}” The case of the unaccompanied children showsrtits |
of the French government's resettlement policy\Hongarian refugees. This
category of refugees, although posing a specifiblem of resettlement, was
not matching the type of Hungarian refugees imntetli;gmployable wanted
by the government. As they were not desirable imnamts in the sense of the
1945 Ordinance, the French government delegatedsiingport to the SSAE,

which indicates a lack of interest for their sitaat

Therefore, despite benefiting from similar immigpatpolicies but for
different reasons, considering Hungarian refugegsoétical and economic
assets and refugees from Egypt as liabilitieshedgpvernment to treat the
refugees differently. It eventually led the refugi@®m Egypt to be better
taken care of, mostly thanks to the Cojasor andrtimels Commun, than the
Hungarians. Yet, despite a policy which favouresktdement in large groups

around Paris, the refugees from Egypt felt chakehig their French identity.

17 AN, F7/16069, Trillat to Cantan, 11 March 1958.
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-Limitations of French identity

The Fonds Commun represented a completely diffeqgmtoach to the initial
plan to resettle the Jewish refugees from Egypttias with a large Jewish
community. The main places of resettlement presentéable 6.3 changed
following the application of the plan, and the nglaces were situated around
Paris and included Villiers-le-Bel, Gennevillie@arges-lés-Gonnesses, and
Sarcelles. These places were part of the Frencargment's mass housing
policy where HLMs were built at great speed anccedihcy in the suburbs of

Paris to tackle the housing crisf§.

In Genneuvilliers, for example, 125 of 129 flatsided into eight blocks had
been granted to Jewish families from Eg¥/gtin this environment, a part of
the Jewish community from Egypt managed to re-foself, where a life as
similar as possible to the one in Egypt was reedsand where provisional
synagogues were made in flats. As a consequenz@aghguite a large number
of Jews from Egypt in the same place slowed dowriritegration of many of
them into French society, and led to misunderstagelbetween two different
French culture$?° People from France and the French from Egypt had
different traditions and habits. Onefugee from Egypt living in Villiers-Le-

Bel, Youda Lévy, was quoted in 1960 as saying:

18 power Hovels to High Riseop.44-50.

9 biane Afoumado, ‘L'installation des juifs d'Egypt&ennevilliers en 1958-19585s
Muestros 26 (1997), pp.52-3.

129 |nterview with Robert Suarék!Arche 'De Haret El Yahoud & Villiers-le-Bel’,
August/September, 1960.
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Certainement les choses ne se passent pas commeatise.. Nous
sommes différents, c'est une réalité qu'on ne pasiignorer. Elle se
traduit partout, dans les gestes, les petitesigitiquotidiennes... Ici,
personne n'a le temps d'écouter les confidenatentire que I'on
choisisse son pain. Cela est trés bizarre pour gouavons été
accoutumés a ne pas compter avec le temps. C'asttriegnmonde, et il
faut les comprendre comme nous voulons nous fairgeendre par

"eUX".121

Despite the French culture of most of the Jews fEgwpt, acquired through
education, language, films, books or magazinesiefugjees realised that
many cultural differences separated them from te&gapolitan French. This
problem was not only to be found in Villiers-Le-Bed those who lived
somewhere else, or left the recreated communitiseebhow much
metropolitan French habits could be different fritvea habits of those
Egyptians of French culture. Refugees in Villiees-Bel quickly recreated the

traditions of the Jewish community in Egypt:

Les réunions autour d'un café. Les longues contrensadu soir. Les
"viens diner chez moi/je viens diner chez toi" njakistaient pas en
France. Quand, apres quitté Villiers-Le-Bel et goas avons été
confronté a la France profonde et que vous resteg dn immeuble
comme ¢a... On peut rester cing ans en disant bdbmsoir dans

l'ascenseur... Les Francgais ne vous accueillent gas ldur appartement.

21| 'Arche 'Haret El Yahoud'.

251



Les Egyptiens c'est tout de suite: Viens! Ca manguarmément de

chaleur humaine. C'est le jour et la ridft.

Life in Villiers-Le-Bel, and in other places withlarge concentration of Jewish
refugees from Egypt, allowed a transition phasdHerrefugees who lived in a
very different environment compared to the one whiey used to live in
Egypt, in which they had to learn to live with leseans. As familiar as they
could have been with French culture, the refugessribed the metropolitan
French as strangers with whom they had little imewn except for the
language. The education they received in Frencbatslin Egypt, and the fact
that they could speak French did not prepare tlzelme in 1950s France.
Contacts with the French population were not alweasy, as André Cohen
remembers: 'Cela n'a pas été difficile de vivr&rmnce. Les Frangais ont été
accueillants... oui et non! Je ne me suis pas faitrdis amis a part les
contacts de travail. Je fréquentais des collégues ga n'allait pas plus loin
que les déjeuners ensembfé Despite thinking of themselves as French or as
of French culture, resettling in France demandexgbtadion for the refugees. It
is obvious that a gap existed between the Francapbews from Egypt and
the French from France and, in the interviews,ats&s of '‘them' against 'us’
were often used to emphasise this difference, edpem the case of the Jews

who were not French nationals.

Je suis en méme temps détaché et imbriqué daiesfimmcaise... Le

contact avec les Francgais n'est pas le méme quiasgamis égyptiens.

122 |nterview with Robert Suares.
123 |nterview with André Cohen, 10 November 20009.

252



A Alexandrie c'était une vie... pas communautaire..isroa allait
sonner chez quelqu'un, il était 14, on montait puigliscutait, puis on
allait au cinéma ensemble. A Paris ¢a ne se fgsaitCela ne se faisait
pas d'aller sonner chez un voisin et de lui difesjtce que tu fais ce

soir? Les rapports en Egypte étaient plus chaleyéidemment?*

Lucien Perez, who was stateless, has his own exfpbenregarding the
problems the French from Egypt had when they adrime~rance, as they were

born and had lived all their life in Egypt:

Les Francais d'Egypte ils ne connaissaient riela éeance, ils étaient
frangais mais ils ne connaissaient rien de la Fra@test comme un
Algérien qui est né ici mais il ne connait rienl'ddgérie. Nous c'était un
peu comme ¢a. Moi ce qui me rattachait a la Fratest que je parlais
francgais, c'est tout. Mais je ne savais rien derdéance. Je ne savais méme
pas le parlé francais de la rue, du marché, ctéuatita fait différent. Ce
gu'on avait appris c'était le bon francais. C'd¢aitour Eiffel, la France.
La France, le pays des cultures, c'est ¢ca qu'dhayaris. Et c'est ¢a que

je recherchais en venant en France et c'étaiéitéait différent'*

The main problem of the refugees from Egypt in Eeais very well presented
here as many thought that speaking the languagéarndg a French
education was enough to be easily integrated. Hewyéve reality was

different as many of the refugees from Egypt had@®ent when they spoke

124 |nterview with André Cohen.
125 |nterview with Lucien Perez, 18 August 2009.
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French, and they were easily recognised as nompwitan French: 'Moi, je
me suis senti comme un réfugié. Souvent on me deaitativotre accent il est
d'ou ?" Moi, j'étais géné de dire que j'étais difgy.. parce que c'était un peu
mal vu, on était presque arabe aprés [laughs]! Aafftux des Arabes, venir
d'Egypte, on est arab¥f Some, who felt French in Egypt discovered that
there was a cultural gap between the French fropp&and the French from
France. Lucien Perez mentioned 'les Arabes': 9i886 more and more
Algerians were coming to France, and France wasgeteeper into the
Algerian War'?’ The fact that the Algerian War also happened itropelitan
France, through terrorist attacks, ensured thapéneeption of the Algerians in
France from 1954 onwards deteriorated, with themgbdescribed as
'terrorists’ and ‘fellagha’ in public discours&sAccording to Gérard Noiriel,
the Algerians became the 'enemy within', victimg olew racism stigmatising
the Algerians as foreigners and colonised, and lmwvas emphasised by their
working-class status. The refugees from Egypt elgmerienced to an extent
this type of racism in their first years in Franas,the public institutions

dealing with immigrants associated them with thgeklans.

On the other hand, other refugees managed to ateegeell in the French
society. Albert Setton, who was a French natiooahbn Egypt, never felt like

a refugee and felt French as he was entitled tedahee rights and had the same
obligations as any other French citizen: 'Je ng gas senti du tout réfugié.

J'étais considéré comme frangais. Dés que je Biig g'ai été au centre

126 |nterview with Lucien Perez.

127yves Lequin, 'Les vagues d'immigration successiied ves Lequin, (ed.Histoire des
étrangers et de lI'immigration en Fran{@aris, 2006), pp.396-8.

128 Noiriel, Immigration, antisémitisme et racisppe537.
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d'inscription des militaires, j'ai passé mon congeirévision?° Similarly,
Régine Zayan, who had a French passport as welhatisimply look for
integration but for assimilation, a feature comnt@people of her age at the

time according to her:

Comme beaucoup de personnes de mon age, nousliesqas
seulement nous intégrer mais nous voulions presque assimiler. Un
grand nombre de mes connaissances étaient de fawwsmite juive
égyptienne. Mais j'ai eu des collegues, donc @g2@mmencais a avoir
d'autres relations hors de la communauté... Je rf&isagi du fait que
j'étais d'Egypte ni du fait que j'étais juive, migisnettais en évidence le

fait que j'étais francaise’

Without denying her past, Régine Zayan deliberatblyse to emphasise her
French identity when with others. It was a wayat hide, to minimise the
differences between the French from Egypt and teadh from France, and to

avoid being considered in a different way.

However, not all the French from Egypt felt the samay. In the case of
Robert Suares, who had a French passport, he had dime realising that he

would not be able to live in Egypt anymore:

Ah ¢a, j'ai toujours eu une certaine nostalgiéEgypte! On n'a pas

retrouvé, a aucun moment, lI'atmosphére égyptidas@|aisirs

129 |nterview with Albert Setton, 18 August 20009.
130 |nterview with Régine Zayan.
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égyptiens. Ca a été un chambardement. Ca a étmemaun choc, on
peut parler d'un choc culturel énorme! Colossaliidé& Villiers-Le-Bel!
C'est un choc. Il a fallu vraiment dire: "ou je ddate ou je créve!" Il ne
fallait plus rechercher a retrouver. Il fallaitdapter. Ca m'a fait me sentir
comme un réfugié, un déraciné. Pendant de nomtyeusees...

pendant de nombreuses annéés.

Even if Robert Suarés was French, he still fel i Egyptian in the sense that
he had previously lived all his life there. Bornli634, he was already a young
man when he had to leave for France. Having livekistyouth in Egypt, he

felt like a refugee in France despite his Frendionality. Robert Suarés'
reflections on being a French refugee in Franadglerthe gap between the
younger and older generations of refugees from Edgpwhom it was harder

to adapt to life in France.

The Jews of Egypt believed they had a specialiogiship with France as
many went to a French school in Egypt and undedstioe importance of the
French language in the community. Renée Hakounpbtiee refugees
interviewed, made clear that she felt French bexatiber French nationality
and considered herself a 'rapatriée’ rather thrafugee. During her time in
Egypt, she considered she had the same habite &ehch in France, as she
went to see French films at the cinema for exanfihe nevertheless

acknowledged that she spoke Arabic, and had mdesaictions with

131 |nterview with Robert Suares.
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Armenians, Greeks, English and ArdBSOnce in France, she did not feel the
cultural distance that some of the other refugems Egypt felt, French and
non-French alike, despite their French educatiahlanguage. On the other
hand, Régine Zayan's experience was completelgrdiif, as she felt that her
status as French citizen was questioned by ciwlesgs who considered her as

a foreigner because she was born in Egypt despitErdench nationality:

Au commissariat, ils nous considéraient comme vendikgypte peut-
étre comme des Arabes. Il faut dire que I'Arabtit'pas trés bien percu
et il faut dire que nous étions trés mal percusaaumissariat,
vraiment!... On nous demandait la preuve de nait®mnalité francaise. Il
fallait donc fournir des certificats de nationalfitéencaisePour fournir ce
certificat il fallait un extrait de naissance. Nauétions pas nés en
France, il fallait donc trouver un extrait de naisse. Or a I'époque,
c'était la Suisse qui s'occupait des ressortis$aatgais... Pour prouver
qu'on était francais ce n'était pas évident. Néteahger ¢a voulait dire

qu'on était étranger! J'ai trés trés mal resserdlti’c

At a time of a growing immigration of Algerian waais, the administration
made little difference between Algerian labour igrants and refugees from
Egypt. Régine Zayan realised that being mistakeifabs by the
administration was discriminatory for them. Fredelws from Egypt had to

prove that they were French.

132 Interview with Renée Hakoun.
133 |nterview with Régine Zayan.
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The situation with the administration was even wds stateless refugees.
The non-French refugees from Egypt were subjetttdanormal rules for
refugees and foreigners, that is to say registratibh the OFPRA was
compulsory in order to have a refugee card, argufeat registration at the
préfecture de Police was also compulsory to hagedhidence permit along
with a work permit:** To obtain or to renew theartede séjourwas a real
challenge for the stateless refugees. Emile Gahlagy,had been strippped of
his Egyptian nationality, was in shock when het filiscovered the ignorance

of a patronising civil servant at the Police préfiee:

Il y a un gars qui m'a recu avec le passeport @tes papiers de
I'OFPRA. Il regarde et commence a me parler en pégjre: "oui, tu
cherches bon petit francais qui te remplit un dogninqui te fait une
lettre." Donc pendant qu'il parlait, moi j'écrivaisr un papier comme ¢a,

il me dit: "oh, vous savez écrire!" Je croyais réta

The prefecture officers knew nothing about thegets from Egypt, who they
were and their background. A similar experiencepeapd to David Yohana,

who queuing among Algerians, was mistaken for amignant worker:

Il fallait renouveler les papiers a la préfectueeRblice, et 1, je vous
avoue, c'était des moments difficiles... Je me traugdans des queues

avec des gens... des Algériens... Une fois on m'a déénaut de suite:

134 Gérard Noiriel Réfugiés et Sans-Papiers: la république face ait dtasile XIXe-XX
siecles(Paris, 1991), pp.181-229.
135 Interview with Emile Gabbay, 10 November 2009.
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"Vous parlez frangais?! Vous savez écrire?!" Jiai'@ui je sais écrire.

Oui je parle...", "Ah! Alors remplissez moi ce papier®

Those two examples show the contempt and ignonaithevhich the refugees
from Egypt were treated at first, but they alsoeghow the French
administration interacted with the Algerian immigtavorkers. In these
situations the French education that many of thegees received was of little
use, as civil servants considered them as foresgtethe context of a large
scale immigration of workers from Algeria, the Febradministration showed
neither patience nor compassion for the refugess &£gypt who were

assumed to be uneducated Algeriaiis:

Une autre fois j'y ai été pour renouveler mes papike faisais la queue
avec des Algériens et puis tout a coup, apres #aidia queue, on nous
fait attendre pendant des heures, j'entends: "Yalhéohana!

YOHANA! YOHANA! Ou tu étais!?" Je lui dis: "j'étaien face, le temps

de venir." "Qu'est-ce tu fais?!" "Voici, je voudsaienouveler." "Ah, vous
étes étudiant." Déja le "tu" avait changé en "volsttendez on va

regarder.*®

In the case of David Yohana, the fact that he wisan immigrant worker
improved the reception he had at the prefecture sklident status and the fact

that he spoke French fluently helped considerably:

136 |nterview with David Yohana.

137 Neil MacMasterColonial Migrants and Racism: Algerians in Franc@0D-1962
(Basingstoke, 1997), pp.198-9.

138 Interview with David Yohana.
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Il y avait un regard particulier. Parce que j'éfas un travailleur émigré,
j'étais un étudiant. C'était les différences qaievji surtout par rapport
aux dames qui étaient a la préfecture. Et puisdjetias me posaient des
guestions je leur répondais tout de suite. Plusifais elles m'ont dit:
"Est-ce que vous comprenez?" "Oui bien sdr, je cems, laissez moi le
temps de réfléchir..." lls étaient tellement agresgifand les gens
venaient et ne comprenaient pas comment rempbagpeer... Le fait de
connaitre le frangais, de connaitre la langueredigstruit a fait
beaucoup. On a beaucoup avancé. Et ils nous ammnatijuement un

peu mieux considérg?

The prefecture was not the only place where thefkrench refugees from
Egypt were treated badly by the administration. 3&me kind of experiences
happened when trying to obtain a work permit at3kevices de la Main
d'Euvre Etrangere. The refugees from Egypt wesgddewith discriminated
against, having to queue for hours in very humn@tircumstances to have

their work permit renewed:

En fait, faire une carte de travail en France it'éts difficile: pour avoir
une carte de travail, il fallait une carte de sgjpour avoir une carte de
séjour, il fallait une carte de travail... Ca se nairth queue, et
beaucoup de gens finalement, fatigués, épuiséadglsale pouvaient,
retournaient dans leur pays d'origine ou partaéigurs. C'était pour

démoraliser. Dans la rue de Vaugirard, tout au,lioabté de la Porte de

139 nterview with David Yohana.
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Versallles, il y avait le bureau pour faire lestearde travail. On arrivait
le matin trés tot pour faire la queue. En fin ddspmidi on avait le droit &
un petit ticket rouge avec un numéro qui étaitniiaoe pour le
lendemain. Donc on avait passé toute la journéeudeb y a un policier
qui disait: si quelqu'un veut pisser c'est la-lbaais si il sort du rang il
recommence. Donc on ne pouvait pas pisser... Caéactunme ¢a de

'60 & '644°

If the relations with the French from France alseathde the refugees from
Egypt feel that cultural differences existed betw#eem, the treatment they all
received from the French administration in geneaaifronted them with the
limitations of their French culture. Before beirmnsidered as French or

Francophone, they had to produce proof of thein€menationality or culture.

For the stateless refugees, it had another efiéanty felt that their treatment,
by associating them with the Algerian immigratibad sometimes been
inadequate and different from what they expecteth&of the refugees clearly
came to believe that they had been granted Frdtizbreship because it was in
France's interest, rather than it had been prignardtivated to support the
refugees' situation. Emile Gabbay, who had losElggptian nationality and
become stateless, felt that his naturalisationgvasted because the French

government needed his skills to work on the nugeagrammeé:**

190 Interview with Emile Gabbay.
11 Interview with Emile Gabbay.
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The context of the Algerian War meant that manygeés delayed formalising
their situation in France because they did not i@tdke part of it, either
because they did not approve of the war, or bedduasefelt it would be more
useful to stay in France and provide for their {&asi Isaac Saporta waited
because leaving for military service would have he$ family in a precarious

condition so he decided to wait until he was tabtolserve in the military:

Autrefois le service militaire était de deux anslemi. Et moi je suis
resté apatride jusqu'a I'age de 29 ans, car a darfl9 ans, si je me
faisais naturaliser francais, je ne faisais paetgice militaire. Parce que
1a, j'étais obligé de travailler pour aider mesepds! Pour aider la
famille! Il fallait payer pour la famille! Il falla travailler... Je ne pouvais
pas partir pour le service militaire pendant dens @ demi, mes parents

créveraient de faini*?

For many refugees, it was more important to protadeheir family than to
fight in the Algerian War. Despite Isaac Sapord@girations and pride to
become French, he preferred to wait to be abla&m€ially support his
family. The war with Algeria was one of the maiasens that he had
postponed his application for naturalisation. Dawahana, just like Isaac

Saporta, waited a few years more before applyingrfench citizenship:

J'ai fait une demande de naturalisation en 196%ai$ pas envie de faire

la Guerre d'Algérie mais j'ai fait une demande spnédépendance de

12 |nterview with Rosy Kowsman and Isaac SaportaA@gust 20009.
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I'Algérie. J'ai fait une demande de naturalisagbdeux ans apres j'ai
obtenu la naturalisation en '64 ou '65. J'éta@datent intégré. J'ai pu
changer d'employeur, j'étais plus dans le quotmgér. J'étais reconnu,
I'intégration malgré mon nom, mon accent. Maisi&beaucoup plus

intégré!*?

Others felt that it was their duty to serve Fradagng the Algerian War to
show their gratitude for the help they receivedirid&uened, for example,
tried to enrol in the military to fight in Algerigddowever, his application was
rejected as he did not have French nationalitpatime’** There was thus not
one single approach to integration for the refudesa Egypt. Naturalisation
was a step forward integration for many of theed¢ss refugees. It gave them
a passport, a new national identity, which had be&sing since their
expulsion from Egypt. It allowed them to be finatignsidered as French and

not French-speaking foreigners.

Another case is that of the French refugees frogpEgho settled in Britain.
Raymond Levy, a refugee from Egypt with a Frencéspart studying in
Britain in October 1956, decided to change natibyal order to stay in
Britain and to avoid military service during theg&frian War, as he did not
consider living in France. Despite changing natiibyahe still feels French

today:

143 Interview with David Yohana.
144 Interview with Harry Guened, 17 November 2009.
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| felt more French than anything else. | have spemt more than 50
years in England. | still don't feel British. | cigied my nationality,
because when I finished my medical degree, | gtgdtap for national
service or servicailitaire during the Algerian War. | said no, thaydu
very muchl!... So | switched nationality. At thahe | had been there
longer than 5 years, | married a British womarad kehildren. It didn't
take me long to get British nationality, but it waesy difficult to give up
my French nationality, because the French said:yol're English now,
but the minute you set foot in France, we'll gail pecause you're a

deserter." So for a while... | couldn't go to seepayents in Pari&*

The complexity of the identity of the Jews from agis to be found here
again, as while he gave up his French nationaligvoid military service and
the Algerian War, Raymond Levy still feels Fren@spite having been British

for about fifty years, and is still able to speakrich as well as English.

-Conclusion

The Suez crisis marked the beginning of the endhi®dewish community in
Egypt, as by the end of 1958 only 10,000 remaihedet and many among
these were trying to leave the counttyFrom the very beginning of the

expulsions from Egypt, the French government treeliimit the number of

15 Interview with Raymond Levy, 22 October 2009.
148 MAE, Levant 1944-1965, Egypte 1953-1959, 613, Alenta Wormser, 7 November 1958.
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refugees from Egypt seeking refuge in France. Theyot represent
economic or demographic assets, and could notdxtfos propaganda. The
reception of the refugees from Egypt in France thias very different from the

reception of the Hungarian refugees.

The fact that the French Jews from Egypt were refeto as 'Francais de Code
Civil' shows that they were believed to be anotta#egory of French nationals.
Their unofficial status referred to the purely adisirative aspect of their
French nationality. For the stateless Jews, tHerdifice with the French was
even more obvious. The French policy, especiatijarging the stateless and
denaturalised Jews, oscillated between obligatmhgenuine intention to
support the Jews of Egypt. After a desperate attéomgsort to international
law to prevent the Jews from Egypt from being ebgaklthe French
government preferred to discreetly grant asylumést of them to avoid
raising questions on its North African policy or tinternational scene, and

because of its collaborationist past.

This treatment was in conformity with immigratioaligies and practices at the
time. Because of the increase of Algerian immigraand the Algerian War,
refugees from Egypt were seen as North Africansiddeer, most were in
large family units from middle-class backgroundbjchk did not match

economic and demographic criteria for immigratiod aesettlement in France.

This chapter has also shown that the French cuttunationality of the

refugees from Egypt only played a minor role imigeaccepted for asylum in
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France. Despite their French nationality and celttime French government
first reaction was to try to prevent the expulsinosn Egypt and then try to
grant asylum only to French nationals and refugadsFrench relatives. On
the other hand, the Hungarians, because of thekiemmigration policy, but
also because of the Cold War context, were acceptédut limit for

permanent resettlement.

Undesirable according to the 1945 Ordinance, teadfr government preferred
to delegate their resettlement to the Cojasor. Bking the Cojasor one of the
main actors to support the refugees from Egypt,gnaesettling French Jews
with stateless Jews in places like Villiers-Le-Bbe government turned their
reception into a Jewish problem, and the experentéhe Jews with French
nationality and stateless Jews became similaisaptint. Following the
problems to resettle the refugees in the placds aviarge Jewish community,
the Fonds Commun, gave up the idea of resettliagdfugees in spaces shared
with French Jews, and resettled them in places wuithally no existing

Jewish communities. It was a striking contrast it Hungarian refugees'
resettlement as it was oriented towards employmwéhtthe creation of the
CNARH. The handling of the resettlement of the gefes from Egypt shows
the opposite. The French government did not believke possibility of using
this group of refugees to the country's economeécadamographic profit. The
different policies and considerations regardinggeks from Egypt and from
Hungary framed their treatment, and the refugems fEgypt benefited from a

more compassionate support than the Hungarians did.
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Their resettlement in Villiers-Le-Bel and other suts around Paris, where the
Jewish traditions from Egypt could be recreatenlwsd down their integration
in the French society as many of them, especiallgrag the older generation,
preferred to stay together as a group. This greapttlement nevertheless
enabled them to face together the difficultiesheiiit refugee and repatriate
experience, and those who did not benefit fronmstiteeme as they refused any

kind of help might have regretted it looking baater™*’

Once in France, the refugees' French culture agtitgt were put to the test.
There were several categories of refugees. Thenas those who felt treated
like labour immigrants, and faced ignorance ofrtheickground when
renewing official papers. The second category Wwad=rench nationals who
felt they were treated like second-class citizan®@igners because they
came from an Arab country. Finally, a minority oERch nationals among the
interviewees felt that they were accepted as FrenEnance, and did not feel

any different from other French nationals.

Despite being considered as liabilities, the Fresmimomy eventually
benefited from the refugees from Egypt, from thebe took up manual work
despite better qualifications to those who stasteaps and business&8 Many
of the younger refugees continued their studidsettome successful in their
field.**° In one exceptional case, a stateless refugeetmipad to develop the

French nuclear weapons programme in 1964-1965nbadcess to restricted

17 Interview with Robert Suarés; Interview with Rdégwsman and Isaac Saporta.
148 |nterview with Rosy Kowsman and Isaac Saporta.
149 Interview with Harry Guened:; Interview with Andi
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areas despite having no nationality at the beginhifhHis knowledge of
radiography and being the owner of several patrsginced the authorities to
grant him French nationality. Despite a slow résetéent, France thus
benefited from the arrival of the refugees from gy many sectors. The
refugees from Egypt were able to put into goodthee level of education in
the long term, while others were downgraded to maeeial jobs in order to

provide for the rest of the famify?

130 |nterview with Emile Gabbay.
31 Interview with Rosy Kowsman and Isaac Saporta.
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7. Anglo-Egyptian refugees in Britain

The French and stateless Jews from Egypt weréheairily ones affected by
the expulsions by the Nasser government: 6,00@Qeefs from Egypt came to
Britain in late 1956, of whom a total of 4,000 waczommodated by the
government in hostels across the countrike the French nationals from
Egypt, the Anglo-Egyptians had lived all their kvim Egypt, and while some

spoke English and went to English schools, mangwéFrench culture.

Reactions to the nationalisation of the Suez Candlthe military intervention
that followed differed in comparison with FrancentAony Eden did not have
the full support of the government and public opmwas left divided on the
question of the military intervention. There watdi public support for the
refugees from Egypt as they were considered thmresbility of the

government.

Like the French government, the British governnteat anticipated the
immigration of its nationals at the time of theioaglisation of the Suez Canal
by Nasser in the summer of 1956, and surveyed lplessiaces of
accommodation without drafting any definitive pgli®Vhen the expulsions
began the British government tried to limit the to@nof refugees by only
accepting British subjects and stateless Jewsachlote relatives in Britain for

asylum.

L TNA, AST 7/1621, Memorandum: Refugees in Brit@irlanuary 1958.
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The refugees from Egypt were considered to beliliedsi by the British
government for two reasons. First because thispobuefugees was
associated with postcolonial immigration, at a tuwwteen immigration from the
West Indies, India and Pakistan was on the incrédse question of restricting
postcolonial migration had been surveyed by the@lsince the arrival of

the Empire Windrushin 1948, and was much discussed in the press.

Moreover, the British government had a traditiohimiting Jewish
immigration to Britain, from the Aliens Act of 19@6 the Jewish refugees
from Nazi Germany, and the treatment of Displacexs&hs. In 1956, the
refugees from Egypt were seen as another wavens$ldeefugees. The Home
Office tried to limit the number of refugees frorgypt coming to Britain as
much as it could, while questioning the nationatityhose who had a British
passport. Refugees from Egypt were associatedumitlesirable immigration.
This group, composed of Jewish large families faopredominantly middle-

class background, did not match the country's emonoeeds.

However, the government was criticised in parliabiennot doing enough.
The unpopularity of the Suez crisis motivated tloewv&@nment to give the
impression that refugees from Egypt were treatddirdish nationals, and at
least as well as the Hungarian refugees in Braathe time. The Home Office
created the Anglo-Egyptian Resettlement Board toaga the hostels and
resettle the refugees from Egypt in the most effitway possible, Jews and

non-Jews alike. Yet, these efforts were limited/leyvs within the British

2TNA, CAB 21/1734, Note on Cabinet Committee on ligwation of British Subjects, 22 June
1950; TNA, CAB 134/1191, Draft Memo by Home Secrgtan Colonial Immigrants, n.d.;
CAB 134/1210, Meeting of Committee on Colonial Ingnaints, 17 May 1956.
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administration according to which the refugees figypt were colonial
immigrants rather than British citizens, and by desire to let in to Britain as
few Egyptian refugees as possible. This chaptdysesthe impact of the
Anglo-Egyptian Resettlement Board (AERB) on thee@mon of the refugees,
and how it was an attempt to have better contrthefresettlement process.
The chapter also studies how the government wadeatihon the question of
the reception of refugees, and how they lacked mtgompared to the

treatment of Hungarian refugees.

The consequences of this policy regarding the edadrom Egypt can be
analysed by studying the treatment of the refugeesme of the hostels. Two
hostels, Crowborough and Oxton, were remarkablédorg experimental, and
were tests intended to enhance the resettlemec¢gsoThe main concerns of
the Anglo-Egyptians that manifested themselvebénhiostel are also
addressed. The cases of the Eastwood and Summédrlisiels show how
refugees, when they felt that their treatment wasléquate, managed to get
attention from the British government to solve th@bblems. These cases also
reveal how this question of how they were treated linked to identity. As
Chapter 4 of the thesis introduced the receptiddwfgarian refugees in
Britain, this chapter analyses the similarities differences of treatment of

both waves of refugees in Britain.

Attention is given to the work of Anglo-Jewry redang the relief of the

Jewish refugees from Egypt. As the British governtakd not consider the

refugees from Egypt to be a Jewish issue, the nsgsoof the British Jewish
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community will be studied. Finally, the chapteralisses how the refugees
managed to leave the hostels, and discusses wliké&British policy of

resettlement was adapted to the situation.

-Responses to the Suez crisis

Before the creation of the State of Israel in 19&8ng nationalism in Egypt
associated itself with the situation in Palesturgler British mandate. As a
result anti-British sentiment became more and naodespread, and was
directed at both Britain and its supporters in Egypuring his speech in
which he announced the nationalisation of the &lsazal on 26 July 1956,
Nasser also made verbal attacks on Britain, aglesponsible for the

creation of Israel:

Who allowed Israel to rise in this region? Who adistered the mandate
in Palestine? It was Britain. Who was it that paitied the Balfour
Declaration in 19177 It was Britain. Who was itttbaused the tragedy
of the people of Palestine by making it possibledionists to arm
themselves and by preventing the Arabs to arm thkms? It was

Britain!*

% Michael M. Laskier, 'Egyptian Jewry under the NaisRegime 1956-197Viddle Eastern
Studies 31:3 (1995), p.574.
* Gamal Abdel Nasser, 26 July 1956,)J&wish Chronicle3 August 1956.
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The nationalisation of the Suez Canal happenediateawhen Britain was
considered to be an enemy of Egypt and an invateras the main body
responsible for the creation of the State of IsrAetording to Nasser, the
presence of Israel in the region prevented Aralmnalism from developing,

and he considered the country to be a ‘vanguairdprialism®

Anthony Eden considered that Nasser's seizurellggsliand a breach of the
Convention of 1888, guaranteeing free use of tnalcat all times. Nasser, in
nationalising the canal, had 'destroyed all ass@r#imat the rights guaranteed
by the Convention to users of the canal would comito be enjoyed'Eden
then recommended that the canal be placed in etierral custody. Eden’s
moves were also an excuse to try to overthrow NlaEsken considered Nasser
to be an enemy of British policy in Middle East grabsibly to be serving
communist interestldeas about Nasser were confused, as R.A. Bu#&rds
Although Butler saw in Nasser a 'proud nationakstio had no love for
communism, Eden considered that the arms deal &igd®55 with
Czechoslovakia turned Egypt into a hostile courdnd saw in it the influence

of communism in Egypt.

In order to isolate Nasser, Eden wanted to creasdaerse world opinion

against him. With the prospect of military intertien, he felt that, in that way,

® Nasser, 26 July 1956, irewish Chronicle3 August 1956.

® Anthony EdenFull Circle (London, 1960), pp.474-5.

" Eden,Full Circle, p.498.

8 Richard Austen ButleThe Art of the PossiblgHarmondsworth, 1971), pp.186-7; Ed€nll
Circle, pp.329-31
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it would have less negative repercussidibus, Eden compared Nasser with
Hitler on several occasions and considered, irigiw of the events preceding
the Second World War, that military interventiorEgypt, and the
overthrowing of the Egyptian leader, referred t@ahctator, could avoid a
major disastet’ The comparison was repeated in the press, andtlagte
conflict, The Timesas well as other British newspapers, sometimasdad
Nasser as the 'Egyptian Hitler' either becausbefriternments of British

nationals or because of his foreign polftty.

Yet, once the bombing of Suez started, the sitnatimnged for the
government, and the legitimacy of the interventi@as questioned. Unlike the
French government, which benefited from large pubhd parliamentary
support during the intervention in Egypt, the Bhitigovernment and public
opinion were divided over the question. During pneparation of the military
intervention, two junior ministers had resigrfédLabour leader, Hugh
Gaitskell, who, in August, had been supportive @éiEs policy towards Egypt
and Nasser, and had compared him to Hitler toteat#br his resignation,
though some Tories accused Gaitskell and the LaBarty of a political volte-

face as soon as the military intervention statfed.

° Butler, The Art of the Possihl@.188.

19 Eden,Full Circle, p.518.

1 Daily Mail, 1 December 1956, 10 December 198@nchesteGuardian 5 November
1956, 6 December 1956@bserver 4 November 1956Fhe Times23 February 1957. On
parallels drawn between Nasser and Hitler, seatlian Pearsqisir Anthony Eden and the
Suez Crisis: Reluctant Gami{Basingstoke, 2003), p.63; Peter J. Beck, 'Britaid the Suez
Crisis: The Abadan Dimension’, in Simon C. Smi#d.],Reassessing Su#956: New
Perspectives on the Crisis and its Aftermgldershot, 2008), pp.61-4.

12 A.J. Stockwell, 'Suez 1956 and the Moral Disarmainoé the British Empire’, in Smith,
(ed.),Reassessing Sugmp.228-30; Philip M. Williams, (ed.J,he Diary of Hugh Gaitskell
1945-1956(London, 1983), pp.619-22.

13 Eden,Full Circle, pp.439-40; David Maxwell Fyféolitical AdventurgLondon, 1964),
pp.268-9.
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As far as the press was concerned, it was diviéddden support and criticism
of the government. The reasons given by the govenhhor the military
intervention in Egypt confused the public, whicldheouble finding coherence
in Eden's policy: from the protection of Britishenests in Egypt, to
peacekeepers, or to keep the Suez Canal operinfjdhe summer of 1956,
the press, when not supportive of a military reseaio the nationalisation of
the canal, at least understood the reasons famadtie lack of consistency in
Britain's policy towards Egypt provoked mixed reaigs. The Conservative
press supported the government while questionswgndtives. The opposition

newspapers were much more critical of the milifatgrvention**

The Communist press called on Eden to stop theamaifocused on the
demonstrations against the Suez camp&igie Daily Workerreported a first
demonstration of 1,000 people against Eden, wigdhd skirmishes with the
police® Three days later, tHaaily Workerclaimed that ‘40,000 took up the
roar: Eden must gdf The Communist line was thus to ask for Eden's

resignation and present the British military intamtion as a colonialist move.

As a consequence, the context was delicate faBtitish government, as its
policy was questioned from many sides of the pagskin parliament. The
expulsion of the British subjects from Egypt camsean additional problem to
solve for the government, as an unwanted groumofigrants, and as

reminders of the failed attempt to seize the SumzaC

14 Guillaume Parmentier, 'The British Press in thezS@risis' Historical Journal 23:2 (1980),
pp.439-40.

!> Daily Worker 31 October 1956.

'8 Daily Worker 2 November 1956.

" Daily Worker 5 November 1956.
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-The expulsion of Anglo-Egyptians

Just like the French government, the British gonent closely followed
political changes in Egypt. When the country becamepublic in 1953 after
the Free Officers coup, the Foreign Office propasedan to evacuate
'between 7,000 and 8,000 British residents of Malirigin“® A working

party was created at the initiative of the Foresgtretary to assess the
situation in Egypt and the need to evacuate thigsBriesidents to Britain.
However, what transpires from the archives is tltatlepartment within the
British government was willing to be in charge ofanising the evacuation of
the British residents in the event of criSidoreover, figures on the number of
people willing to evacuate to Britain varied fro®06to 13,000 and reflected
the lack of knowledge of the situation. In additittiee Home Secretary
objected to the British residents of Maltese origiing evacuated to Britaff.

In the end, there was no mass evacuation.

However, the recommendations of 1953 actually fichthe policy for the
asylum of the refugees from Egypt in 1956, as Viendnad been the intention
of the Home Office to grant asylum to the Anglo-Btygns even though they
were British. Anticipating the evacuation as a prgion, Selwyn Lloyd
estimated that 13,000 British subjects were in Egyfowhom 6,000 were

United Kingdom basetf.

8 TNA, HO 297/19, AERB, proposed termination of stiee n.d.

Y TNA, AST 7/1601, Evacuation of British Subjectsrfr the Middle East, 20 August 1956;
Evacuation from Egypt of British Subjects, 4 Sefdtenml956.

OTNA, AST 7/1601, Evacuation from Egypt of BritiStubjects, 4 September 1956.

2L Selwyn Lloyd,Suez 1956: A Personal Accoghondon 1978), p.125.
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A working party had been created to determine wdreglracuation from Egypt
was needed and how and by whom it was to be coedulkttincluded
representatives from Treasury, National Assist@8ward (NAB), War Office,
Home Office, Ministry of Works, Ministry of Healtland Ministry of Supplies.
The first notable point about this working partyhat it did not include any
members of the Foreign Office, the first point ohtact with the British
residents in Egypt. The working party drafted aseeport in August 1956 on
the evacuation of the British in Egypt followingethationalisation of the
Canal. The report stated that the NAB agreed rahilst to be in charge of the
evacuees as an ad hoc arrangement. The evacualionfpr September 1956
was decided as follows: the evacuees from Egype webe screened in
Cyprus and divided into two categories. The fiegtegory was those who
would need temporary accommodation until they foemgployment. The
second one included the British of Maltese origthp were considered long-
term problems and were thought not to speak Endhishe first group was to
be sent to Britain quickly after being screened,wlorking party wanted the
British of Maltese origin to stay in Cyprus foranber time and that other
destinations should be considered, sending theBnitain being the very last
option and preferably avoidéfl Although this policy was not applied, mostly
due to the fact that the British of Maltese oridii$ by their own means by
plane or by boat, it shows that the British govezntrhad no intention to
repatriate those who were not born in the Uniteaglom. As they were not
native speakers and were born in the Mediterransgion, they were

considered to be a potential resettlement probfeBritain.

22 TNA, AST 7/1601, Note of the Third Meeting of tiéorking Party, 20 August 1956.
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When the Africa department of the Foreign Officesvaasessing the British
population in Egypt to prepare plans for evacuatibmade a clear distinction
between the origins of British nationals. Threesgaties of British nationals
were considered: 'Anglo-Saxons', citizens of 'otathonwealth’' countries,
and Maltese. Of a total 6,500 individuals, 85 partof 'Anglo-Saxons', 30 per
cent of Maltese, and only 15 per cent of citizeh'sld Commonwealth’
countries were though likely to leaf&The term 'Anglo-Saxons' was used to
make a contrast with colonial or postcolonial satgein a way to privilege the
repatriation of this category of British nationedsher than colonial ones as if

they were not belonging in Britaff.

This plan of evacuation was linked to the possipbdif military intervention in
Egypt. It included the drawing up of a list of pirs accommodation in
hostels for refugees. On this list, from Septenil®&6, were Frobisher Hall
and Drake Hall, both in Swynnerston, Staffordshita@yes Brow between
Manchester and Liverpool, Minor's Hostel in Alfrei®erbyshire, and Stowell
Park near Cirencester, Gloucestersfirall these hostels were at some
distance from large cities, and even remote frdlages. This meant that
refugees were quite far from areas of potentialleympent. This list served as
a basis for the accommodation of refugees from Eafgpr the bombing of

Suez.

ZTNA, FO 371/118892, Memorandum on Evacuation dtigdr Nationals, 28 July 1956;
Telegram, Cairo to Foreign Office, 8 August 1956.

4 Robert Colls)dentity of EnglandOxford, 2002), p.138.

S TNA, AST 7/1601, Note on hostels recently visitedMiss Hope-Wallace, 4 September
1956.
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Unaware of this policy, the World Jewish Congresssgioned the intentions
of the British government, as it was concernedheysituation of Egyptian
Jewry following Nasser's threats of expulsion. Té@y was that Britain

would only deal with refugees in possession of iidBr passport and even
those nationals would be a problem since 'mangi@hthad lived all their

lives in Egypt and had nowhere to go in any otlemtry'® This statement
was of major importance as it informed the receptbAnglo-Egyptians in
Britain, since the composition of the expelleedlovember 1956 was different

from the numbers assessed during the previous summe

The Anglo-Egyptians came at a time when the goventiwas considering
restricting immigration from the West Indies, Indiad Pakistan. Since 1948,
the year of the passing of Nationality Act permitiall citizens of the British
Commonwealth countries to work and reside in Britéihe Cabinet had been
trying to find a way to reduce Commonwealth immiigna to Britain?’ The
main reasons, according to the Conservative goventynwere that
Commonwealth immigrants were considered to benoitéid employability and
could be the source of potential social unrestrdneere also fears within the
government, that these immigrants tended to corg¢eeiggether in major
cities, like London or Liverpool for example, anolitd unbalance the ethnic

composition of Britairf® Despite reports stating that social and employment

% TNA, FO 371/119265, Comments on Easterman's |bttérord Marquess of Reading, 27
November 1956.

?"lan R. G. SpenceRBritish Immigration Policy Since 1939: The Makinghulti-Racial

Britain (London, 1997), pp.68-81; David Cesarani, 'The @ranCharacter of Citizenship and
Nationality in Britain', in David Cesarani and Mdfylbrook, (eds)Citizenship, Nationality
and Migration in EuropdLondon, 1996), pp.64-5.

8 TNA, CAB 21/1734, Memorandum by the Secretary @t&for the Colonies on Coloured
People from British Colonial Territories, 29 Mart850.
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problems were still relatively minor, the Cabinktng on to predictions of
unmanageable problems if Commonwealth immigratias t continué® In
1954, the Cabinet felt that public opinion was lmetw more and more
concerned about Commonwealth immigration and thrabér opponents to
immigration control started to revise their positieven if legislation could be
perceived as a breach of tradition of unrestrietetly into Britain for
Commonwealth subject8 The Timeseported accommodation problems for
West Indians, and predicted how, in the event cdsnamemployment, feelings
against them would ris&.To justify the need to impose strict control oisth
immigration, much was made of potential bad conseges. This included
portraying these as taking advantage of Britaiosas services, and talk of
inter-breeding and miscegenation with long-termseguences for British

society??

Although they were not black, nor was Egypt a Bhitcolony in 1956, the
Anglo-Egyptians were associated with this Commontiveenmigration, and
were considered undesirable immigrants and thésBrgovernment saw them
as a racial problem rather than an asset. Despii@Bs claims to a liberal
immigration policy, their North African origins lezsbme officers to associate
Anglo-Egyptians with 'southern races' adding anotimevanted element to
their identity as racial tensions were brewing iitdn.>® British immigration

policy was framed by the concept of race and gaed relations, rather than

29 TNA, CAB 134/1191, Draft memorandum on JamaicarBritain, 20 December 1954

0 TNA, CAB 134/1191, Memorandum by the Home Secyetar Colonial Immigrants, n.d.;
Manchester Guardigr30 September 1955.

1 The Times28 June 1955.

32 TNA, CAB 134/1191, Note by Robert Gascoyne-Cemilthe Commonwealth Relations
Office, March 1954; TNA, CAB 134/1210, Committee @Galonial Immigrants, 30 April 1956.
%3 TNA, HO 240/11, Note for Lord Colyton, 9 Februdi§57.
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assimilation as in Franc&.t explains the fears of social unrest of the Gabi
if Commonwealth immigration continued to increaBlee Cabinet meetings on
colonial immigration tended to hold immigrants resgible for social tensions

and racism.

In 1956, the Cabinet Committee on Colonial Immigsamas still assessing the
legal means at its disposal to control some migmnatiithout having to restrict
Irish immigration®® The main problem was not considered to be emplayme
but shortages of housing, notably in London and8irmingham. Yet, in the
short term, the Cabinet was worried about a passibange in the employment
situation, while in the long term it expressed @ncabout 'miscegenation on
any significant scale, with its gradual effect be hational way of life', and the
creation of 'a plural way of socief{ Even if there was no evidence of major
problems in 1956, the recommendation was to reéstnimigration from the
Commonwealth which was deemed to be too largenmpewison with
European immigration” Coming from Africa, the Anglo-Egyptians fell under
the category of immigration that the Cabinet wakiog to restrict. The
distinction by the Africa department of the Fore@fiice between 'Anglo-

Saxons' and citizens of 'old Commonwealth' cousifiaéis within this logic®

3% Martin SchainThe Politics of Immigration in France, Britain, atite United States: A
Comparative Stud¢New York, 2008), p.154.

% TNA, CAB 134/1210, Committee on Colonial ImmigranReport on Colonial Immigrants,
19 October 1956.

% TNA, CAB 134/1210, Committee on Colonial ImmigranMemorandum by the Lord
Chancellor, 10 February 1956.

3" TNA, CAB 134/1210, Committee on Colonial Immigranbraft Report to the Cabinet, 19
March 1956; TNA, CAB 134/1466, Cabinet CommitteeGulonial Immigrants, Report of
Meeting, 19 May 1958.

¥ TNA, FO 371/118892, Minute by Shepherd on Evacueailanning, 28 July 1956.
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Moreover, the fact that most of the refugees wewtsh was also considered a
problem. The British government, which did not h&wveonceal a
collaborationist and antisemitic past as Francelardted entry to Jewish
refugees in 1930s, but was nevertheless celebirated 1950s for what was
perceived as a generous contribution by the Assoniaf Jewish Refugees in
Great Britain®® The British government did not have to acceptgeés from
Egypt other than those with a British passportt ass already praised by

former Jewish refugees from Nazi Germany.

The first major wave of post-war immigrants to comméritain was made up

of 345,000 eastern and southern Europeans thrdwegBuropean Voluntary
Workers scheme between 1947 and 1¥49avid Cesarani argues that through
the EVW, the British government knowingly recruitggproximately 10,000
Waffen-SS* On the other hand, Jews were discriminated aghintie

scheme as they were considered a problem dueitcstipport for the creation
of Israel and anti-Jewish feelings in Britain, aiso because they were
regarded as not easy to fitfhDuring the 1930s, the British government
limited entry to Jewish refugees from Germany. Ohihe reasons was that

Samuel Hoare, Home Secretary from 1937 to 1938\ that admitting too

%9 See: Louise LondotwWhitehall and the Jews, 1933-1948: British ImmigratPolicy and the
Holocaust(Cambridge, 2000); Hans Reichmann, 'Tribute t¢ari, inBritain's New Citizens:
The Story of the Refugees from Germany and Austiath Anniversary Publication of the
Association of Jewish Refugees in Great Britéliondon, 1951) pp.7-9; Norman Bentwich,
The Jews in Our Time: The Development of Jewighihithe Modern Worl§Harmondsworth,
1960), p.54.

0 Anthony Messina, ‘The Impacts of Post-WW!II Migeatito Britain: Policy Constraints,
Political Opportunism and the Alteration of Repraagional Politics'Reviewof Politics, 63:2
(2001), p.262.

“! David CesaraniJustice Delayed: How Britain Became a Refuge faziNéar Criminals
(London, 2001), pp.83-133.

“2 Cesaranijustice Delayegdpp.79-80.
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many Jews in Britain would cause an unacceptabéeimi antisemitism,

making Jews responsible for antisemiti&.

In 1956, the fact that the Home Office deemed &dwumsable to link the
expulsion of Jews from Egypt to event prior to 1,984 defined by the status of
refugees under the 1951 Geneva Convention, wa®p#ris discriminatory
immigration policy against Jews inherited from 1895 Aliens Act* The
Foreign Office nonetheless considered that thereav@lationship between
the creation of the State of Israel and the petgetof the Jews of Egypt
following the Suez military intervention in OctohE956. Although the Home
Office acknowledged that the definition of the 195dneva Convention on the
status of refugees could be easily stretched tdehe of Egypt, it considered
that it was politically inconvenient to do so instiease™ The Home Office did
not want to issue refugee passports to statelessfdem Egypt as required by
the Geneva Convention. Such a document would haaeled the holder to
leave and re-enter Britain without restriction &operiod of two years. Yet the
Home Office did not want any of the stateless re&ggto be able to resettle in
Britain if they had re-emigrated somewhere elseaAsstification, the Home
Office preferred to mention the British retreatfréhe Canal Zone in 1951,
Nasser's rise to power and the nationalisatioh@Suez Canal, resulting from
the refusal to finance the Aswan D&MBy recognising their international
status as refugees, but by partly applying the €otwn, the British

government was able to keep a stricter controheir immigration, and

“3 London,Whitehall and the Jewgp.38-9.

“TNA, HO 352/158, Home Office, minutes, 21 May 1957
“>TNA, HO 352/158, HO minutes, 21 May 1957.

“TNA, HO 352/158, HO minutes, 16 May 1957.
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managed to appear as a tolerant country sincelieapthe Geneva
Convention despite not recognising their expulsistinked to events prior to
1951. The Home Office, by rejecting the interprietabf the Foreign Office
that the stateless Jews fell under the mandateedBeneva Convention, found

a legal way to justify its restrictive policy ofydsm on the international scene.

Prejudice towards colonial immigration and Jewrsmigration applied in the
case of the refugees from Egypt. The Anglo-Egystiere described, in the
African department of the Foreign Office, by Johitv, who later became
ambassador to Kuwait and to Saudi Arabia, as JeBnsish subjects in Egypt
who 'cannot, of course, be prevented from comirthigcountry, and those,
presumably, are Mr Montefiore's "Gypsies displayBrgish passports”. Any
attempt to distinguish between HM pink and HM ceff®loured subjects is
fraught with great political perif® This comment was the bluntest expression
of a common idea that the Jews from Egypt weregfit from the British
born in the United Kingdom. In a context of inciegsimmigration from the
West Indies, the refugees from Egypt were regaaseaddding to 'Britain's
colour problem’, and it was not possible to refiinge entry*®> The comment
referred to Leonard G. Montefior&sesponse to a Foreign Office's official
description of 'Gypsies, or as | should say Jewesiigees from Egypt,
displaying, poor dears, British passports' andutprise at their 'social
standing' as some of them were members of the y&@kib Cairo>°

Montefiore also referred to the work done by Bhtewish organisations to

“"TNA, FO 371/127700, Minute by Wilton, African Dapaent, 2 January 1957,

“8 peter Hennessyaving it So Good: Britain in the Fiftig.ondon, 2006), pp.223-4.

9 Leonard G. Montefiore was the founder of Centnadigh Fund for World Jewish Relief in
1933, and the President of the Anglo-Jewish Assiocia

*°TNA, FO 371/127700, Montefiore to Hermann, 29 Deber 1956.
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rescue the Jews from Nazi Germany in the 1930dyingpthat the situation in
1956-1957 was similar. He implied that the Jews from Egypt belonged ® th
same upper-middle class as some German Jews. Nowvere the comments
of some officers at the Foreign Office racist bdgbahey were based on social
class, meaning that the British Jews from Egypevatitimes considered as
uneducated southern second-class subjects. In fl88nglo-Egyptians were
perceived as possible threats to the balance efredations at a time of
increasing tensions between communities. The imati@r policy regarding

Anglo-Egyptians was thus influenced by antisemiteamd racial prejudice.

The British government therefore only acceptedgeés from Egypt who were
British subjects. It resisted pressure to admatrgdr number of refugees than it
would legally have to. However, in order to avordicisms from the press or
the political opposition, the government made oxeeption. It was decided to
allow the admission of stateless and foreign redsges long as they came from
a 'predominantly British family group’, but theywenot entitled to the same

rights as British refugees:

An alien refugee from Egypt... will not be considesdigjible in his own
right... for a resettlement grant to enable him tougein business or to
help him buy a house. The principle as outlinedvalis that we may

help an alien refugee from Egypt by virtue of l8s@ciation with, or

*1 On British Jewish responses to the Jewish refufjeesNazi Germany see: Ari J. Sherman,
Island Refuge: Britain and Refugees from the TRieich, 1933-193@Portland, 1973);
London,Whitehall and the Jews.
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membership of, a British family group who have beeitted from

Egypt>

The Home Office adopted the same line as the Frgagarnment: only those
who had British family members could seek refugBiiain. The only, yet
major, difference was that the Home Office would Imelp those who only had
a distant family association, leaving them in ecprsus condition, while in
France they benefited from the help of the Cojatbe Home Office followed
a very strict line in limiting relief to the refuge from Egypt in order to reduce
their numbers in British care. The reaction of Brgish government, by
limiting admission in Britain strictly to Anglo-Egyians and accepting
stateless Jews on condition they had British faieuigt refusing Jews of
another nationality for resettlement, shows thatilk considered Jews as

undesirable immigrants in 1988.

Despite appeals from Jewish organisations, thésBrgovernment remained
strict regarding asylum for Jews from Egypt. Onéhef concerns of the Board
of Deputies of British Jews, and other Jewish oigstionswas Nasser's
attitude towards the Jews of Egypt. Tesvish Chronicleompared him to
Hitler and drew comparisons with the Nazi methodst@rnment and

expulsions before the Second World WaAccording to Israel Sieff and Alex

®2TNA, HO 240/1, Persons eligible for help from Beard, 7 May 1957.

>3 LMA, ACC/3121/B/06/002/034, Note of meeting at fhereign Office, 30 November 1956.
>4 Jewish Chroniclg'Egyptian Jews Face Disaster, Deportations andnimtent, Nasser
imitates Nazi methods', 30 November 1956; 'The &asin of Egypt’, 30 November 1956;
'Egyptian Jewry's Sufferings, The Parallel withlétlt 14 December 1956.
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Easterman of the World Jewish Congr&sthe similarity between Nasser and
Hitler was striking since Nasser's aim was to ntaggpt "Judenreini, that is

to say free of Jews. Sieff and Easterman were enadeabout the silence of
the United Nations regarding the fate of the JeasfEgypt, and the silence
of the governments involved in the Suez Cri8ik.was feared that what
happened to the Jews during the Second World Walddwappen again
because of diplomatic weaknesses from the BritiehFrench sides: 'Are we
faced once more with the same diplomatic nicetigsraticences which,
before the last war and until 1942, embedded tleat3?owers in silence and
unwillingness to act in the case of Hitler's amtwish outrages, culminating in
the massacre of six million Jews in EuropePhe parallel could be pushed
further, since both situations created refugees sdught asylum in Britain
and France. This echo of the Second World War espeécially of the
appeasement debacle, led some MPs and the refieginaisk that the situation
of the Jewish refugees from Egypt had been forgditeBritain and France,
and that no lesson had been learnt from the previ@r®® But Britain did not
regard the situation in Egypt as a Jewish probkamd, merely promised to raise
the matter at the UN Assembly, leaving Jewish asggdions to organise relief
for those Jews in Egypt who were ineligible forugs in Britain>®
Acknowledging that the Jewish population was in eadmte danger would

have pressured Britain to accept them as refugedsr unternational law,

*° |srael Sieff was a British businessman, vice-ahair and joint managing director of Marks
& Spencer from 1926, and chairman from 1964 to 126&x Easterman was the British
representative of the World Jewish Congress.

*The Times23 February 1957.

" The Times23 February 1957.

8 Hansard HC (series 5), vol. 566, col. 765-9, 8 March 19B7e Guardian Journal7 March
1957.

%9 See: Laskier, 'Egyptian Jewry".
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which would have gone against its policy of restricadmission and acted as a
sort of tacit admission that their earlier polidy@stricting immigration to

mandate Palestine had been wrong.

As British nationals, the Anglo-Egyptians left undee same conditions as the
French nationals, that is to say after receivimgptce of expulsion, sometimes
after being interned, with only a suitcase and g9ddan pounds, their
valuables and extra money being confiscated b¥typtian authorities at the
border. Although some of the Anglo-Egyptians wenepdy notified, some
were terrorised by the Egyptian army or police Wdaked them up in prison

or abandoned houses or schools, with other Britigtonals®® Similarly in
Port-Said, David M., on his way back from Heliogalith his father,

following the closure of the English School in @y its director,
experienced the radical change of atmosphere follpthe bombings. On the

train, people were shouting anti-European and somestantisemitic slogans:

It was the most horrific experience... By that tiraeerybody was anti-
West and were shouting and screaming on the ttaideath with the
British!"... My father and | were really petrified. &\heard one or two
people saying something about the Jews. We kepheads down for
about two and a half hours. We didn't want anyhodyotice us. It was

an amazing change in attitude, so quickly in thelelof Egypt>*

% Interview with Sylvia Jordan, 16 December 200%eiimiew with Claudia Roden, 25
November 2008; Laskier, 'Egyptian Jewry', p.579.
®® Interview with David M., 14 December 2009.
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For David M., the situation went to the point thatwas spat on in the street so
it became very difficult to go out. One of the wdieelings for the British Jews
of Egypt was that they were suddenly rejected leyEbyptian population

which had been considered to be very friendly keetbat. It was also for some
of them the realisation that they were not as rategl in the life of Egypt as
they thoughf? as the country was taking a more nationalist stéed by

Nasser, based on Islam as an Arabic culture, ichvbéws and Europeans did

not have a place.

Not all the refugees followed the same route taddri They either travelled by
boat or by plane. As long as the British army wakgypt, it was possible for
the refugees to be evacuated by the army by baateker, when the British
embassy closed, it became more difficult for tfagees to organise their
evacuation. The Swiss embassy, which was repreggthie interests of Britain
and France, advised the Anglo-Egyptians on how tioeyd leave the

country®?

When flying, refugees usually arrived at Londorea#t stop somewhere else in
Europe. Other refugees went by boat to Marseike,David M., and took the
train to cross France, to finally take the boaDtver or other Channel ports.
However, those who stopped at Marseille were sonestitaken care of by the

Jewish Agency which was helping the refugees wgltimgo to Israel?

®2 Interview with Claudia Roden.

®3 Interview with Sylvia Jordan.

® Interview with David M.; COJ.R.Egy.F, Report oneogtion Cojasor-Marseille, 26 January
1957.
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Jenny Stewart, who was 21 in 1956, claims to haentone of the very first
refugees to have arrived in Britain after beingedbgul from Egypt, being born
to British parents. The Egyptian authorities gagg her mother and her
stepfather, three days' notice on 21 Novemberawee&gypt. They boarded a
plane chartered by the United Nations to Naplesabge there was no direct
flight to London, but had to pay for the ticketoFRr there, they took a train to

Milan, and flew to London via Amsterdam:

We arrived on the 25th of November 1956. Basically,were the very
first ones. They said: "what are you doing herefdt ave said: "you will
have a whole army of people. All the British peopli# come." They
knew nothing about it. We had relatives at Londopaat so we could
stay a little while there until everything was saorout. Within a few
weeks, all the British people left or were givelea days to leave, but

we were really the very first onés.

Although aware of the situation of the Jews in Eggpd of the British
nationals, the Home Office arranged only in Decanflaethe refugees to be
met at points of arrival by members of the Natiohss$istance Board, the
British Red Cross, or the Women's Voluntary Ser$fo&nna Liidwig

remembers her arrival in London:

| think it was beginning of December 1956. The Waf&l some Jewish

people were at the airport to welcome us... We we@yprus for a

® Interview with Jenny Stewart, 15 June 2009.
% TNA, HO 297/7, HO meeting , 4 December 1956.
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week then sailed to Malta. We spent one night thEmen we took the
plane to London. We stayed in London for one dag.affived early in
the morning and then they put us on a bus to Eastw&/e did not know

where we were going. You could not cho85e.

The aim was to screen as many refugees as possilédp them join relatives
in Britain if they had any, or to accommodate tharhostel® Anna Liidwig's
description of her reception indicates how colas for many refugees. Very
little information was given to the refugees onitliestination, and the places
they were sent to were so remote and isolatedlegtusually were unknown
to them. They had no choice regarding the hosesl tiere sent to. The fact
that few among them spoke English did not help,added to the general
confusion in which the refugees could be found wihexy first arrived in the
country®® For the refugees who did not have family to accamiate them,
staying in hostels was the only option. Anthony Edeho partly justified the
military intervention to protect 'some 13,000 swlgestill in Egypt', had failed
to do so, and his government had to quickly sed pfan to accommodate the

refugees from Egyp?

®7 Interview with Anna Liidwig, 25 February 2009.

%8 TNA, HO 297/7, HO, meeting, 4 December 1956.

%9 TNA, HO 240/23, WVS report on meeting the AngloyRtians at Stansted airport,
December 1956.

0 Eden,Full Circle, p.441.
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-The reception of Anglo-Egyptians: first phase

The reception of the Anglo-Egyptians can be divigetivo phases. The first
phase of the hostel system refers to the manageshéme hostels by the NAB,
under the supervision of the Home Office. It ladtedn November 1956 until
April 1957, and is characterised by sharp criti@gmparliament of the
handling of the refugee situation in Britain. lieenually led to a rethinking of

the asylum policy.

Jenny Stewart arrived on 25 November 1956 in Lonalidim her mother and
stepfather and remembers warning that many othéslBnationals in Egypt
were to follow soon. Two days later the policy nelyag the reception of
Anglo-Egyptians refugees was drafted, at an emesgereeting of the
Defence Committee. The Committee agreed that thmeHBecretary, Gwilym
Lloyd George, would be responsible for the coortiamaof the resettlement of
the British refugees from Egypt, while delegatixg@itive powers to relevant
departments for the support of the refugees. Thadtty of Works was to be
in charge of providing the hostels buildings, while NAB managed them,

with financial means voted by the Home Office.

This list thus served as a basis to establish olieypof reception in late
November, and was modified for practical purpo3$ée accommodation of
refugees from Egypt in hostels was carried outvim $teps. At their arrival in

London, families and single men were sent to a Rés&tel in Hendon, run by

"L TNA, HO 297/9, Notes on Egyptian refugees, Departial responsibility, n.d.
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the NAB. Women and children, who were not accomgiibly their husbands
or fathers, were accommodated at a WRAC camp ihriRond, separating
men and womef¥ After a few days to register the refugees andiyéniir
identity, they were moved to five other hostel8nitain. The list differed from
the one established in September, except for tvetels) and offered better
accommodation closer to areas of potential employntgobisher Hall and
Drake Hall from the initial list, Bridgend host&l Gloucestershire, Eastwood
hostel in Nottinghamshire, and the Summerfield élastKidderminster, all
managed by the National Assistance Board. Thesemhaulgh space to
accommodate for 2,500 persons, showing that theg nat initially expecting
the whole community of Anglo-Egyptians to come tit&n for refuge’®
However, following the continuous arrival of refegefrom Egypt, new hostels
were added from early January to early March 1€aies Brow, between
Liverpool and Manchester, Crowborough, in Sussed, lenstridge, in
Somerset, were hostels managed by St John's Andayl@neenbanks, near
Leeds, Bishopwood, near Reading, Caerwent, neapbigyand Wrens
Warren, in Sussex, were hostels managed by thisiBRed Crosé’ These
hostels, except for Greenbanks and Bishopwood, iselated from major

cities.

It was decided that the refugees without means dvbelaccommodated on a
free basis and given 12 shillings a week for artahd 5 shillings a week for

a child. Those with means were charged for boadd@aiging in such a way

"2TNA, HO 297/7, HO, meeting, 4 December 1956.

TNA, HO 297/7, HO, meeting, 4 December 1956.

" Henstridge and Wrens Warren never received amgeels and were closed on 1 May 1957.
TNA, HO 240/18, List of hostels accommodating refeig from Egypt, 3 May 1957.
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that they would be left with a least £2 a weekitAation which Anna Ludwig,

a British refugee from Egypt, finds very unfair:

When we came to England we got nothing, not a pesimy we were
thrown in a camp! And we were British subjects! Wael British
passports and we were not privileged at all. Intirig | have been
thrown away in a camp! We got a pound maybe pekweégas nothing!

| feel very upset about that compared to what tretynow’”

Anna Ludwig considered that the sum provided agk@omoney by the
National Assistance Board was insufficient to stéax¢w in Britain. Many of
the refugees could not understand how they werposgul to leave the hostels
quickly when financial support was so low, whilesle who worked were
angered by the fact that they had to pay for thetommodation in hostels
when the majority of their assets had been cortéscim Egypt’° In one sense,
the Home Office plan worked, as they moved as saaihey could from the
hostels, preferring to spend money on better acaoshation, while leaving the
refugees embittered. This limitation in support baeén decided by the
Treasury which did not want to give them betteafiaial treatment than other

refugees at the time, regardless of their Britiatiamality.””

Sir Frank Newsam, Permanent Under Secretary oé $fahe Home Office,

and Gwilym Lloyd George, Home Secretary, found teelves in a difficult

S Interview with Anna Liidwig.
" TNA, HO 240/98, AERB, Minutes of meeting, E8bruary 1958.
""TNA, AST 7/1602, Letter to Controllers on the netien of refugees, 30 November 1956.
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position since they had agreed that a special fiaheffort was to be made to

show that they supported the British refugees:

| think there is a special responsibility to makevision for British
subjects who through no fault of their own haverbesgluced to a state of
temporary destitution... | think it would be most usepolitically for

the Government to take the line that we are nqigmexl to do any more
for these people than arrange for them to be acamataed in National
Assistance Board hostels, and provided for, if thesyin want, at

National Assistance Board rat&s.

They were both worried that if nothing was donshow that the government
helped them the best way it could, it would suffieticism. The decision was a
political move in a difficult context to spare tgevernment further difficulties,
rather than a genuine attempt to do more to héljgees, at a time when
public opinion and the press were criticising tb@egrnment for the handling

of the Suez crisi&

Nonetheless, the scheme to help the refugees wap sgickly. It was
announced to parliament on 13 December 1956, by Bufler, Lord Privy
Seal, that the Home Secretary had 'undertakenmegplity for co-ordinating
the arrangements for the reception of British stilsjeeturning to this country

from Egypt®® He then reminded MPs that, even if the NAB made

BTNA, AST 7/1602, Lloyd-George to MacmillanD&cember 1956.

¥ See: Tony ShavEden, Suez and the Mass Media: Propaganda and Bsiu During the
Suez CrisigLondon, 2009).

8 Hansard HC (series 5), vol. 562, col. 71-2w, 13 Decent@56.
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arrangements for the needs of the refugees, a gr&i00,000, announced on
6 December, was to be made by the Home Officea@tiglo-Egyptian Aid
Society (AEAS) for the relief and reception of Betish nationals from

Egypt, and that the AEAS had made a public apmedlhds, so that the NAB
would deal with cases of urgent need in the futtiithe AEAS benefited from
a good reputation as it had the experience in stipgcand dealing with the
British from Egypt?? The AEAS was a charity chaired, at the time, by
Frederick Smith, ¥ Baron Colwyn, and had been called upon by thadBrit
government three times before the Suez crisisdggfr The first occasion was
before the Second World War when British officiaésl been dismissed from
their occupations, and the Foreign Office gaveSbeiety a grant for their
resettlement in Britain. Then, the AEAS helped whamen were evacuated
following the presence of Rommel in North Africalif42. Finally, following
new discriminatory commercial laws in Egypt in 19481 1949, the AEAS ran
a hotel in London to accommodate those who werealbletto make a living

anymore in Egypt®

Hugh Gaitskell, the leader of the opposition whd bapressed stern criticism
of the Suez military interventioif,had doubts about the financial efforts
provided by the government which kept branding&h@0,000 as a token of its
financial participation to the resettlement of British refugees from Egypt.
As Macmillan estimated the number of refugees ieaGBritain to be 4,000,

Gaitskell mentioned that it amounted to £25 pes@eyand wondered how

8 Hansard HC (series 5), vol. 562, col. 71-2w, 13 Decenit56.
82TNA, AST 7/1602, Lloyd-George to MacmillanD&cember 1956.
8 TNA, HO 240/11, Note to Colyton from AEAS, 9 Fehry 1957.
8 Williams, (ed.),Diary of Hugh Gaitske]lpp.619-22.

8 Hansard HC (series 5), vol. 564, col. 245-6F8bruary 1957.
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such a sum would be sufficient to cover for all teigees in Britain. Richard
Crossman, MP for Coventry East, considered thagtivernment had a
responsibility toward the British refugees thenha country regardless of
payments from the Egyptian government, if any camsp&on was to ever be
given for the seizure of private property and asset well as Egyptianisation
of businesse® Despite their questioning, it appears that Maanitiid not
plan to use more money at the time for the relig¢he refugee&’ No other
grant or action was promised. Macmillan's attitu@e rather to wait to see
how much the cost of resettling the British refuge®uld be in case the initial

grant was not enough.

Gaitskell was right in his accusations regardirgfthancial effort made by
Britain, as the Home Secretary indeed had diffiealsecuring a grant for the
refugees: 'With some difficulty we managed to padsuthe Treasury to
authorise a grant of £100,000 to the Anglo-EgypAahSociety, but it was a
condition of this grant that any payments madeocb@overnment funds
should be on approximately the same scale as therfdhAssistance Board
rates® The Home Office wanted to provide relief on theBlAormal rates
and wanted to do it through the AEAS so that putyimion believed that a
special effort was made for their relief. The HoDféice believed that making
payment through the NAB showed that the Anglo-Eigyyst were treated as
nationals and not as foreign refugees. The Home&dfid not offer much
financial help to the refugees from Egypt, as theafury showed a total lack

of interest in their situation, and ignored thet that the refugees came to

8 Hansard HC (series 5), vol. 564, col. 245-6F&bruary 1957.
8" Hansard HC (series 5), vol. 564, col. 244-9F&bruary 1957.
8 TNA, HO 297/24, British Refugees from Egypt, 24uJary 1957.
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Britain stripped of their possessions. This is eagded by the fact that the
Treasury had to be persuaded to deliver a grargloABgyptian resettlement

was thus limited by restricted funds.

As far as funds were concerned, the AEAS was altaaa assistance was
coming from the NAB, the Ministry of Works and thenistry of Supply
under the supervision of the Home Office. Its nobes quickly reduced to the
minimum following the creation of the AERB by th@ide Office, in an
attempt to reorganise the hostel system and impgiteveoordination between

local, national and associative administratiths.

-The Anglo-Egyptian Resettlement Board: second phas

Although hostels were initially run independentlythe NAB, St John's
Brigade and the British Red Cross Society, theirsaivere all the same: to put
the refugees from Egypt into employment and pria@i@ommodation quickly
so that they could resettle, or to organise themegration of those willing to
resettle in another country. Locally, hostels weogking with local authorities
in order to check if housing and work were avagdior the refugees. Councils
of the nearest cities were regularly consultednismatter. However,
collaboration with local councils was not alwaysyeas suggests the case of

Greenbanks, near Leeds. In February 1957, the ofagrorsforth Urban

89 TNA, T 221/471, Memorandum on the British refug&esn Egypt, 15 January 1957.
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District filed a formal complain to the Home Offies it was feeling
increasingly exasperated that the Council waseuwsiving any help in dealing
with the refugees arrival and their welfare. Iticrsed the British Red Cross
Society for the management of the hostel, and fetlrat the charge of the
refugees would eventually fall upon the Courtithe Council felt left without
assistance from the Home Office and witnessed hmalyp managed the camp
was. It accused the Home Office of a blatant ldobrganisation between the
hostel management, the Home Office, and local ailig®in the early days of
the hostel system. The AERB was created in ordez-twrganise and

coordinate the resettlement of the Anglo-Egyptians.

The creation of the AERB was announced at the HotiS®mmons on 5
February 1957 by Harold Macmillan, then Prime Miaisn place of Anthony
Eden, to deal with the 4,000 British refugees fiegypt then in the United
Kingdom?! The Home Office decided that the AEAS, as a valontvelfare
organisation, could not carry on alone making pays&om government
funds. The function of the AERB was 'to co-ordinallehe work at present
being done to assist British subjects from Egyptluding the running of the
hostels and the giving of financial helpThe financial help referred to
resettlement grants. The AEAS from that point maddalt with the payment
of weekly allowances to refugees, instead of tha8N&nd the organisation of

their re-emigration.

' TNA, HLG 52/1631, Anglo-Egyptian Refugees - Horsifip 4 February 1957.
%I Hansard HC (series 5), vol. 564, col. 244-5F&bruary 1957.
%2 Hansard HC (series 5), vol. 564, col. 245F8bruary 1957.
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The AERB was composed of representatives of thissBriRed Cross Society,
St John's Ambulance Brigade, Women's Voluntary i8erWational Council

of Social Service, and the AEAS. The staff camenftbe AEAS, as well as
the Home Office and other departments, while oplosts were occupied by
external people hired for the occasion. The AERBleged some of the
refugees too, in order to have a better understgreihd communication with
the refugees in the hostels, because they wergamotin Britain and had no
experience of living ther® Out of 146 employees working for the AERB, 21
were Anglo-Egyptian&? The AERB was scheduled to take over the Anglo-

Egyptian refugee hostels on 1 April 1957.

The first task of the AERB was to reorganise thstélcsituation. The fact that
the hostels in Britain were so far apart addedheodifficulty of the refugees
resettlement. Just like in the case of the Hungaeéugees, the government
had little accommodation available, and once adwastels were supposed to
be situated near places of potential employmenemMthe AERB took over as
the leading organisation for the resettlement efAhglo-Egyptians, hostels

were situated as follows:

S TNA, HO 297/9, Constitution of the Board, n.d.
% TNA, HO 297/12, AERB, Headquarters Staff, n.d.
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Map 7.1: Hostels run by the AERB from 1 April 1957to March 1960
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(Source: TNA, HO 240/18, Hostels accommodatinggeés
from Egypt, 3 May 1957)

The map shows that, apart from Oxton, the hostelg\all far from London

and other major cities. In order to get the refegaeemployment and

permanent accommodation as quickly as possibld;itime Office and the

NAB re-organised the hostel system. Each hosteltavaave a Consultative

Committee, with a representation of all the volmptarganisations and

departments involved in the life of the hostels] arWWorking Committee,

which was a nucleus of the Consultative Committetuding officers of the

voluntary organisations, representatives of theidtiy of Labour and the
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Local Authority Health and Education Services, atsb temporary members
from the Consultative Committee. The Chairman ef@onsultative
Committee was to be approved by the AERB. The Atatsrte Committee
was to record and inform the AERB every month efphogress made at the
hostels in matters such as employment and resettier@migration, and the

efficiency of the AERB policy in resettling the vefees from Egypt:

The Working Committee was concerned primarily wita coordination of
group welfare arrangements and with the generdhweeissues. This
committee met weekly under the chairmanship ohibstel warden, and the
minutes of the meetings were sent to the AERBhe idea was that. by April
1957, refugees who could find work or accommodatvonld have left, and
the hostels would be left with more difficult casesesettle, hence the need
for a more solid organisation in the hostels withhe bodies involved in the
resettlement of the refugees from Egypt. Thosegeda were usually
described as the elderly, not easily employablepleelacking knowledge of
English, or people who did not want to leave thecwinity inside the hostél.
This communal attitude was also found in Franceoase of refugees stayed
together to face the ordeals of settling in a neuntry. The Home Office
feared what they called the 'hostelization' ofréfegees and issued
recommendations to staff in hostels to form adyig@nels in order to 'make
every effort through local connections to placenttieto work'?® In order to

tackle this issue, which, as far as the AERB wasemed, was delaying the

% TNA, HO 240/107, Take-over of hostels by the AERB,March 1957.

% TNA, HO 240/107, Take-over of hostels by the AERB,March 1957.

9" TNA, HO 240/104, Memorandum to the Chairman of@mmsultative Committee, Eaves
Brow hostel, n.d.

% TNA, HO 240/2, Future Policy of the AERB, 6 Jur@sT.
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resettlement work, the Home Office expected wardeescture refugees
about life and social conditions in Britain, showgithat for the Home Office,

their British passport was their only link with Bxin >

The AEAS shared this view of the refugees and de=sgithe work regarding
their reception as a 'key job' to the right-wingldmat, Lord Colyton,

chairman of the AERB:

Personnel must have an understanding and sympa#pgtroach to these
people — most of whom tend to have the temperaofesduthern races
knowledge of their former way of life and their ¢arages, and sound
knowledge of social and welfare work in this coyntrPerhaps the most

important factor is knowledge of the people conedrfi°

The terms in which the British refugees from Egyy# described shows the
extent to which the refugees were considered diffefrom the British living

in Britain. Despite Egypt not being part of the Goonwealth, Anglo-
Egyptians were part of this multi-racial commuriityAlthough British, the
quotation above suggests that Anglo-Egyptians hdkrglishness®? A

leaflet was produced for the attention of the regyin which a set of practical
recommendations about life in Britain was formutef® For example, the

leaflet mentioned that refugees should not bargesthops and recommends

% TNA, HO 240/104, Memorandum to the Chairman of@masultative Committee, Eaves
Brow hostel, n.d.

100 TNA, HO 240/11, Note for Lord Colyton, AEAS, 9 Felry 1957.

191 \wendy Webster=nglishnessind Empire, 1939-196%0xford, 2005), p.172

192\webster Englishnessind Empire pp.152-3.

193 TNA, HO 297/6, Leaflet for information of Britistefugees, 22 January 1957.
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that refugees be accompanied by friends or relmtlready settled in Britain

for these occasions.

Still in the spirit of limiting support to the refees from Egypt when possible,
the Home Office instructed the AERB not to accefigees from Egypt who
had no affiliation with a British family, and thah enquiry be made if there
were any doubts on affiliation before admitting thugee as a hostel resident.
The staff in hostels were ordered not to encouragielents to think that their
relatives in other countries would be admitteddetbls, in order to limit the
influx of refugees from Egypt in the count.Unlike the French Ministry of
the Interior, which eventually adopted a rathexibiée attitude towards the
refugees from Egypt in spite of a strict policyimimigration, the Home Office
and the AERB worked together to limit the arrivehon-British nationals, or
part of a British family">> The AERB was to be consulted on the admission of
non-British relatives joining British refugees f@settlement. The role of the
hostels was to support and resettle the refugegs$o to refuse those who
were not supposed to be claimants for relief ireotd limit the help provided.
However, in order to avoid bad publicity, the AkeDepartment of the Home
Office, would issue a refusal to stay in the copynséither than the AERB
itself.1°® The role of the AERB was thus not only social tounake sure that
support was provided to the refugees as defindtidoyHome Office general
policy and to limit as much as possible relief tm#British nationals.

However, the AERB could not decide what to do vpitbblem cases such as

104 TNA, HO 240/72, Residents at AERB hostels, n.d.
15 TNA, HO 297/5, Wilson to Dibble, 11 October 1957.
198 TNA, HO 297/5, Consultation with the AERB, n.d.
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people who refused to leave the hostel. It constlbut abandoned the idea of

eviction, fearing bad publicit}’

Hostels had to be considered as temporary accontrandyy the refugees.
The plan for the AERB was to resettle all refugegshe end of 1957,

although this did not happen until 1960 and thewle of the last host&f?

197TNA, HO 240/105, AERB Minutes of meeting, 13 Mart968.
198 TNA, HO 240/5, AERB, Final Report, March 1960.
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Table 7.1: Numbers of residents in hostels from soe AERB take-over

vl ol zlelole g9 92 g g s
2 5| &| %3 5/ 2| 8| 25|2|8| 8
@ ”n ) 2 3 " o =) -8 s =
T 3|2 8|2 @l 8| 2|¢Q
L = o ot =h 3 o S s =1
Date = DE 2| = é:gr N §_
Total 700| 378| 245| 300| 524 | 551| 52| 611| 177| 127 55| 3,720
capacity
5 April 553| 211| 184| 221| 416| 452| 47| 498| 97| 115 2,774
1957
28 June| 381 140| 174| 201| 335| 422| 28| 442| 114| 106 2,343
30 Aug. | 287 109| 223| 168| 396| 428 172| 114| 91| 24| 2,012
27 Sept.| 240 124| 235| 151| 409| 414 27| 101| 96| 45| 1,842
1 Nov. 301| 225| 138| 379| 378 3| 93| 94| 48| 1,659
31 Jan. 322| 241| 46| 390| 115 26| 58| 48] 1,246
1958
28 Feb. 303 198| 10| 389 8| 38| 44| 990
25 Apr. 199 162 332 9| 33| 735
30 May 176 156 316 16| 664
25 July 227 204 33 464
26 Sept. 12 246 258
26 Dec. 167 167
June 13* 13
1959

*Bridgend stayed opened until March 1960 with a lkmamber of refugees.

(Source: TNA, HO 240/77, Notes on hostels, n.d.)

This table does not take into account the refugdeswere accommodated in

hostels before the AERB took over. Since approxahyat,000 refugees from

306




Egypt were accommodated since November 1956, andERB was in
charge since April 1957, it had to deal with roygthiree quarters of the total
number. The elderly were accommodated in residecitibs when spaces
became available, whereas the refugees who cowdhpdoyed found a job
and moved out of the hostels after finding privateommodation. For
example, in December 1958, the AERB managed tasdd@iflats in Stroud,
near Bridgend hostel, with the help of the StrownlaRDistrict Council, in
order to resettle some of the residents at theshastl to speed up its

closure!®

With the AERB managing all the hostels, it becam&ex to draft a common
policy to place the refugees into work. It contsastth the disorganisation in
the first steps of the hostels system before itiwaharge. To facilitate the
employment process, the AERB paid for the costasfdportation for refugees
to attend interview$® The AERB benefited from the support of the Citizen
Advice Bureau (CAB), and every hostel had a CABsba officer. Their role
was 'to assist their resettlement and integratiibn the general community'.
When refugees found work and accommodation outsidéels they were put
in touch with the CAB organisation in their distrithe CAB liaison officers
provided valuable help in finding work and permarsmstommodation. The
CAB liaison officers were also competent to dedhviihe questions of

emigration:*! By involving the CAB in each hostel, the AERB mged to

199 TNA, HO 240/53, Letter to Lord Dickinson, 8 Decesnti 958.

MOTNA, LAB 8/2338, Offers of Accommodation by NewWns and Local Authorities, 15
October 1957.

11TNA, HO 240/14, Functions of the CAB Liaison Offis in relation to the work of the
AERB, n.d.
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harmonise the resettlement of the refugees, ththeglCAB liaison officers

were expected to respect the AERB's policy.

One of the most problematic aspects for the AERB that refugees in large
family groups often wanted to live together. In pigril 1957, it decided to let
local authorities solve this problem by paying th€800 to house family units.
The AERB insisted on the need to 'impress' upomgheees that they could

not let other relatives join them after they weiecated a hous&?

By October 1958, only 90 families representing Bitizviduals had been
resettled in council housé¥ The AERB and the Home Office failed to have a
resettlement plan similar to the one of the Fregmyernment and the Cojasor
which managed to resettle large groups of refutmgether around Paris. The
housing situation in Britain was also difficulttae time, but, unlike France, no
new sites were reserved for the Anglo-Egyptiangeés although they came to

Britain in similar numbers.

-Hostel life

In order to improve the chances of a quick resettiat, the Home Office

decided to open two experimental hostels: Crowhginaand Oxton.

12TNA, LAB 8/2338, Housing: approach to local auities or housing associations, 17 April
1957.
M3 TNA, HO 297/15, Progress of resettlement, 16 Cetdl958.
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Crowborough was opened when the AERB took oventaragement of the
refugee hostels, and was initially on a peppercental. The small capacity of
the hostel, 52 persons, was thought ideal to tresettle a few of the Anglo-
Egyptian refugee families who could be employedliycand paid
maintenance charges. The experiment was howeverlsheal as it took a lot
of persuasion to convince families to move thesghay were reluctant to
leave their initial hostel. Once in Crowborougheytidid not get on well due to
social class differences. The AERB closed dowrhtbetel in July 1957 and
relocated the refugeé¥’ Crowborough hostel is a good example of the
heterogeneity of the Anglo-Egyptian refugees, wh&gypt did not mix
between classes. Moreover, the fact that familieseweluctant to leave their
initial hostel shows that a sense of community lua up in some of the
hostels among the refugees who could be togethrema@ people of the same

social class, in larger hostéfs.

Oxton, near Birkenhead, was the second hostel empet led by the Home
Office. Formerly the married quarters at an armiy-aincraft unit, it offered
accommodation in hufs® The Home Office thought refugees would easily
find work in Birkenhead and Liverpodt! The main difference with the other
hostels was that families lived in self-cateringogen bungalows including a
living room with a fire-place, a kitchen, a bathmoocand two or three
bedrooms, greatly improving the standards of accodation in comparison

with the other hostels. In order to make sure tthetfamilies in Oxton did not

14TNA, HO 240/77, Notes on hostels, n.d.

115 |Interview with Anna Liidwig.

18 TNA, HO 240/77, Notes on hostels, n.d.

17TNA, HO 240/105, Otton to Caulcott, 29 March 1957.
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mistake the hostel with permanent accommodatienMimistry of Labour
employed a superintendent and residents were tailtbrconfuse the
maintenance charges with rent. Residents weretsdlea the basis that they
were 'good mixers', keen to get work, and surenttetstand the set-up of
Oxton hostel*'® The Home Office and the AERB hoped to avoid aaepé
the Crowborough experiment. Oxton demonstratesdiaspite the initial
claims that the other hostels had been choseiéarproximity to
employment opportunities, the Home Office was avilaa¢ they were too

isolated, and that the general policy of receptwas far from satisfying.

Although supervised by the AERB, Oxton was runtmy British Red Cross.
The hostel started receiving residents in AugusZ1#’ all 49 of whom were
married couples with childreli® However, by February 1958, it became clear
that the experiment was a failure too. It was harfind families willing to

move to Oxton, and the employment situation inNfegseyside region had
deteriorated since the hostel was set up. Thesmdiors where employment
was available, draughtspeople, domestic workeid chothing workers, did not
match the refugees' skills or desires. As a result; five people had left the
hostel within six month&* Considering the spirit in which Oxton hostel was

set up, the experiment was hardly a success.

18 TNA, HO 240/105, Dibble to Wardens and Liaisoni€#fs, 10 July 1957.

19TNA, HO 240/105, Clynes to Drake Hall, Eaves Brawd Greenbanks wardens, 1 August
1957.

120TNA, HO 240/105, Clynes to Mrs Gorst, 1 August 795

12ZLTNA, HO 240/105, Report of the Board's Employm&dviser on Oxton, 20 February
1958.
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Despite an overall bad report and a recommendé&tionnd up the hostel, the
AERB refused to see the experiment as a totalrigiland saw in Oxton a
'useful transition stage to complete resettlenfensome, blaming the
employment conditions on Merseyside, the lack &drsfof help from local
residents, and the fact that the potential trapsfehad been resettled between
March and August 1957, when the hostel was beiaggred-? It was not

until May 1958 that all the refugees moved out &fdd >

The creation of the AERB, although it standardigedreception of the
refugees, while experimenting with other hosteteays, did not solve all
problems. Focus will now shift to the cases ofréfegees of Eastwood and
Summerfield hostels, who decided to act to imprine®r conditions as
refugees in Britain. It shows that the responselécAnglo-Egyptians were ill-

adapted, and that refugees were far from passive.

On arrival in Britain, refugees from Egypt receiMdtle popular support, and
far less than the Hungarians: '[We] have no offistgport for our Appeal.
Some of the Press, notaldihe Timesis antagonistic, the rest are lukewarm...
And so the future results of our Appeal are noy nasless we discover means
to arouse more enthusiasm than now exi&tdhe refugees' reception was
conditioned by widespread hostility to the campdeghby Britain in the Suez

Canal and its failed attempt to regain control dherregion along with France

122 TNA, HO 240/105, Report of the Board's Employm&dviser on Oxton, 20 February
1958.

123TNA, HO 240/77, Notes on hostels, n.d.

124TNA, HO 297/7, Martin to Newsam, 25 January 1957.
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and Israel. As a result, the appeal launched byAE®S did not receive the

official support from the government that it expsett

There was then a problem of perception from thdipwlb the Anglo-
Egyptians' identity by the public and the presse Tdct that they were
described as British nationals led newspaperslag@ublic to believe that
they needed less help in comparison with the Huagamwho were
foreigners-*> Hungarian refugees were described as freedomefig/in
November and December 1956 and their situationnaash more appealing to
the British press and population. The construatibthe image of the
Hungarian refugees in the press and in parliamgi@oates constantly swung
between the concepts of the Hungarians who 'cammerely as refugees
from oppression but as fighters for freedom with liight of battle of their
eyes?® and the 'men, women and children [who] have hdteéofrom

possible death and imprisonment at home to an taicdife abroad*?’ In the
first couple of months following the revolutionfeeences to Hungarian
refugees oscillated between freedom fighters acithvs of oppression. They
were not perceived as economic immigrants nor medeto as such publicly. At
a popular level, the Hungarian refugees reachege bf acceptability that the
refugees from Egypt were not even close to achgegtire to the unpopularity
of the Suez Crisis in Britain, and being unwantgdhe British government.
The emphasis both in the government and in thesfaed public had always

been on supporting the Hungarian refugees, whdestipport for the Anglo-

125 ManchesteGuardian 13 December 1956.
126 Hansard HC (series 5), vol. 560, col. 1468, 19 Novemt@56l
12" Hansard HC (series 5), vol. 562, col. 1338, 19 Decemt$&i61
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Egyptians was left to the care of the governmend, the stateless refugees

from Egypt were almost completely forgotten in@lblic discourses.

The refugees from Egypt felt that their treatmeasviar from what they
should have received as British nationals, ancebed that not only were they
poorly helped and treated by governmental orgabpissitbut that Britain was
more interested in helping the refugees from HuypgBhis situation led to
protests by some of the refugees. In two of thediesthe refugees started to
complain quite vociferously: in Eastwood HosteNattingham they organised
a campaigrt?® while the residents at the Summerfield Hostelr nea

Kidderminster, went on hunger strike.

At Eastwood Hostel, a group of residents organgsedmmittee to protest
against their reception in Britain. They electezhair, contacted the press and
wrote a petition to the Home Office. Seventy of 3® residents signed the
petition to complain mainly about compensation amtgration™* Their case
was supported by an article in thlanchester Guardiawhich, they claimed,
meant that 'all of England knew how the refugedsastwood hostel were
treated'. The article itself reported that 'evedypoonsidered the refugees from
Egypt to be an embarrassment' despite them beitigtBsubjectd!

However, the two main complaints in the petition éime article were
compensation and re-emigration. It claims thatesihe Egyptian authorities

confiscated all of their assets the refugees wedteniith virtually nothing and

128TNA, HO 240/95, Petition from the Eastwood Hosesidents, 7 March 1957.
129TNA, HO 240/98, AERB, Minutes of meeting, 20 Fedmy1958.

130TNA, HO 240/95, Petition from the Eastwood Hosesidents, 7 March 1957.
131 ManchesteiGuardian 7 March 1957.
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were expecting more than a low weekly allowancefakss re-emigration was
concerned, the article claims that two-thirds ef tefugees wanted to re-
emigrate to Canada but they did not qualify bec#lneg had no sponsor there.
The last complaint concerned the very poor state@fccommodation in the
hostel, with two or three families having to shéme same room. By having
this article published the refugees managed tdhdaee attention of the Home
Office which sent a representative on 15 March.Bate than that, it shows
how much these refugees feared to be silencedaagdtten in Britain. It
shows as well how the hostel system put in placékhéyHome Office was

inadequate in solving the refugees' issues.

The Home Office representative described the Agedds who complained as
young men, single and married, who refused to araip and to take up the
jobs offered. The representative proposed no swiutor recommended any
particular action to be taken. He also denied snréport that some families
were sharing the same room but confirmed that thie lssues were
compensation and re-emigratibithough Anna Liidwig remembers very
clearly that if families were not staying togeth@der women had to share the

same room with younger women, which everyone foterg difficult:

We stayed in a big room. The women were in oneepdantl the men
were somewhere else. It wasn't very nice becauseainen and young
people with small children had to be together... BDgithe day we met

somewhere else. It was a big hall, you meet the, therchildren, after

132 TNA, HO 240/95, Visit to Eastwood Hostel, Nottiragh, on 15 March 1957.
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that they put you somewhere else: women on one iside somewhere

elset™

The separation from her husband proved difficidtause, although she had a
British passport, she spoke little English. Thediiaug of the refugee crisis at
Eastwood accentuated the feeling of loss and loegti, common to the
refugee experience. Anna Ludwig's testimony in@isdhat rooms were shared
by different people and contradicts the report. étlmer and her child still
makes a family, despite the Home Office more caragire vision of a family

being husband, wife and children.

The Home Office visitor in Eastwood explained adl et the reason some
refugees refused to take up the jobs offered weause after all the years of
experience they had in Egypt and their age, thieyseel to start from the
bottom again, with a salary much below their neet#sms which were
obviously not those of young men. The trend becgemeral in April 1957 as
more refugees refused to take up jobs and houaimfgdm hostels if that
meant leaving their wives and hostel community befi* Victor Lagnado,
the Chairman of the newly founded Eastwood Hose&gugees Committee,
expressed concern about the way the British refiffeen Egypt were treated

as if they were not entitled to the treatment ef ¢ther British citizens.

The day of the visit, Lagnado wrote to the Chairrohthe AERB to express in

detail their complaints in six main points: theuffient amount of paid in

133 |nterview with Anna Liidwig.
134 TNA, HO 240/102, AERB, Minutes, 2 July 1957.
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allowances to the refugees, the absence of comjpp@msthe absence of a
public campaign matching the one for the Hungargdngees, the difficulties
for the refugees from Egypt to emigrate to Ausérali any other country of the
Commonwealth, the poor jobs offered, and the insiefit pocket money
received-* In the letter, Lagnado held the British governnresponsible for
the situation of the refugees from Egypt. His argatrwas that if Britain had
never launched a military operation with France lsnael to regain control of
the Suez Canal, the Anglo-Egyptians would stillénlad their assets and
properties. That was why the refugees from EastwWmstel asked for proper
compensation in order to resettle. The letter agdeabasic human rights and

dignity:

We believe that the Government should advance mfvoeypublic
funds... for this is a matter which touch deeply ghedy in his dignity
and selfpride and the least we would expect froenGbvernment, to
show that the British refugees are well lookedradtel treated on the

same level as any British citizen in the United gdom*3®

Lagnado stated that the British refugees from Edglptike 'poor cousins
abandoned in hostels living like animals'. The gefes from Eastwood hostel
obviously played on their nationality as Britistizeéns to catch the attention of
the Home Office accused of not taking care of thatronals, while the
expression 'poor cousins' emphasises how the refugehis hostel actually

felt. Anna Ludwig recalled that:

135TNA, HO 240/95, Lagnado to Colyton, 15 March 1957.
138 TNA, HO 240/95, Lagnado to Colyton, 15 March 1957.
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Eastwood was like an army. You go, take your pdaie they put the
food on it and so on. It wasn't very good, reallie felt like we were
nothing in Eastwood. We had to do the washing duveseby hand, |
wasn't used to that, | had a maid to do everythityghands used to be
swollen. We didn't have any support really at @hf them. They treated
you like nothing. There were some poor people arg were happy to
find the food for them but we weren't happy...| doveint to know about
Eastwood anymore. It is like a nightmare | don'htxta remember. |
haven't got a clue what it has become, | don't wakhow. | was happy

to leave it, that's it. It was the end ofif!

Though she did not sign the petition, it is cldettshe had difficulties
adapting to her new environment. Despite the wotk® AERB, the change
was too brutal for some of the refugees from Egypéd to a better life in
Egypt, where they could enjoy the comfort of uppeddle-class life, as most
of them had servants and cars. The change of aewery hard to handle. As
the refugees from Egypt in Britain were British gdts for the great majority,

some of them expected better conditions after tieeieption.

Reports such as that by the Home Office represeatsihow that the Home

Office and the AERB considered the refugees froiypEgs foreign to British
culture. This cultural difference meant that redgssd of their citizenship, the
British refugees from Egypt were Britons of anotkiexd as far as the British

government was concerned. The claims made by thgees at Eastwood

137 Interview with Anna Liidwig.
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hostel that they felt like 'poor cousins' was vielinded, for if their British
citizenship was indeed acknowledged, they nevertisetonsidered them
having an Egyptian culture. This attitude was comramong the British
government as well as the AERB and other voluntaggnisations like the

Wvs 138

The Eastwood campaign succeeded in reaching theeHasfuCommons.
Maurice Orbach, Labour MP for Willesden East, demaaal the hesitancies of
the government to help the British refugees fromEag comparison with the
help the refugees from Hungary receiv&€dde accused the government of
'niggardliness’, and strongly criticised the féetttrefugees could file their
claims to the Foreign Office for restitution frohmetEgyptian government in
what he saw as a 'clerical exercise and not anyed@shelp our own people
who were in such grave trouble'. But, above alhagh criticised sharply the
general silence surrounding the situation of tiegees in Britain, blaming the
government for taking no action due to its embamaent regarding the whole

Suez crisis, which he himself had opposed:

But what is more alarming... is the fact that evedgps so ominously
quiet about the Egyptian expellees. Why such gesitgravhich |
applaud, towards the Hungarians, in contrast tavidnein which we have
forgotten the fact that we have our own folk, deste people and others,
not from Hungary? Do the Government feel so gulgut what they

were responsible for some months ago, that theyataio the honest,

138 TNA, HO 240/23, Anglo-Egyptian Dossier, May 1957.
139 Hansard HC (series 5), vol. 566, col. 715-31, 8 March .95
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decent and simple thing? | think this problem stdé aired, and | hope

that we shall put it in its proper proportioff§.

Orbach suspected that the British action in Egygtrddited the government
so much, that it preferred not to advertise thaasibn of the British refugees
from Egypt, leaving them forgotten in the hostelsnadequate conditions. In
not putting forward the case of the refugees fragE the British

government was able to play down the consequeri@®st fight with Egypt
and the human forced migration which resulted. fHoethat the refugees were
rarely mentioned in the press minimised their vigibto the public and they

became just a minor event caught in the middiéefSuez crisis.

As far as the AERB was concerned, Lord Colytordtt@brush their worries
aside claiming that the AERB was not in a positmliscuss the question of
compensation since it was not its role, but reminithem that the question
would be treated during a parliamentary debataémiear futuré®* Lord
Colyton mentioned as well the grants that werdaitdisposal of the refugees
to help them resettling, implicitly admitting thi&ie payments they received
were insufficient alone. On the public appeal, titohe refused to extensively
comment on it or blame anyone for the lack of furet®ived, he suggested
that because it was made in 'the shadow of thea#igpethe Hungarians less

money had been raisétf.

10 Hansard HC (series 5), vol. 566, col. 722, 8 March 1957.
11TNA, HO 240/95, Colyton to Eastwood Hostel refuge®? March 1957.
142TNA, HO 240/95, Colyton to Eastwood Hostel refuge®? March 1957.
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Lord Colyton argued as well that the fact thatAtRB was created showed
'the strong public sympathy for our fellows subgeitom Egypt in their plight'.
Then, he reminded the residents as well that tk#ipos that they held in
Egypt could not be offered in Britain as the systeas different in Britain

from the one in Egypt and that standards couleedgfeatly. Finally, as far as
emigration was concerned, he reminded the refuthegshe Australian
authorities were the only body dealing with adnusdio Australia, and that the

AERB would pay for travel expenses if they wergielie for emigratiort:*®

Although the protest was not of the same scala &stwood, 150 out of the
400 refugees at Summerfield Hostel went on huntgigesn February 1958, a
few days before a meeting to complain about thetfeat after a transfer from
another hostel to Summerfield, some of the outafkwefugees had to pay
maintenance charges from their unemployment bert&fiMoney was again
the problem, and the refugees felt they were stmig¢goo much. Emigration
was also a reason for the hunger strike, whichtriggered after one
individual was refused emigration to Australia oadital grounds. The
refugees felt that they should be authorised tayeate to Australia if this was

their wish, and that the AERB should help them reégag this matter.

The AERB's answer to the hunger strike demandghedsnaintenance
charges had to be taken off their unemploymentfiisneshether or not the
refugees were familiar with this systéfiRegarding emigration, the AERB,

even though it was not its role, appealed to thstr@lian authorities to

13TNA, HO 240/95, Colyton to Eastwood Hostel refuge®? March 1957.
144 TNA, HO 240/98, AERB, Minutes of meeting, E8bruary 1958.
15 TNA, HO 240/98, AERB, Minutes of meeting, 20 Fedmy1958.
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reconsider their decision. The AERB and the Homiec®tonsidered that they
were not in a position to do more than what theyevadready doing for the

refugees.

The case of Eastwood Hostel reflects how inadegbhat&reatment of the
British refugees from Egypt in hostels was, mirtbby the hunger strike at
Summerfield:*® The British government failed to understand thedition of
the British refugees from Egypt, and their basiedse They responded to this
refugee crisis by privileging an administrative eggch rather than a
humanitarian one. Moreover, Anglo-Egyptians did mepiresent economic or
political interests the way Hungarian refugees diltey were more of an
embarrassment, consequence of the failed campaiggyipt, and the British

government wanted to avoid any publicity on théiregion.

The financial difficulties that the reception of gln-Egyptians were facing led
Israel Sieff, who had previously been worried alidasser's treatment of Jews
in Egypt, to interrogate whether refugees from Egym Hungary had been

treated differently.

18 TNA, HO 240/98, Summerfield Hostel, Complaints a&tshger Strike, n.d.
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-Questioning differences of treatment

So far this chapter has argued that, despite censgithem as undesirable
immigrants, the government tried to make a spedfatt for the Anglo-
Egyptians, which the refugees felt was unsuitabksome cases. | will now
compare the treatment of the refugees from Egytit thie refugees from

Hungary to uncover differences but also similasiiie their treatment.

A year after the first refugees from Egypt arrivBdlitical and Economic
Planning (PEP), a think tank whose vice-chairmas Iseael Sieff, made a
comparative study of the reception and treatmeth@fefugees from Hungary
and the refugees from EgyPf.When it was published in 1958, less than 1,500
Hungarians and a similar number of Anglo-Egyptiasese still in hostels,
which gave PEP a basis to draw early conclusi&hs especially questioned
the extent to which the refugees’ origins influehgevernmental and public
responses. It considered that the Hungarian refugyeee 'typical of many
refugees of the past: citizens of a foreign natiio came here for political
reasons. The Anglo-Egyptians on the other hand netréoreigners, but

British subjects: not strictly speaking refugeas, éxpellees, expatriatd$®If
the Hungarians were typical in the sense that lésfeyheir country for political
reasons, and in some cases to avoid possible ompnisnt, deportation, or
death sentence, the Anglo-Egyptians were diffeasrihey were forced out of

Egypt and because they were British subjects. Tlwasethus a negative

7TTNA, AST 7/1621, Refugees in Britain,J8nuary 1958.
18 TNA, AST 7/1621, Refugees in Britain MemorandundaBuary 1958.
19TNA, AST 7/1621, Refugees in Britain, 8 Januar$d.9
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connotation regarding the Anglo-Egyptians, as teye undesirable, expelled
from another country and imposed on to Britainresettlement. The mixed
reactions in Britain caused by the Suez crisis dddéhis negative
connotation. PEP concluded that their arrival weas tmore problematic than

that of the Hungarians:

Irrespective of the views about the rights or w®on§the Suez
intervention, the expellees could hardly be othantan embarrassment.
The Hungarian refugees were a national politicataghe Anglo-
Egyptians a considerable liability. A fairly genlem@action was that the
Government should be responsible for helping thdse had suffered, in

some measure at least, as a result of their ovinigst™°

In both cases, the perception of the public abelutgees was linked to its
feelings regarding the Suez crisis and the Hungageolution. This situation
meant that there were less public funds availaiié¢he refugees from Egypt

than for the Hungarians who benefited from the Udiayor's fund.

Yet, there were moral and political imperativestfog British government to
support the refugees from Egypt, especially sinostraf them were British
nationals, in order to avoid further criticism redjag the Suez campaign. To
compensate for the publicity and financial aid gefeis from Hungary received
and to tackle any criticism on the human conseqgeentthe Suez

intervention, refugees from Egypt received highaintenance through the

10 TNA, AST 7/1621, Refugees in Britain, 8 Januar$d.9
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AERB than Hungarian refugees were receiving thrahghNAB. They thus
relied more heavily on public funds, and were rdgdras financial burden.

They also benefited from favourable resettlemeantg->*

The vocabulary used in the quotation above peyfeciins up the British
immigration policy regarding the two waves of redeg: liability and asset.
The economic and political advantages that Hungagéugees represented
were opposed to the cost and the negative impaatdito Suez that refugees
from Egypt represented for the British governmdihie Anglo-Egyptians were
considered a political liability by the British gennment as they were one of
the consequences of the failed attempt to reclaintrol of the Suez Canal.
Their expulsion from Egypt and their British natadity turned them into
British casualties, and the government was resptnfr their support once in
Britain. The word liability also suggests that despheir nationality, they were
not desired in Britain by the government, and natbkictantly accepted for

resettlement as it was impossible to refuse entBritish nationals.

As far as the PEP report was concerned, the Hungaefugees were thus
considered as political and economic assets. Welgpkiungarians in Britain
was a way to compensate for the mixed reactiortddhawed the Suez
campaign. The economic potential of the Hunganeas accentuated by the

NCB scheme.

151 TNA, AST 7/1621, Future financial arrangementsHoingarian refugees, 17 May 1957.
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Yet, the PEP report failed to see all of the goment's reasons in having
different organisations in charge of the two refugeoups. The composition of
the BCAR and the AERB was similar in many pointise Hungarian
Department in the BCAR was a creation of the gowemt, composed of civil
servants on secondment, retired civil servants vahehtary workers. The
AERB was also staffed by voluntary workers as wetfluding some of the
AEAS, and civil servants on loan from their Depaetits'°? It meant, that
despite the status of non-governmental organisatitine BCAR, its

Hungarian Department was staffed in the way the BER:s. It thus gave the
British government closer control on every mategyarding the resettlement of
refugees. The situation was even clearer when @&RBwas stripped off its
responsibilities in favour of the National AssistarBoard in October 1957,
following the exhaustion of the Lord Mayor's FuridDespite having different
organisations in charge of the refugees from Egyptfrom Hungary, the
British government kept a tight control over thetgroups, contrary to France

which relied on the Cojasor for resettlement ofrgfegees from Egypt.

However the Anglo-Egyptians' attitude in comparigoth the Hungarians was
commended by the PEP report. The problem for theghuans was that
having been welcomed as heroes and made the oémittention, their
demands became more and more pressing and thést féttwn when they
were not satisfied. The Home Office was expectivggiiungarians refugees

simply to be grateful:

152 TNA, AST 7/1621, Refugees in Britain, 8 Januar$d.9
133TNA, AST 7/1621, Future financial arrangementsHongarian refugees, 17 May 1957.
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It might have been expected that the Hungarianddumel particularly
amenable, being filled with gratitude for the halgl generosity of the
British people, while the Anglo-Egyptians would érabittered at being
expelled from Egypt and insistent on the duty asponsibility of the
British Government towards them... Many of the Humyarefugees
came to Britain expecting far too much... In suchaanfe of mind it was
not easy to settle down to learn English, takebagjad build up a home

from nothing*>*

While propaganda, notably through Radio Free Euro@y have given the
Hungarian refugees false hopes, their popular temepnd financial support
both advantaged them and posed problems. Manyeaefugom Hungary
quickly realised that Britain did not live up teethexpectations, and being
accommodated in camps, after their previous expegién Austria or
Yugoslavia, did not help. On the contrary, whilgicism was expected from
the Egyptians and gratitude from the Hungariangraved to have been the

opposite:

Reports of the reactions of Anglo-Egyptian expellskow that although
indeed they mostly held the Government respongibltheir situation,
they have not been unduly intransigent. The chi&tdity has arisen

from their refusal to accept jobs which they coasideneath their status

134 TNA, AST 7/1621, Refugees in Britain MemorandundaBuary 1958.
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and qualifications in Egypt, sometimes for langueggsons, and

sometimes because requirements in this countrgnare rigorous>°

While the Hungarian refugees both in Britain andrfée represented an easily
employable population, finding employment and accmdation for the
refugees from Egypt was more problematic. Inddweely tvere in general of an
older group age with people in their forties oftiéi§, and they were mostly
families!*® Moreover, many of the refugees from Egypt ownesiresses or
shops, and were well-educated, although some fsnitere willing to make

sacrifices.

The PEP report therefore clearly established tbe@uic and political
advantages than the Hungarian refugees represientée: British

government, in contrast with the Anglo-Egyptiangh8ugh the PEP report
made interesting points on the differences of tneat between the two groups
of refugees, it remains incomplete. The report qastially analysed the
different immigration policies for the two wavesrefugees. Moreover, it did
not mention the role of Anglo-Jewry in their redgept and finally did not see

the influence of the Cold War context in acceptiefyigees.

°TNA, AST 7/1621, Refugees in Britain MemorandundaBuary 1958.
1% C0J.R.Egy.A1l, Dix ans d'action sociale en faveag Béfugiés d'Egypte (1956-1966).
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-Anglo-Jewry and the Egyptians

Like Maurice Orbach, the Board of Deputies of Bhtiews and the Central
British Fund were very concerned with the situatbthe Jews in Egypt and
Britain. As early as November 1956, the Board opliees asked its members
to lobby their local MP in order to 'secure [th&ugees] the maximum moral,
financial and physical assistance to achieve dttesent in this country
should they ever require 1’ A delegation from the Board of Deputies, led by
their President, the MP Barnett Janner, met withid®rmsby-Gore and W.

F. Deedes, ministers at the Foreign Office andHbmme Office respectively, to
discuss the position of Jews in Egypt, and whatccba done by the British
government to improve the situation. The delegatiemanded that the British
government use its influence at the United Nationstop the persecution in
Egypt, and that if refugees were to come to Brjttanilities of asylum of a
similar fashion to the ones accorded to the Huagareéfugees be granted. The
government promised that Britain would join Israetiefend the case of the
Jews of Egypt at the United Nations but refusedffer any guarantees. The
Foreign Office and the Home Office did not know hamany refugees to
expect, and told the delegation that if the Britistiionals were to be accepted
for asylum without problem, consideration was tagghen in the case of
stateless Jews with British relatives, whereas ddwsher nationalities could

not be granted asylum® While the British government showed apparent

157 MA, ACC/3121/E/02/059, Circular of the Board @wish Deputies to its members on the
situation of the Jews in Egypt, 29 November 1956.
138 | MA, ACC/3121/B/06/002/034, Meeting at FO, 30 Naveer 1956.
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goodwill to receive Hungarian refugees without nemtestrictions, it was not

willing to do the same for the Jews of Egypt.

As far as the few non-British Jews of Egypt who aged to seek refuge in
Britain thanks to relatives in the country were @emmed, the Board of
Deputies, through its Aliens Committee, helped theth their applications to
the Home Office in order to have their situatiogularised. The Jews of
British nationality were not in need of such hedptlaey were able to come to
the country and seek employment freely. However Sphardi community
along with the Board of Deputies helped them wihiirt religious needs,
especially regarding kosher fodd.David M., who stayed at Eastwood hostel,
remembers that only after a couple of days, RabbeR from Nottingham,
chose him to go to collect kosher meat from theloert With the rabbi's help,
the 17-year-old David M. was placed into a Jewahify in Nottingham after

only two weeks in the cam’

The Jewish Refugees Committee, created in 1933ttoyS2hiff in response to
the first wave of German Jewish refugees in Brjtalao helped the refugees
from Egypt to resettle in Britain or emigrate elé@ne. By June 1957, the
Egyptian Section of the London Branch of the Je&sfugees Committee had
dealt with 389 families, representing approximate§00 individuals, among
whom 200 were stateless refugees or of a natigratliter than British and
allowed to stay in Britain thanks to close Britigtatives'®* The refugees were

considered to be for the main part employable, gixice those too old. Those

139 MA, ACC/3121/G/01/001/035, Annual Report 1956.
180 Interview with David M.
61| MA, ACC/3121/G/01/001/036, Annual Report 1957.
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with low incomes were financially supported by B@ard of Deputies.
Accommodation out of hostels remained a far bigigeblem, but the help of
the Board of Deputies and the local Jewish commaswas such that only a
few people were left in hostels by mid-19%7The Anglo-Jewish
organisations shared a similar goal with the Brigevernment: getting the
refugees out of the hostels as quickly as pos$ibief the 250 refugees in
Frobisher Hall and Drake Hall, almost all had bezsettled thanks to the
Jewish Refugees Committee branch in Manchestdgraies having been
resettled in Manchester and the rest in or arownmbn. All the 80 Jewish
residents at Bridgend hostel resettled mainly ith@ound London. Residents
at the other hostels in Eastwood, Greenbanks, amd$¥Brow Hall were
almost all reaccommodated in Liverpool and Le®dsiowever, these Jewish
refugees represented only those known by the seofithe Jewish
organisations in Britain, so the numbers providgdhe Board of Deputies can

only partly reflect the total population of Jewigfugees in British hostels.

Indeed, the Board of Deputies was not mandatetidgdvernment for the
relief of the Jewish refugees from Egypt, as itmld distinguish between
Jewish and non-Jewish refugees from Egypt. Asultréle Jewish
organisations could not reach as easily the refugeeamps in comparison
with the Cojasor in France. The CBF counted in A®57 only 225 Jewish
refugees in British hostet§® while the Board of Deputies estimated the

number to be 410, taking into account only the éleswith a significant Jewish

162] MA, ACC/3121/A/038, Report of the Foreign Affai@ommittee, 3 June 1957.
183 MA, ACC/2793/01/01/04, CBF, Minutes of the Coun&i January 1957.

184 MA, ACC/3121/A/038, Report by the Chairman of thikens Committee, n.d.
185 MA, ACC/2793/01/01/04, CBF, Minutes of the Coundi April 1957.
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population*®® Moreover, these figures do not acknowledge theslerefugees

who managed to stay with relatives when they adrineBritain, and those

who were already in Britain, such as students, viherexpulsions began.
However, at its peak, in 1960, 723 families fronyggepresenting 2,108
persons, of which 354 families, representing 1 Rfiésh nationals, were
registered with the Jewish Refugees Committé#.took more time than in
France for British Jewish organisations to be &bleegister most of the Jewish

refugees from Egypt.

The Jewish organisations were faced with the sawolggms of
accommodation as the AERB. The CBF acknowledgedhieafact that the
middle- and upper-middle-class Jewish refugeesavheed penniless had a
harder time adapting to the conditions in Brit&specially since most of them
were composed of large family groups for which aaguwdation was hard to
find.*®® Families who came to Britain in smaller numbenslddind suitable
housing more easily. Sylvia Jordan's father beagfitom the help of the local
Jewish community to find accommodation in Birminghaith other Jewish
families from Egypt in an old Victorian house, after father had turned down
a job and house offer in Kidderminster, near thetéldhey were staying in, to
join a bigger Jewish community® Thus, the Board of Deputies helped Jewish
refugees to find both employment and accommodaiinoagidition to help from
the government, allowing them to leave hostelslarithan some of the non-

Jewish refugees, especially those in old age.

1861 MA, ACC/3121/A/038, Report by the Chairman of thikens Committee, n.d.

1671 MA, ACC/2793/05/A/105, 2% Annual Report of the Central British Fund, Jul\6@9
168) MA, ACC/2793/05/A/102, CBF, 2%4Annual Report, 1 December 1957.

189 |nterview with Sylvia Jordan.
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The fact that those associations had mainly opegiateependently from the
British government showed the difference with therieh way of handling the
Egyptian refugee crisis, as the French governnagely relied on the Cojasor
to provide support and relief. The British govermin@id not turn the Egyptian
crisis into a Jewish question, though it did r@\atpoint on Jewish
organisations to provide Jewish support. It way awfien the AERB closed
down in 1960, that the Home Office contacted thd&=@Bassume permanent
responsibility for the remaining Jews from EgyptoAtad not been resettled
yet, granting an undisclosed amount to the CBRdeioto support thert”

The AEAS helped the Jewish Refugee Committee bingayeekly
allowances to the refugees, while the AERB fad#itithe access to the hostels
for their officials. However, the appeal launchgdlbe Central British Fund
reached half of the £200,000 target by mid-198Despite these difficulties,
the Jewish organisations managed to offer permat@ammodation and
employment faster in comparison with other refugels only relied on

government support.

-Leaving the hostels

There were only a limited number of ways for thieigees to leave the hostels.
Most refugees who had relatives in Britain priothie Suez crisis were out of

the hostels before the AERB took over, if thosatreés had enough money or

1701 MA, ACC/2793/05/A/105, CBF, 27 Annual Report, July 1960.
1 MA, ACC/3121/C/11/A/013, Minutes of the Foreigrifirs Committee, 3 June 1957.
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space to accommodate them. The other solutioreat@Ithe hostels were to

find a job and private accommodation, or to re-eatgyto another country.

For the refugees who decided to settle in Brita@ing in employment was the
prime concern in order to be independent. As mdnlgeorefugees from Egypt
were family groups, small or large, getting a jodisvoften not enough to cover
all the cost of life outside hostels. To that ethé, AERB continued to pay
maintenance allowances, and spent £935,500 inttothht effect. Moreover,
not all private accommodation was furnished, amdABRB once again helped
the refugees in the form of grants and loans tota of £1,371,800, between

£750 and £1000 for a famify?

Some of the refugees had no choice other than to Botain due to their
British nationality, whereas the Jews among thealccalways choose to
emigrate to Israel. Emigration was one of the thethat led to disquiet in
some of the hostels as the Eastwood hostel cagesieg. Many refugees felt
that their chances to emigrate somewhere else smeadl. Despite those
concerns, the bulk of the refugees candidatesnigration left Britain quickly

as the following table suggests:

2TNA, HO 240/5, AERB, Final Report, March 1960.
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Table 7.2: Numbers and destinations of refugees fmo Egypt emigrated
from February 1957 to 31 December 1959

Origin and Destination 1957 1958 1959 Total
Persons from hostels to 840 77 0 917
Australia

Persons from private 125 34 5 164
accommodation to Australia

Total to Australia 965 111 5 1,081
Persons from hostels to other 197 21 6 224
countries

Persons from private 213 25 1 239
accommodation to other

countries

Total to other countries 410 46 7 463
Grand total 1,375 157 12 1,544

(Source: TNA, HO 240/77 Notes on hostels, n.d.)

Table 7.2 clearly shows the attraction of Austrédiathe refugees, as it was
the destination for two-thirds of the refugees eatigg. It was at the time a
country representing a better life much like thetébhStates and Canada, not
only just for the refugees, as skilled professisnatre also emigrating to the
old colonies in search of better quality of lifedarigher wage$’® Israel was
the main destination for refugees leaving Egypdl iamvas estimated that
20,000 Jews from Egypt had emigrated tHét@he majority of the refugees
who emigrated to Israel did not transit throught@®n, which explains why
Australia was the most attractive destination fogh-Egyptians. Other

destinations included Brazil, Canada, Italy, Cypfrance, Libya, Lebanon,

173 Dominic Sandbrookever Had It So Good: A History of Britain from 3ue the Beatles
(London, 2005), pp.290-1.
174 LMA, ACC/3121/C/11/A/013, Foreign Affairs CommigeMinutes, 8 October 1957.
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Sudan, United States, and East Afri€3Although emigration to those
countries was much smaller, it reflects the attaminof some of the refugees
to the Mediterranean region, while others wentremEe or English-speaking

countries.

It was the AERB itself which initiated discussiomgh the High
Commissioner for Australia to accept large numioéiSgyptians, despite
earlier claims that the organisation was not dgaliith emigration issue®
The Australian government accepted all the refugdeshad permits or proof
of permits issued by the Australian authoritieEgypt before their expulsion,
on the condition that they did not occupy berthscalted for other British
emigrants. This condition was decided because there waiting lists of
50,000 British for emigration to Australia, and #hestralian government did
not want to privilege Anglo-Egyptians for emigratid@ther refugees could be
accepted, subject to the Australian fulfilmentrmfigration requirements, and
following interviews and medical examinations bys#malian immigration
officers in hosteld!” The Australian authorities accepted 1,400 refudees
resettlement’® Table 7.2 shows that the offer exceeded the nuofefugees
who emigrated to Australia. It can be explainedhsyfact that some
eventually decided to emigrate somewhere else @dee to stay in Britain

after all.

"> TNA, HO 240/77, Notes on hostels, n.d.

5 TNA, HO 240/22, Minutes of a meeting of the AERBMarch 1957.

TTNA, HO 240/18, Note of a meeting of hostel wasiemelfare and liaison officers at
AERB headquarters, 19 March 1957.

8 TNA, HO 240/22, Australian Chief Immigration Oféicto AERB, 19 March 1957;
Message from Colyton to refugees, n.d.
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A large number of refugees re-emigrated as thedigfi 1,544 individuals
suggests. If the refugees were not pushed to rgratai their re-emigration
was facilitated by the AERB who centralised all demands and processed
them with the concerned foreign authorities. Mdwantjust attractive places
for work and living-standards, many refugees ditlaope very well with the
British climate, especially since most of them\aed during the 1956-1957

winter1’®

All the hostels apart from Bridgend had closedh®y/eénd of 1959. Bridgend
housed the refugees who represented the greatddems for re-employment
and permanent accommodation elsewhere. The heastehie the place where
all the refugees having problems for resettlemesreviransferred to. Bridgend
eventually closed in March 1960, while 25 mainigezly and sick people were
still receiving allowances from the AERB and wargrivate accommodation,
unable or unwilling to move to residential clubsGtoucestershiré®® They
became the responsibility of the AEAS as the AERE wound up. The
AERB did not recommend the creation of a new addumty, but encouraged

the refugees to use the existing social servicesafied®*

It is difficult to draw a pattern regarding attiegltowards naturalisation as
very few stateless Jews managed to resettle pentiaine Britain. Yet, for
some of them, despite the fact that the statetdagees from Egypt in Britain
had to report to the Aliens Department of the Hd@dfiece as foreigners, those

interviewed barely mentioned it, and when mentiom&s far from being the

179 |nterviews with Jenny Stewart, David M.
180TNA, HO 240/5, AERB, Final Report, March 1960.
1BLTNA, HO 240/92, Bridgend Working Sub-Committee nies, 27 February 1959.
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traumatic event it was for the stateless refugees £gypt in France. Being

naturalised British was all that mattered, as S#raSalama remembers:

When | left Egypt, we came here. | took a decisiod | thought, now,
we are British! My loyalty is to this country. | @ithis country a hell of a
lot. My children are British.... Total loyalty to tleuntry. | love it. |
have absolutely no concern about Egypt or the Egypt| never had any

wish to go back as a tourist or otherwi8e.

His gratitude towards the British government isrfeal by the expulsion from
Egypt. He arrived with nothing in Britain, afterviiag being expelled from

Egypt. The help he received in Britain made hint Yegnted there.

-Conclusion

When the Egyptian government began to threatemsBnitationals with
expulsions, Anthony Eden interpreted it as a mouaring further pressure on
the British government, which was already critidiger the intervention by the
United States and at the United Natidfiswhile mentioning in his memoirs
the expulsion of 2,500 British nationals out of(0M and 3,500 French

nationals, Eden claimed that no general expulsiok place thanks to British

182 |nterview with Sebastian Salama.
183 Eden,Full Circle, p.567.
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diplomatic pressur® This chapter has shown that what happened was very

different.

Refugees from Egypt were only accepted reluctantBritain, and the Home
Office tried to accept only those it could not dusince they had British
passports or close families ties. British immigyatpolicies and practices were
such that as they were coming from Africa, theyenessociated with West
Indian immigration at a time when the Cabinet wassin favour of what it
called 'coloured immigration'. The middle-classkmaound of the refugees did
not match the labour needs of Britain. Moreoveg, fdct that most of the
refugees from Egypt were Jewish was not consideneakset, as immigration
policies were applied in such a way to prevent@ayor wave of Jewish

immigration.

The refugees from Egypt were granted asylum dymlitical and national
obligation rather than on a humanitarian basis.@dwer, the reception of the
refugees from Egypt was tainted with racial pregedrom some members of
the government and the AERB. This attitude tow#ndsrefugees framed their
reception. The two experimental hostels of Crowbgloand Oxton also show
that they knew little about the Anglo-Egyptians daav to resettle them
successfully, when on top of those issues, onlitéidnfunds were available.
The cases of Eastwood and Summerfield illustragdithits of the refugee
policy of the Home Office, and how it affected thegsettiement, while no

such disruption was reported with the Egyptiangegs in France. Although

184 Eden,Full Circle, pp.575-6.
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not a complete failure, the Home Office policy e$ettlement of the refugees
from Egypt was ill-adapted and sometimes ineffectis a consequence, it
only achieved complete resettlement in early 1964k, is to say two years after

the announced goal of resettling all the refugeethe end of 1957.

This chapter has shown that the lack of publicfamehcial support for Anglo-
Egyptians largely affected their treatment. Whd&ugees from Hungary were
on normal National Assistance rates, but benefiau large public funds,
such as that of the Lord Mayor, there was onlytiaehifunds available for the
refugees from Egypt. The government had to takedsgonsibility of
financially supporting the refugees from Egypt, vd@es the Hungarians were
mainly funded by the Lord Mayor's fund. The Anglgytians did not receive
direct financial assistance from the NAB, as peass popular pressure blamed
the British government for their situation. It thgave the appearance that a
special effort was made towards their resettlensend, that as British
nationals, they were better treated than Hungagargees: Yet it also
strengthened the belief of the Home Office accaduhich the immigration of
refugees from Egypt needed to be kept to a mininhevause of its cost and

the deemed little economic potential benefit fortdsn.

Anglo-Egyptians were considered undesired migraptthe British
government, but a special effort was made to diasathe help they received
from the Hungarians, which was considered not telmeen enough by the

Anglo-Egyptians. Unlike the French government, Bngish government thus

185 TNA, AST 7/1602, Lloyd-George to MacmillanD&cember 1956.

339



kept a tight control on the resettlement of botmglrians and Anglo-

Egyptians.

Considering the re-emigration rate among the refadgeom Egypt, it is

obvious that many did not want to resettle in Bmitar that they felt unwanted
in Britain. The final report of the AERB demonsésthat despite their British
nationality many among the refugees from Egypt eddd adapt to a new
country and a new cultur&® Although the Jews from Egypt gladly associated
themselves with French and, for some of them, ritultures before the Suez
crisis, once in Britain the differences betweemtland the British were
exacerbated. It is striking that the feeling ofrlgeBritish among the refugees
was less common than in France where refugees spekk the language,
whereas it was not always the case in Britain. ieelominance of the French
culture on the minority communities in Egypt cobtiied as a factor in the
difficulty of resettlement in Britain, as well agldhe middle- and upper-
middle-class background of the refugees from Edyardlly re-employable in
1957 Britain in jobs equivalent to what they preasly had occupied. The
refugees from Egypt were no longer completely Eigypas they had been
expelled, and were not totally British, as theyeveot considered to be so by

the British government.

Despite the government's claims to provide speasd to the Anglo-
Egyptians, this chapter has shown that refuge@s Hangary and from Egypt

were under the care of similarly staffed organsatj which gave the Home

18 TNA, HO 240/5, AERB, Final Report, March 1960.
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Office more control . Yet the effects of this pglwere different on the two
groups of refugees. With less means and fundsatdisposal, the refugees
from Egypt had lower expectations than the Hungamédugees according to
the PEP report. Yet this chapter has shown thatetiugees from Egypt in
Eastwood Hostel managed to catch the attentioneoHome Office to
complain about their treatment. The lack of attamthey received from the
public and because they were not considered easiployable made them feel

forgotten. There is no archival evidence of the ¢arrans doing the same.

The Board of Deputies facilitated to some exteatrésettlement of the Jews
from Egypt by using pre-Second World War refugegaaisations in order to
support them. Although the British government dudl turn the Egyptian
refugee situation into a Jewish question, the Bo&idleputies managed to
provide the Jewish refugees known to their serwads better support. In that
aspect, their help was comparable to the suppoviged for the Hungarian
Jews although for different reasons. In both cabesBoard of Deputies action
was much more limited than the Cojasor action thistwas mainly due to a
difference between French and British policies régg the resettlement of

refugees from Egypt.

Finally, the rate of re-emigration from Britain wasich higher than in France.
This can be explained by the fact that the Cojasovided the refugees from
Egypt with more adequate support by enabling theenegettle together for
example than in Britain. The fact that many of tbkigees from Egypt had a

French culture is also a factor contributing teereigration.
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8. Conclusion

Refugees from Hungary were considered as assetairte and Britain
whereas refugees from Egypt were treated as li@siliwhich had effects on
their treatment and resettlement in the two coestfThis thesis has shown that
both refugee groups were accepted on the basmroigration policies and
practices, based on professional background, deapbgr needs and domestic
views of ethnicity. This study also analysed thugnce of the Cold War on
the application of these immigration policies ane effects on their
resettlement. These policies and practices were fiavourable to the
Hungarians than to the Egyptian refugees, but #féacts on the refugees

were different in each country.

The Cold War context was especially relevant beéore just after refugees
started to arrive in France and in Britain. Reawtitllowing the Hungarian
revolution were characterised by great popular sttgmth in France and in
Britain, which played a part in the reception o tHungarian refugees. As far
as the French and the British governments wereerord, they saw in the
Hungarian revolution, and the subsequent refugees eén Austria, a way to
divert attention from the Suez crisis, but alsbégraised for their actions.
Moreover, the thesis has suggested that, as NATi@bees, French and
British humanitarian responses were motivatedngegart by a desire
foremost to weaken Soviet influence. It was congide moral victory over

Moscow to permanently resettle the Hungarian refage the West. In that
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sense the Hungarian refugees were instrumentdizgaopaganda purposes,

and were political assets for Britain and France.

A particular feature of the French case was thathngarian refugees became
an issue in French national politics. The repressicdthe Hungarian

revolution, and the population displacement whalofved, was the occasion
for the Left and the Right to try to weaken as maslpossible the PCF, at least
in the short term. This was done under the preteaemonstrating in support

of Hungary and the Hungarians, which eventuallyttethe physical assault on

theL'Humanitéand the PCF headquarters. This was not the cdzétan.

The role of the PCF in France and the CPGB in Brisso played out in
different ways, mostly due to their respectiveusfices in national political
life. Yet, both parties tried to present the Humgarevolution and the refugees
as fascists and antisemites in order to justifyrépgession of the revolution by
the Soviet army with little success. The PCF ardG@RGB's influence on the
refugees' treatment was even more limited in tise chthe refugees from
Egypt. Following their frequently asserted supfortMoscow after the
suppression of the Hungarian revolution, both parfiocus was on the return

of Communist order in Hungary and on a critiquéhef Suez campaign.

In contrast with the public support for the Hungas, governments’ responses
to the refugees from Egypt was much less and wapgrimarily humanitarian.
The initial efforts of Britain and especially Franwere to try to stop the

expulsion by appealing to international laws anth®UN, and in particular by
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focusing on the internment of their nationals iprovised prisons in Egypt.
Yet, this was considered unadvisable in the en#&yasce feared it would be
accused of the same in Algeria. It was only reloityathat France and Britain

accepted refugees from Egypt.

The British public considered that the refugeesfiegypt were the
responsibilities of the government, as they beliet their expulsion was the
consequence of the military intervention in Egyhile in France, there was
popular and parliamentary support for the militentervention in Egypt,
reactions were more mixed in Britain. The refugees Egypt, thus, did not

benefit from public support comparable to that gite the Hungarians.

If the Cold War played a part in the treatmentaftigees, it does not alone
explain why refugees from Hungary were acceptetauit limits while
refugees from Egypt were not. The latter were raflie Cold War refugees,
just as the Hungarians were. The 1945 Ordinandmaormgration and its
application in France considerably favoured the ignation of Hungarian
refugees because of their white European backgrantibecause this group
of refugees was mostly composed of single young wiemcould be employed
in industrial or agricultural sectors. Missionsretruitment were sent to
refugee camps in Austria and Yugoslavia to selefcigees with the view of

employing them in France in specific sectors.

The same Ordinance applied to the refugees fronptEghe thesis has

discussed the national and ethnic preferencesditdk@anmigration despite the
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1945 Ordinance making no mention of those. Becatiigeir North African
and Jewish identities, the refugees from Egypt weteconsidered to be
suitable for resettlement in France. Moreover, theye large family groups,
and their professional background did not matclséhweeded in France at the
time. If refugees with a French passport coulda®oltegally prevented from
resettling in France, stateless refugees and thidsether nationalities were
only accepted if they had relatives already livihgre. Despite the restrictive
nature of this policy, it ended being interpretedchstimes positively by the
French local administration in sympathy for theation of the refugees.
France's recent past also influenced such decistdtes the Vichy regime,
France tried to remain united in commemorating d&gion, and refusing

Jewish refugees in 1956 would have endangeredé¢hixh for unity.

The situation was slightly different in Britain fdre Hungarians, as the Home
Office was first opposed to their resettlementtl@principle that Britain was
not a country generally open to immigration. Howetee opportunity to
employ Hungarians in sectors which lacked labows m@t to be missed for the
British government, and the vast majority of refeig@vere placed into
employment quickly, as the refugees benefited feopositive interpretation of
the 1953 Aliens Order. However, the recruitmenteffigees by National Coal
Board was a failure. The thesis has shown that) ésthe Home Office
eventually accepted the resettlement of HungaiiaBsitain, it nevertheless
remained suspicious on the nature of the refugaesrevived the Operation

Post Report to watch them.
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As far as the refugees from Egypt were concerneithiB adopted a rule
similar to France: only British nationals would é&ecepted for resettlement,
and stateless refugees with relatives already lestall there. Britain applied
this policy strictly. The refugees from Egypt wemnsidered as a Jewish wave
of immigration, and since 1905, Britain had regiyléred to control this type

of immigration. The belief that Jews were respolesibr antisemitism still
existed in the 19505Yet, Britain was celebrated for granting asylunptotect
Jewish refugees from Nazi Germany and the goverhowend limit

immigration from Egypt without fearing accusatiarfsantisemitism or being

unsympathetic to Jewish refugees.

The colonial and postcolonial immigration contepisyed out differently in
both countries for the refugees from Hungary angpEdr he fact that West
Indian, Pakistani and Indian immigration was onitiegease in Britain
favoured the immigration of the Hungarian refugdses,limited the stateless
refugees from Egypt to be accepted on strict caondit Refugees from Egypt,
whether British nationals or stateless, were aase¢iwith Commonwealth

immigration, because of their North African origins

Similarly, Egyptian refugees, French and statelesse associated with
colonial immigration from Algeria. As the 1945 Omdince recommended the
imposition of limits on North African immigratiomnd because of the Algerian
War context, refugees from Egypt felt, for the muatt, discriminated against

and challenged in their own identity. They realifieat, although they

! Tony KushnerThe Holocaust and the Liberal Imagination: A Soeiatl Cultural History
(Oxford, 1994), p.277.
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considered themselves French or of French cultiey, were sometimes

treated as foreigners in France, and even as uatEsimmigrants.

This study has assessed the impact of immigratdinips had on the two
groups of refugees. As the Hungarians were coresiides labour immigrants
rather than refugees, it caused some distress auhderstandings about their
situation between the refugees and the governrBeth.in France and in
Britain some of the refugees refused to take upleynpent, with more explicit
manifestations of this refusal in the French ch&est of the time, this situation
was linked to the refugees' desire to emigrate sdraee else, as many
expressed a preference for permanent resettleméme iUnited States or
outside Europe. Yet, it was also linked to accomatiot conditions,
especially in France. The fact that the refugeag wer the most part,
accommodated in isolated camps, usually old myliterracks or forts made

the refugees feel like prisoners.

The reception of the refugees from Egypt differetineen France and Britain.
In France, all the refugees from Egypt were accodated in hotels until they
permanently resettled with already established lfasor were placed into
permanent accommodation through the Cojasor ondiy bwn means. The
geographic situation of the hotels varied as mafiygees were accommodated
in Marseille, Paris, and also smaller cities likehy. The accommodation of
refugees from Egypt depended on the good will efgrefects in each region.
Moreover, the refugees from Egypt were largely sutgal by the Cojasor,

instead of the French government, which saw Iadaefit in the resettlement
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of the refugees from Egypt. Thanks to the Cojasdrtae Fonds Commun,
many refugees were accommodated in newly-builtkslad flats around Paris,
which kept alive the traditions of the Jews fronyfig As a result, the Jewish
response, mostly through the Cojasor, provideceb&tatment to the refugees

from Egypt in comparison to what the Hungarian geks received.

In Britain, the accommodation of refugees from Bgyps very similar to the
one of the Hungarians. They too were accommodat&tge refugee camps.
To avoid criticism, the government gave Anglo-Eggps the same treatment
as any other British nationals on National AssisgaBoard's rate, and they
remained the charges of governmental or semi-govental organisations.
The British government wanted to show that Anglosiitans were treated like
any other British citizens, despite being considdrg some people as foreign
to British culture and people. The fact that theagimajority of the Anglo-
Egyptians were British nationals led to some rasent on the refugees' parts
who felt that they were not adequately treated. @taample of the petition in
Eastwood Hostel, near Nottingham, shows that thgldE&gyptians felt
forgotten while the Hungarian refugees benefitedifa large public and
financial support. The government's policy maderleel challenged in their
own identity as British nationals. These problexl@an why a fair part of the
Anglo-Egyptians chose to re-emigrate rather thamsettle in Britain.
However, in comparison with France, Anglo-Jewispamisations were less

present in the Anglo-Egyptians' resettlement, agyttvernment was in charge.
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The thesis has also shown that the role of FrendrBaitish Jewish
organisations was different in both countries, dedended on views on
refugees as well as the political context. In Feartike Cojasor had a key role
in the resettlement of the refugees from Egypt beedhe French government
considered them a Jewish wave of refugees, andesasnterested in their
resettlement. In Britain, the role of the Boardlewish Deputies was limited,
as the Home Office wanted to make sure the pubkwkthe Anglo-Egyptians
were at the charge of the government. The involverokthe two Jewish
organisations is however similar in the case ofHhagarian refugees. The
Cojasor and the Board, along with the CBF, inteekim refugee camps to

take care of Hungarian Jews following reports disgmitism.

The comparative aspect of the thesis has showimtite of humanitarianism
and joint decisions when it came to accept Hungaréugees. The
humanitarian objectives and the NATO directiveatoid a refugee crisis in
Austria quickly were eventually replaced with Frarand Britain's own
national interests, as shown by missions of recrent in refugee camps in
Austria and Yugoslavia in order to get the refugebe could take up

employment in French and British industrial sectweeding workforce.

The comparison of the two refugee groups in Framekin Britain has
therefore uncovered more similarities in the treathof refugees than
differences, despite different immigration poligiaad the reasons for that.
The thesis has highlighted a major similarity ia #rench and British views on

refugees from Hungary and from Egypt: both couatimgtially wanted to limit
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the number of refugees from Egypt because of theith African and Jewish
identities. The French and British nationality aftare of the refugees from
Egypt was confronted to the French and British awstriations and
governments considering them as undesirable cdlmnmigrants and
sometimes foreigners. On the other hand, Hungaefgees were not of
French or British culture, but were accepted fonmnent resettlement in both
country in large numbers. Thus, in 1956, FrenchBuittsh reactions towards
refugees largely depended on the origins and #tiig of the refugees.
Having French or British nationality was not enougtbe considered French
or British by governments. Hungarians were considé¢o be better candidates
for permanent resettlement, which implies eventiadliralisation, despite not
sharing the same culture. Hungarians were assdaiatk a common
European identity, in contrast with the North Afig colonial and Jewish

identities of the refugees from Egypt.

Yet, despite a similar policy of restricting refegenmigration from Egypt,
French and British reasons for it varied. This ihéss shown that the main
issue regarding refugees from Egypt was their Jeamsl North African
identities, which was associated with labour immigm from Algeria. On the
other hand, the British government opposed themignation based on Jewish
and colonial identities, but also because of skiowur prejudice, as some
officials believed the refugees from Egypt to backl There is no evidence of

similar prejudice linked to skin colour in Frarite.

2 Gérard Noiriel A quoi sert "l'identité nationale" fMarseille, 2007), p.48
% Todd Shepardlhe Invention of Decolonization: The Algerian Wadahe Remaking of
France(New York, 2006), pp.13-4.
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Finally, because of the moral imperative linkeddfugee immigration, France
and Britain ended accepting refugees from Egypobulifferent terms and for
different reasons. As the refugees from Egypt weaely French and British
nationals, there was no other option than to adtegh for resettlement. It is
thus in handling the cases of stateless refuge¢she terms of asylum were
revealed. In both cases, the Ministry of Foreigfa#$ and Foreign Office
were willing to accept stateless refugees on thid deneva Convention
terms. Yet, the Home Office managed to convince=threign Office to refrain
from linking the expulsion to the creation of th&t® of Israel, denying the
stateless refugees from a refugee passport. Comtréine Hungarian refugees
who had no connection with France and Britain ettat refugees from Egypt
had to have relatives in the country to be accefatetesettlement. The thesis,
in comparing the two waves of refugees in Franckiamritain, has thus
revealed the exclusionary nature of asylum. It way moderated by
consideration of the hardship of the refugees bglladministration in France,

although on rare occasions, and by the work ofgeduwrganisations.

351



Bibliography

Primary sources:
A. Archival Sources

France:

ARCHIVES DU MINISTERE DES AFFAIRES ETRANGERES (MAE) ,

LA COURNEUVE

Série: Europe 1956-1960

Sous-série: Hongrie

92 Political events: troubles, international reaasi, 23 October - 7 November
1956

93 International support: economic and humanitahielp, Red Cross,
November 1956 - October 1957

97 Political emigration, January 56 - February 57

Série: Europe 1961-1970
Sous-série: Hongrie

158 Jewish question, 1962967

Série: Levant 1944-1965

Sous-série: Egypte 1953-1959
482 Domestic policy, proclamation of Republic, NoNeer 1953 - July 1956
492 Social issues, refugees, December 1952 - 93y 1

502 Termination of diplomatic relations, Octob&¥ecember 1956

352



503 Protection of French interests and institutionSgypt. Evacuation of

French nationals, September 1956 - November 1957.

514 Repatriation of expellees, French and foregmetigious communities,

August 1956 - January 1959
Sous-série: République Arabe Unie 1953-1959

613 Minorities

Série: Nations Unies et les organisations internatnales, 1944-1973
244Hungarian questions, 11, 12, 13 and 14 sessiopposuto refugees,

1956 - 1958

Série: UNRWA

251 Swiss protection in Egypt, December 1956 - dgnli957

Sous-série: Haut Commissariat pour les Réfugiés (H®)

300 Activities of the UNHCR, July 1954 - 1959

CENTRE DES ARCHIVES CONTEMPORAINES (CAC),
FONTAINEBLEAU
19810201

Article 1 OFPRA, Executive meetings, 1952 - 1965

Article 2 Status on the reception of refugees 1950 - 19656gHrian

refugees 1956-1960. Egyptian refugees, 1957 - 1959

353



19890576
Article 3 Liasse 2
Reception of Hungarian refugees, 1956 - 1957
19990260 MI 99-64
Article 35
Re-emigration of Hungarian Jewish refugees to Isi®=6
19900353
Article 17
Reception of refugees from Egypt
20050590
Article 119, 1956-1966
Support to refugees from Egypt and from Hungargnds commun' and
relations with Cojasor. International and natiasigbport plan for
Hungarian refugees
Article 120, 1956-1960
Support to Hungarian refugees 1956 - 1958: relatwoith relief

associations, resettlement in French départemadtsegions, 1956 - 1958

ARCHIVES NATIONALES (AN), PARIS

F7: Ministere de l'Intérieur

16060 Status and support to refugees in Francé, 19967 (lI)
16062 OFPRA papers

16069 Hungarian refugees in France

354



COMITE JUIF D'ACTION SOCIALE ET DE RECONSTRUCTION
(Cojasor), PARIS
CQOJ: Service Social
R: Réfugiés (Archives Administratives)
Egy: Egypte
A Reports on social support for refugees from Egypt
B Files on the work of the Fonds Commun for refisgieem Egypt,
1957 - 1959

F Various correspondence

ARCHIVES DE LA PREFECTURE DE POLICE DE PARIS (APPP),
PARIS
BA 2389

Report on the Hungarian uprising. Reception ofréfegees, 1956 - 1957

ARCHIVES DE LA VILLE DE PARIS (AVP), PARIS
PEROTIN

1023/68/157 Accommodation of Hungarian refugee5619

OFFICE FRANCAIS DE PROTECTION DES REFUGIES ET

APATRIDES (OFPRA), FONTENAY-SOUS-BOIS

(Unclassified) 1956 and 1958 Annual Reports

355



ARCHIVES DEPARTEMENTALES DE LA VIENNE (ADV), POITIE RS
1W: Archives des Administrations apres 1940

2958Hungarian refugees - lists, reports, official ciacg, 1956 - 1958

3533 Hungarian refugees — Letters and reports hgdPon Chéatellerault
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134/1466 Committee on Colonial Immigrants: Meetiagd Papers, 1957-
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COAL: National Coal Board
48/618 Hungarian refugees
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FO: Foreign Office

371/118892 Evacuation from Egypt for the Britistmeounity and other
nationals

371/119265 Treatment of the Jewish community indgy
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371/122387 Internal political situation in Hungary
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1110/847 Trends of Communist Propaganda, March816-2

HLG: Ministry of Housing and Local Government
52/1631 Local Authorities assistance to Hungariah Anglo-Egyptian
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HO: Home Office

213/2246 Operation Post Report

240/1 Functions of the AERB

240/2 Functions of the AERB — Future policy

240/5 Functions of the AERB — Final reports to 8seretary of State

240/11 Division of functions between AERB and AEAS

240/14 Hostels, liaison with National Council ofcid Service

240/18 Anglo-Egyptian Resettlement Board. Workigt{?on Welfare.
Arrangements in hostels

240/22 Emigration: arrangements with AustraliantH@pmmissioner

240/23 Women's Voluntary Services: Services reports

240/53 Accommodation: Homes for elderly refugee@syul Rural District
Council

240/72 Standing instructions for use of hostelf sta
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240/77 Public account briefs

240/92 Bridgend hostel: working committee minutes

240/95 Eastwood Hostel: complaints

240/98 Summerfield Hostel: complaints and Hungekest

240/102 Caerwent hostel: consultative committeeraimaites

240/104 Eaves Brow hostel: consultative committesutes

240/105 Oxton hostel

240/107 Hostels: Take-over from NAB

297/5 Treatment of non-British refugee families

297/6 Leaflet for Information of British Refugees

297/7 Policy regarding reception of refugees

297/9 Brief for appearance of Home Office Accougtidfficer before Public
Accounts Committee concerning expenditure on Ariggptian
refugees

297/12 Staffing complement

297/15 Care of the aged: provision of residentidbs

297/19 Duration of relief and resettlement scheme

297/24 Evacuation: arrangements for reception aglthve in UK of British
Refugees from Egypt

352/142 Hungarians statistics and report on arnivalK
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statistics

352/144 Onward emigration of Hungarian Refugees ftK

352/149 Hungarian Refugees: discipline
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352/158 Discussion of the subject in the lighthef Hungarian refugee crisis of

1956 and an attempt to identify the origin of thelgpem

LAB: Ministry of Labour

8/2338 British Subjects evacuated from Egypt: AEBBnts to local
authorities and housing associations for the prowisf houses

8/2344 Hungarian refugees: employment arrangements

8/2345 Hungarian refugees: information leafletdl ity

8/2371 Hungarian refugees: administrative memonandu

8/2580 Hungarian refugees: statistics and repd@s6 - 1957

12/933 Placing arrangements for Hungarians

MEPO: Metropolitan Police Office

3/2958 Alien Registration Office: Operation PospBi

PREM: Prime Minister's Office

11/1715 Hungarian refugees, correspondence andgape

T: Treasury

221/471 British Refugees from Egypt: financial mdhe AEAS

LONDON METROPOLITAN ARCHIVES (LMA), LONDON
ACC/2793: Central British Fund for Jewish Relief ard Rehabilitation
papers

01/01/04 Council minutes and correspondence, Ma@d® - October 1962
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01/03/09 Manchester Committee: correspondencedeggacorresponding
committees

01/06/006 Jews' Temporary Shelter: correspondemteeports, individual
cases, 1946 - 1964

05/A/006 Minutes and appendages, 1955 - 1962

05/A/102 24' Annual Report 1956

05/A/105 27" Annual Report 1960

ACC/3121: Board of Deputies of British Jews papers

A/038 Minutes volume 38, 1955 - 1957

B/06/002/034 Egyptian Jews: reports and correspmelel 956 - 1957

C/02/002/009 Hungarian refugees: minutes, repodtes and correspondence.
B'nai B'rith Committee on Hungarian refugees, 195664

C/02/002/012 Aliens Committee: minutes, agendgmrte and
correspondence, 1950 - 1959

C/11/013/024 Hungary: correspondence with commautiorities in
Budapest, 1948 - 1964

C/11/A/013 Foreign Affairs Committee Minutes. Mart®56 - April 1958

E/02/059 Egypt: memos and correspondence 19467 195

G/01/001/035 Report 1956

G/01/001/036 Report 1957
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