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PREFACE

The primary purpose of this paper is to discuss President Gamal Abdul
Nasser's diplematic and political relations with the Western world and the
Soviet Union. Nasser's approach in his dealing with the great powers has
made him one of the most controversial perxsonalities of contemporary inter
national politics. As an example, we see that much has been sald in the
American press about his foreign policies. In many cases, what has been
said in the press here has heen accampanied by basic miscenceptions of what
have besn the truer and deeper motives behind the United Arab Republic
1eader's stands. Playing the role of a neutral political leader, he seems
to vacillate betwesn the opposing power blocs for some sort of dark, dev-
ious motives of his own. Some American press (such as, for exauple, the
UsS+ News and World Report) has branded him as a "Communist stooge” or a
"fanatic Arab nationalist.” In addition, his purchase of Communist ams to
strengthen his army prompted Western newsmen to accuse him of epening Mid-
dle Eastern deors to Communist imperialism. These characterizations of
Nassex's perscnality and policy, it seems, have resulted primarily from
Western misunderstanding of Kasser's true intentions.

Jt 1s not intended in this thesls to criticize the United States Gov-
ernment, or any other Western government, in its dealings with the U.A.R.
leadexr. Rather, this paper reflects the author's desire to straighten out
misconceptions and to eliminate misunderstendings. It 1s hoped that a new,
constructive Western policy toward the Middle East will finally emerge.
Such a policy would stem out of deep understanding of Middle Eastern poli-
tiecs and would realize that Arxab nationalism has a common destiny with the
Western world, snd that, if President Nasser as the leader of this dynamic
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movement has besn angaged in receiving militery and economic sssistsnce from
the Communist world, ho has done so not becauss of 2 voluatary desire but
because he mas unsble to find any other recourse. In other words, he has
been forced to deal on such an extensive scals with the "oviet bloc primare
ily because of certaln Jestern moves, such 28 the refusel to provide his
country with modern srpaments to match Isyeell ever<increasing militery
powey or the withdrewsl of the “motern offer to finance the High Agssan Cam.

The advent of the YXennedy Aduinistretion in rashington, with its proe
mises to follow & policy that reflects the hard reslities of today's world,
has given such hope for better future relations betwesn the Jestern Fowsrs
or the United itates, at lesst, and the Arab world. There is reason to bee
lieve that the United States, 2 frewden-loving nation, will play a3 dynswic
rels in the reslization of the husen asplretions in the Middle Zast,
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CHAPTER I
A GLANCE AT THE PRE-REVOLUTIONARY EGYPT

In oxder to understand why Egypt, under the leadership of Gamal Abdul
Nasser, has developed its unique pesition vis-a-vis the Great Powmrs cen-
temporary international relations, which are characterized by persistent
conflicts, a study of the history of modern Egypt prior to the ammy goup
d'etat of July 23, 1952 is considered necessary. |

Historians have generally agreed that the modern history of Egypt be~
gan with Napeleon's invasion of the country in 1798, Although a number of
pretexts for the invasion weye given, such as conselidating the position of
the Egyptian government, it was believed that the real purpose behind the
French expedition was Napoleon's grand plan to realize world domination.
Napoleon wes well awere that such a plan could not be achieved without se-
curing the Near East.

¥hile Napoleon extended French contrel over Egypt, Great Britain real-
ized that her interests in India were in a great danger. Thus, an alllance
was made between Great Britain and the Ottoman Empire--which had established
tutelage over Egypt since 1517-~whereby forces of the two countries would
seek the defeat of the French. In 1801 the allied trocps succeeded in
achleving this purpose, and the three-year rule of France over Egypt was
ended.l However, Napoleon was able to sow the seed of French and Western
influence in the country.?

1 E.A. Speiser, The ! States and the Near East (Cembridge, Mass.s
Haxvard University Press, 1947}, pp. 43«44,

2 Irving Sedar and Harold Greenberg, Behind the Egyptisn Sphinx (New
Yorks Chilton Company, 1960), p. 15.

3
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Mohamed Ali, an Albanian Moslem leadexr in the Turkish campaign against
the French, led in 1802 a successful military mutiny in Egypt agalinst the
Turkish Governor, who was left helpless when British troops evacuated the
country. In 1806 the Sultan of Turkey unwillingly confirmed Mohsmed All as
the Vigceroy of Egypt.

During his reign of forty-three years, Mohamed Ali built with the help
of foreign advisers and technicians a strong army and navy. He employed his
efficient army almost continuously. He crushed the Wahabi revelt in Arabia.
The Tuxkish Sultan refused to recegnize him as the viceroy of Syria and the
Morea,~~a title which had been agreed upon between Mohamed All and the Sul-
tan before the Egyptian fleet participated, together wlth its Tuxkish
counterpart, in the Battle of Mavazrino (October 20, 1827) against the com~
bined fleets of Britain, France, and Russia. As a result, Mohamed All
marched over Syria and was stopped just short of the conquest of Turkey it-
self because of intervention by the great pmta.a

Mohamed Ali, generslly regarded as the founder of modern Egypt, intro-
duced meny needed reforms in economic, agricultursl, and military affalrs;
but these reforms could not keep pace with a modern state and upon his death
in 1849, the country once again lapsed inte political turmeil., His rule was
neither corrupt nor wasteful and was free from domination of the great powers.
In contrast, all his successors, ending with King Parouk in 1952, wers ingom-
petent, corrupt, snd under heavy foreign influence.?

His immediate successoxr, Sa‘'id, granted Ferdinand de Lesseps, an

3 speiser, gps gits, pp. 43-44.

4 Phiilp K, Hitti, History of tha Arabs (Londons MacMillan and Co.,
1958), pp. 722-25,
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ambitious French engineer, the concession to build the Suez Canal in 18%4,
In 1863 Sa‘'id was succeeded by Ismall, who possessed a large mumber of
shares in the Suez Canal Company . The Canal was completed and opened to
traffic in 1869. 1Its construction cost k16 million, of which the Egyptian
government paid about one-half. Soon Ismail's extravagant living made him
sell his shares in the company to the British government, thus making Brie
tain a major shareholder of the Suez Canal Company and a3 possessor of an
important stake in Egyptian affairs. By 1879 the governmnt'’s indebtedness
had reached hl00 million, money owed chiefly to British and French share-
holders; the country was on the verge of bankyuptey. Fearing for their in-
vestments, European creditors urged the governments of Great Britain and
France to take prompt action in order to secuxe payment of the debt. Conse-
quently, the two governments forced the abdication of Ismail in favor of
his son Tewfiq and thus began to assert contrel of Egyptian financial
policy. The two governments immudistely sponsored a3 program of reorganiza-
tion of Egyptian finances. Because financial reform was slower in progress
than was expected, the impatient French ceassd to participate in it, leav-
ing Egyptian affairs to Great Britain.d

The imposition of foreign control over Egyptisn internal affairs led
to the Ahmed Orabi affair in 188l. Orabi, a genexral in the Egyptlan army,
revolted against the government because it failed to rid itself of foreign
influence and because it wes cerrupt. Orabi's forces occupied Alexandria
and openly ¢hallenged Tewfiqe. This brought an immediste protest and

3 The Roysl Institute of International Affairs, (hereafter abbreviated

as R.I.I.A.) Middle East-a Political and Economic Survey (Londons
Oxford University Fress, 1998), p. 183.



)
ultimatum from Great Britain. As Orabi refused to surrender to the govern~
ment in Cairo, the British fleet, upon Tewflq's consent, bombarded Alex-
andria and the British troops took possession of the city. Orabl's revolt
ended in failure and British occupation of the country kegunj and for the
next seventy years Great Britain exercised strong influence over Bgypt.6

The Sudan, a territory stretching from Uganda in the south to the
borders of Egypt at Wadi Halfas in the north, had been an Egyptian province
since the reign of Mohamed Ali. The British, who had exercised @ dominat-
ing influence in the Egyptian government following the Orabi revolt, had
maintained garrisons in the Sudan. A revolt led by the Mahdi, a fanatic
Sudanese religious leader, defeated a2 force of Egyptian troops led by a
British officer. In 1898 the Mahdi troops were defeated in the Battle of
Omdurman by a combined force of British and Egyptian troops, and the entire
Sudan was brought under the Anglo-Egyptian contrel.’

This control was formalized by the Anglo-Egyptian Convention of 1899.
The convention created a jeint British-Fgyptian government in the Sudan
under the form of a2 condeminium, which Loxd Cromer, British\Agent and
consul general in Egypt, described as a *hybrid form of government hither-

to unknown to international jurisprudence."s
» * *

€ Ppresident Gamal Abdul Nasser, expressing his bitterness against
Tewfiq's complicity with the British, stateds "The British had occupied
Egypt with the tacit consent of Tewfiq following the patriotic revolt led by
General Orabi...Tewfiq feigned acceptance of the reforms demanded by Orabi,
while opening the doors to the British who sought a pretext to justify en
occupation of Egypt." Gamal Abdul Nasser, "The Egyptian Revolution," Foreign
Affairs, January, 1985, p. 199,

7 RcI.Ivo, OD. _C_?._g_o PR 419-20.
8 Ibid., p. 421.
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At the outbreak of World War I, =gypt was declared a British rProtectowm
ate, 2 measure almed at ending Turkey's nominal sovereignty over Sgypt.

The Sritish declaration stated:

His Sritannic Majesty's Secretary of State for Forelgn Affairs
gives notice thet, in view of the state of war arlsing out of the
action of Turkey, Egypt 1s placed under the protection of His
Majesty and will henceforth constitute a British Protectorates...

His Majesty's Government will adopt all measures necessary for the

defense of Egypt, and protect its inhabitants and interests.”

When the war ended in 1918, Egyptian netionalistic feeling, which had
been repressed by the British, burst into active life under the leadership
of Sa‘ad Zaghloul. Zaghloul demanded complete and immediate independence of
the country. In 1919 he went to the Faris Peace Conference and laid his
country's demands before the Great Powers. Zaghloul's mission proved fruite
less. However, under increased Egyptian national pressure, Great Britain
agreed to end the Protectorate in 1922, with the condition that British
forces remain in the ceuntry until 1936,

Many measures had been introduced to the country after 1922, such as
the institution of a constitutional government, the establishment of a com-
prehensive state-supported education, and the sending of dipleomatic missions
abrosd. But Egyptian nationalists did not drop their demsnd for full and
unconditional independence. The Wafd, a party founded by Sa'ad Zaghloul,
continued to campalgn vigorcusly for the complete withdrawal of all British
troops and the restoration of the Sudan to Egyptian rule. After a decade of
continued struggle on the part of the Wafd, Great Britain and Fgypt cone

cluded 2 treaty on August 26, 1936, replacing the unilateral declaration of

9 Carol A. Fisher and Fred Krinsky, Middle Eagt in Crisis--A Histeri-
cal and Documentary Review (syracuse, N.Y.s GSyracuse University Fress,

1959), pe 5.
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1922. The new treaty was designed to establish 2 more cordial relationship
between the two countries.lO

The 1936 treaty filnally recognized Egypt's complete independence.
Moreover, it provided for the removal of British forces from Cairo and Alexw
andria to the Suez Canal Zone, British sponsorship of Egyptian membership
in the League of Nations, and the abandonment by Britain of the right to
protect minorities on Egyptian territory. Oreat Britain, however, reserved
the right to utilize Egyptian communication facllities and the right to
defend Egypt externally, which included the use of Egyptian scil for this
purpose. The future of the Sudan was a metter of further negetiations.n

Khen the treaty was signed, many Egyptian patriots welcomed it as a
step toward regaining complete national sovereignty. However, the ocutbrezk
of World War II proved to be something else. Egypt's desire to maintain a
neutral position between the warring parties was handicapped by the exis-
tance of this treaty. More over, Egypt once again became a major base for
British troops.l?

During the war periocd, British involvement in Egyptlan affairs went so
far as to present King Farouk in February 1941 with an ultimatum requesting
the dismissal of the existing government for showing pro-Iltalian tendencies

10 4.5, Fisher, The Middle East (Londons Methuen & Co., 1956), p.150.

u J«.C. Hurewitz, D_rig;amcx in the Near and Middle East - A Documen-
tary Records 1914-1956 (Londons Nostrand Co., 1 s Ppe 203-11,

12 Colonel Sadat, Nasser's partner in the Revolution of 1952, summed
up his disgust at this situation by writings “At the cutbreak of hostili~
ties, Egyptian policy had been defined....but in fact it seemed equivecal,
because the idea of neutrality was precluded by Eqypt's military obligatiens
under the 1936 Treaty. How could Egypt remain neutral, when British troops
occupied the whole country and controlled the bases, communications, ports,
etc." Anwar El-Sadat, Revolt on the Nile (New York:s John Day, 1957),

Pe 20.



and its replacement with a Wafdist government headed by Mustafa Nahas.
The demand was granted, and Nahas cooperated with the British until 1944

when he was ousted by the King.13
Thus at the end of World War II, the 1936 treaty seemed but a veil

under which foreign occupation of the country could be sanctioned. Egypt
then renewed its demands for the immediate withdrswsl of all British trogs,
including these statiened in the Suez Canal Zone, and for its union with
the Sudan under the Egyptian Crown. DNegotiation feor the revision of the
treaty began. However, Egyptlan attempts to change the treaty in such a
way as to obtain complete sovereignty and independence for the country met
strong British resistance. On July 11, 1947, Egypt took the case to the
Security Cauncil of the United Nations, pleading that the presence of Bri-
tish troops on Egyptian soil was incempatible with the Charter and the
spirit of the United Nations.l* No action wes taken by the Council, and
the matter was left for future negotiation between the twe countries ine-

volved.
Unpromising negotiations between Great Britain and Egypt dragged on

for three years. Finally, on October 15, 1951, Egypt unilaterally abrogated
the treaty of 1936, and declared that it would no longer be bound by the
treaty. It also denocunced the Condaminium Agreement on the Angle-Egyptian
Sudani the Egyptian parliament proclaimed the Sudan as a territery under

the Egyptian Crown.1® Britain vigorously repudiated these measures and

13 ypon British advice, Egypt did not declare war on the Axis until
April 1945. Because Prime Minister Ahmed Masher declared the war, he was
assasinated the next day while attending & parliament session. R.I.I.A.,

Ope E;_Eo, Pe 187.

14 United Nations, Yearbook of the United Nations, 1947-1948,
PP 356-62,

15 Anwar El-Sadat, Ope Ei._&o, Pe 118,
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considered herself not bound by them. Although many Western observers had
interpreted these actions by Egypt as being attempts by the government to
divert public opinion from the defeat of Egyptian troops in the Palestine
war, there is reason to believe that the main cause for these actions was
an Egyptian aspiration to assert the right to be sovereign in its own
country.l6

Toward the end of 1951, the government allowed police and irregular
guerilla forces to attack British military posts in the Canal “one. The
British forces retaliated by attacking an Egyptian pelice station in
Ismailia and killed seventy policemen. On January 26, 1952 anti-British
rioters demonstrated in the streets of Cairo, and seon turned into uncon-
trolled mobs burning many buildings and killing thirteen Britishers.l?

King Farcuk dismissed the Wafd government for inability to contrel the
turbulent situation. In the following five months Cairo became a scene of
changes of indecisive governments. Finally, on July 23, 1952, the “Free
Officers", an organization of nationalist officers in the Egyptian army led
by General Mchammed Naguib and Colonel Gamal Abdul Nasser, put an end to
the almost chaotic situation by overthrowing the regime of King Farouk.ls
The new regime, headed by thirteen army officers known as the Revolutionary
Command Council (RCC), introduced many reforms in the soecial, economic, and

political fields during its first few weeks in office.

* * *

16 sohn S. Badeau and R.H. Nolte, The Fmergence of Modern Egypt (Head-
line Series' Number %’ April 1953)’ PPe 22«3,

17

The New York Times, January 27, 1952, p. l.
18 1pid., July 24, 1952, p. l.
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Before turning to the revolutionary era, it 1s necessary to take a
brief look at Egypt's relations with the United States and the Soviet Union
prior to the Revolution.

Prior to World Waxr II, the United States was little concerned with
political events in the Middle Fast. Certain American groups, it is true,
engaged in such activities as missionary, educational and commercial. The
war brought out American strategic and political interest in the area. Al-
most on the eve of the attack on Pearl Harbor, President Roosevelt declared
that the defense of the Middle East was vital to American security. Presi-
dent Truman, in April 1946, cbserved that the Middle East, an area with vast

natural resources and a strategic location, was composed of states that
were "not strong encugh individually or collectively to withstand powerful
aggressien.“lg This was considered a confirmatien of Roosevelt's declara-
tion of the importance of the Middle East to the United States.

In general the post-war era was characterized by increasing American
involvement in the affairs of the area. This emergence of U.S. interest in
the area was related to two basic developments. The first was the presence
of the Soviet threat in the Middle East exemplified by Soviet refusal to
withdraw its troops from northern Iran and the Soviet pressure on Greece
and Turkey in 1946. United States' promises to Greece and Turkey that it
would assist them to deter Russian aggression by force 1f necessary helped
to ease Russian pressure on them. Professor Robert Strausz-Hupe, stressing
this develepment in bringing Washingten to play a major role in the affairs
of the Middle East, stated:

19 Ernest Jackh, Background of the Middle East (Ithaca, N.Y.:
Cornell University Press, 1952). Pe . 397,
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Even without the Soviet challenge, the United States
still might have been drawn into the affairs of the area.
Yet American initiative would have been confined to a number
of local and highly selective issues, and even in these the
United States would have confined itself t¢ its traditional
roles of moderator, offering its good offices before the bar
of world opinion and counselling the proper legal procedurs;
of trader, seeking markets and sound investments; and of
generous mentor, endowing schools and spreading the blessings
of universal, secular education. The United States can still
play these roles and, indeed, does play them. It has been
forced, however, intc anether unaccustomed and perilous part,
that of the strategic ringmaster of the Middle Eagt,20
The second development was the decline of the power and prestige of Creat
Britain and France in the area after World War II. The dwindling of influ-
ence of the two Furopean powers was demonstrated by the grant of independ-
ence to Syria and Lebanon by France, and by the conflict between Graat
Britain and Egypt over termination of the 1936 treatys this development led
the United States policy makers to seek weys to f£ill the “"vacuum." The
United States, being the leader of the Western bloc, realized that the posie-
tion of the Middle East was the keystone to any effective Western defense
plan against Commnist expansian,zl
Jack Winocour, a Middle Fastern affairs specialist, confirmmed that it
was the United States rivalry with the U,5.5.R. that brought American
engagement in the area's affairs, but he also pointed out that there exist-
ed a British-American rivalry which resulted from British jealousy over \
United States expanding influence and British contracting power in an area
where she used to be the unchallenged master. He explainsd that the laztter

rivalry was overshadowed by the overall conflict with the Soviet Union in

20 Robert Strausze-Hupé, "The United States and the Middle East,"
Tensions in the Middle East edited by Philip W. Thayer (Baltimore: The
John Hopkins Press, 19587, Pe 4.

21 Ibgdc’ Pe 5.
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which both Washingten and London were engaged. He believed that this Brit-
ish-American rivalry contributed to the advent of an "independent American
policy" toward the Middle East.22

The United States' pursuance of an independent policy toward the Mid-
dle East was demonstrated in the question of Palestine. In 1947, the United
States played a leading role in securing United Nations' approval of a
resolution recommending partition of Palestine into a Jewish state and an
Arasb state. British preliminary resistance to enforce a decision was coun-
tered by a United States suggestion of an international trusteeship for
Palestine. When the United States proposal failed of acceptance, President
Truman recognized the new Jewish state upon its declaration of independence
in 1948.

America‘'s role in establishing the state of Israel and its strong sup-
poxrt of that state since 1948 antagonized the Arab world and was bound to
become one of the major obstacles to friendly relations between the Unjited
States and the Arab Middle East. This cbservation was particularly appli-
cable to the relations between Egypt and the United States. The humilia-
tions suffered by the Egyptian army in the Palestine war in 1948, as related
by the Egyptians, was due to the enamy's superiority of modern wespons. The
people of Egypt were convinced beyond any doubt that Western refusal to sup-
ply their army with modern arms was motivated by the American government's
desire to preserve the existence of the state of Israel. The Egyptians
were also indignant at the extensive United States economic aid to the Jew-

ish State. The U.S. dollar was considered a major factor in saving the

22 Jack Winecour, "The United States and the Middle East," Middle
Eastern Affairs, August-September, 1954, p. 260.
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Israeli economy from eventual bmnkmptcy.z?'

When Egypt abrugated‘ the treaty of 1936 with Great Britain en October
15, 1951, United States Secretary of State Dean Achesen criticized Egypt's
action as contrary to internatienal law.®® This statement was interpreted
by Egypt as further evidence of active American oppesition to the coun~
try's mational aspirations.

The success of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization in containing
Soviei power in Europe, followed by the communist aggression in Korea, led
Washington to the conclusion that Western influence must be meintzined in
the Middle East. Since it was obvious that the "old exclusive semi-imperial
treaty relationships were no longer tenable," the United States and Great
Britain “conceived the idea of multilateral regional defense pacts as an
altesnative, with the Western bloc replacing the old imperial pewer."2>

On this basis the United States, togethexr with Great Britain, France,
and Turkey, presented the Fgyptian government with a proposal to crezte a
Middle East Defense Organizatlion a few days after Egypt's abrogation of the
treaty of 1936, Egypt was told that she could join the Organization as an
equzl partner with the other pewers and that the British troops in the Canal
Zor- weuld be replaced by a3 combined force of the five countries i.e. the
United States, France, Turkey, Great Britain and Egypt. FEgypt's "resentment

23 Between 1948 and 1958, Israsl alone received half a billien dollars
in economic ald from the United States as against $300 million to all the
Arab countries. A.J. Meyer, "Reflections on American Economic Pelicy in

the Middle East,” Middle Eastern Affairs, June-July, 1959, p. 233,

24 The New York Iimes, October 18, 1951, p. 1.

2 B.J.S5. Raleigh, "Middle East Politics--Past Ten Yesrs," Middle
Eastexn Affairs, January 1959, p. 5.
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at the peosition of the United States en Paicstme”% and Amexican support
to British policy in the present Anglo-Egyptian conflict caused the coun=
try to raject the propesal. The Egyptian government insisted on the immed-
iate and uncenditional withdrawel of all British troops from the Canal Zone
before it would even considexr entering a pact with the West. The plan ’had
to be held in abeyam.“ﬂ

Prlex to the Second Werld War, the Soviet Union did little te remind
the Egyptians of its existence. This, however, does not mean that the Sov-
iet Union did neot appreciate the importance of the strategic position of
Egypt and the Arab world te the security of its territery. In 1926, the
Soviet Union sent a Moslem delegation to the All-Moslem Congress in Mecea
and supperted King Ibn Saud in his claim to the Caliphate.”> The measure
was directed against King Fu'ad of Egypt, who also wanted to proclaim himw
self the Caliph of Islam. The Soviet action was motivated by ths pro~
British policy of the government in Caire.

This was considered the only Russiasn activity in the Middle East until
the outbreak of World War II. As for the activities of local Egyptian Come

mnists, their first appsarance was in 1919. The Cemmunist group ceased to
exist three years later, because of its attempt to revolutionize the

26 ; ,
Ralph Bunche, Intreduction to The Near East an Great Powexs
egu;d by ?chud N. ;’m, (Cambridge, Mass.t &mrﬁ%rsiw Press, *
1951}, pe 1o

21 paul L. Hanna, “America in the Middle East,” Middle Eastern
Affeirs, Mey 1959, p. 182.

28 jgshe Leshem, "Soviet Propaganda to the Middle East,” Middle
Eastern Affairs, January, 1933, pp. 1-10.
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government as well as political, social, and religious institutions and
traditions in the country. Because of these intended radical changes, the
Egyptian govermment suppressed their activities. During the 1930's the
Commumist party resumed its activities, but now i{ used the Eurecpean Come
munist parties' tactics of infiltrating the nationsl fronts. The Egyptian
Comminists now cooperated with the anti-colonisl]l nationalist mevement. The
emergence of a strong working class during the war strengthened the Commun~
ists' position. The immediate post-war era with strong anti-West feelings
in Sgypt gsve the Communists a new pownr.” This power, however, was
eclipsed as a result of Russian support in the United Natione of the estab-
lizhment of the Israeli state.

Diplomatic relations were estéblishod between Moscow and Caire for the
first time in 1946. This was fellowed by the creatien of an Arabic pregrsm
by radio Moscow. During the Angle-Egyptian tension over the Suez Base in
1931, Soviet propaganda advocated the Egyptian cause., Great Britain wss
severaly attacked for its attempts to illegitemately maintsin her eccupation
of Egyptian soil. Radio Moscow intensifisd its attacks against the Western
bioc in general when Egypt was presentsd with the proposz) »f creating a
Mjddle East Treaty Organization. Turkey was accused of trying threugh this
scheme to revive the Ottoman Empire at the expenss of the Arab sovereignty.
Turkey alse was called the bridgehead for American imparialism in the Middle
Past. Even Israel, which had received so much support from the Communist
bloc since its creation, was callad zn agent »f American imperialism. This

vas an covious atltempt to arouse anti~-American sentimsnte amony the Arab

29 talter Laquer, "The Appeal of Communism in the Hiddle East," The
Middle East Jeurnal, Winter, 1955, pp. 17-27.
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pecple. The Moscow radie, while peinting to Anglo-Americsn rivairy in ate
tempting to accupy and exploit the region, menticned that both countries
were pursuing a unified policy in trying to suppress national aspirations

among the pcoplt.aa

30 Leshem, gp. cit. See alse, Leonid I. Strakhovsky, "The Nature of
Soviet Propagands in the Near East,” Near East Creat Powers,
edited by Richard N. Frye (Cembridge, Mass.: Harva versity Press,
1951)' PPe 65-9.



CHAPTER 11
FROM NAGUIB TO NASSER

The July 23, 1952 movement of the Egyptisn amy achieved much success.
The speed with which the army wes able to overthrow the government, seize
the country, and force the abdication of the King amazed many pecple in and
cutside Egypt. However, to those who were well aware of the events that
took place in the Egyptlan pelitical theater during the four ysars prior to
the 1952 goup detat, the matter would seem rather simple, Repeated fail-
ures in political conflicts with Great Britain intensified the dissatisfac-
tion of the masses with the rulers. These rulers were accused of collabo-
rating with British imperialism in order to maintain their positions and to
exploit the people. The disastrous defeat in the Palestine wer confused
the minds of the peeple and the army.l The defective amms with which the
army was supplied to fight the Jewish state were revealed to the public.
Many Egyptians believed that the Palace was directly connected with purchase
ing these imperfect arms. The six months that preceded the Revelution, as
we have scan,z was an almost chaotic period. Spreading strikes, violent
street demonstrations, and the existence of indecisive govarnments offered
strong preof of the failings of the existing regime. -

It was genarally believed that the “"Army was the only natienal insti-
tution in Egypt that could provide law and order, and the only dynemic ele~
ment in a disrupted Egyptian state that could assume the role of political
ubiter."'a

liarcel Colonhe. "Egypt from the Fall of Farouk to the February 1954
Crisis™, Middle Eastern Affsirs, June, 1954, p. ms.

2 5225 s P Be9,

3 p.a. Vatikietis, v %mtian Ammy in Pelitics (Bloomington:
Indiana University Press,; 1961), p.
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Taking their cue from some statements by Camal Abdul Nagser that the
army's role after the success of the coup d'etat was only to be "inthe
front for a few hours” .4 most Western ebservers considered that the move~
ment of July 23rd did not have a detailed plan to be carried out by stages.
Hexre is how one of these observers described the general sentiment of the
Free Officers immediately after the success of their revelt:

that 1s certaln is that they were patriots, men

of good will, animated by the desire to do good

and for the welfare of the country. But seon

they were faced with difficulties which cenvinced

them that best intentions and good will were not

enocugh te save Egypt from her preblms.!’
The above auther belleves that it is unknown whether the coup d'etat was
one of the chain of events that kept the country in turmeil since World War
II or 1f it was meant to be a revolution. What is certain is that the suce
ceeding events of the first few months proved that a real revolution was
in the process in Egypt. "Now it is plain that a new political force has
taken control of Egypt, a force which represents a fresh peint of view and
program of drastic change."® .

During the first twe menths of its existence, the new regime showed
little concern with internatienal affairs. It concentrated most of its ef-
forts on the selution of Egypt's domestic problems. Great effort wes made
to consolidate the ruling regime by purging its actual or potential

opponents.

4 Gamal Abdul Nasser, The m%-m of the Revelution (Buffalos
Keynes and Marshall Publishers, 1959), p. 32. The beok was first published

in Arabic in Cairo, 1953,
5 Colombe, gp. cit., pe 185.

6 John S. Badesu, "Where is Egypt Going?* Fereign Peliey Bullstin,
November 15, 1952. p. 1.



In the field of foreion ralations, it was evident that the military
regime was pro-¥astern and antli-Russisn. The army's crackdown en local
Comnutnists within the first few weeks of the revolution sirongly supports
the anti-Communist temdenciss of the new regime. On August 12, 1952, the
leftist labor unions in Kafrud Dawar, 2 textile industrial center, staged
a demonstratlion shouting "long live the Army's Revolution."’ Police and
army troops battled with the rioters, killed nine of them and wounded many
others. General Naguib condemned the event, branding it as "Communist-
inspired strike."® Lzigh 7hite, in supporting this belief {the new regime's
pro-ifestern attitudes), has stateds:

The Free Officer's anti-Communist trend is beyond
any doubteesesThoy would be even more anti~Russien
and pro-American, I think, if the U.S. would be
less cautious than it has been in assisting Naguib
and the junta to attajin their modest economic and
pelitical objectives.

After & successful attempt to restore tranmquility to the nation dure
ing the first two months of the Revolution, CGeneral Naguilb began to seek
solutions to the thorny problem of Anglo-Egyptian relations. Early in
October 1952, the two governments opened negotlations on the future of the
Sudan. General Naguib, and his representative in the Sudan "handled the
situation admirably uall."io The old Egyptian prectice of not conceding

the right of self-determinastion to the Sudan was abandoned.

7 Keith Wheelock, Nasser's New Egypt (New Yorks Frederick A. Praeger,
FuhliSher, 1%0), Pe 14,
8 Mo, Poe 15.

9 *The Blessed Revolution", Haxpers, January, 1953, p. 87.

10 Mokki Shibeiks, The Independent Sudan (New Yorks Robert Spellex
& Sms, 1%9)j Pa 488,




The new government negotiated with beth the separatists (those whe
advecated an independent Sudan) snd the unionists (those who were in faver
of an Egyptian-Sudanese unien) Sudanese parties. In the past the govern-
wents of Egypt had declined to inelude the sepsratists in any negetiation
concerning the future of the Sudan and branded them as British imperislist
stooges. Thus, General Naguib's offer to discuss the issue with the separa-
tists--who were considered a powsxful group--breught to Egypt prestige from
all politicsl factions in the Sudan.

The negotiations with Britain ended with a historic event, the signe
ing of an agreement concerning self<determination for the Sudan on January
12, 1953. The following is a summary of the main provisions of this agree-
ments

(1) an early election for an all Sudanese Parlias-
ment, supervised by a mixed Electoral Commission
composed of seven members (three Sudanese, ene
Beitish, one Egyptian, one American, and, as a
chaimman an Indian); (2) a transitional peried of
full self-government of not more than three years,
in order to emable the Sudanese people te exercise
their self-determination in a3 free and neutral
atmospheres (3) a special committee to complete
the "Sudanizatien® of the Administration, ths
Police, the Sudan Defense Force, stec., within the
threswyeay period; (4) election of a Constituent
Asgembly 1o decide the future status of the Sudan
and te prepare a constitutions (5) a decision on
the future of the Sudan {a) by the Constituent
Assembly cheosing te 1link the Sudan with Egypt in
any form or (b) by the Gmﬁimﬂt Assenbly choos-
ing complets independence.

British Foreign Secretary Anthony Eden cautioned the House of Commons
on the day the agreement was signed, declaxing: "I must emphasize....that

1 Ibid-' P 489,

12 apgvelopment of U.S. Pelicy in the Middle East,” U.S. Stats De-
partment Bulletin, February 22, 1954, pp. 280-1.
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this is not an ordinary instance of a dependent territory proceeding toward
self-government....There are meny complications arising from the peculiasr
status of the Sudan as a Condominium."}3 It 1s interesting to contrast
this statement with the more optimistic view of the U.S. Secretary of State
John Fester Dulles, who believed that the Britlish, the Egyptian, and the
Sudanese peoples should view the settlement "with equal satisfaction as
appropriate to their respective interests, and as providing a solid founda-
tion for friendly, mutually beneflcial future xelationships."14

It is convenient at this peinat to trace briefly the subsequent history
of the relations between Egypt and the Sudan. In the autumn of 1953 a
general election was held in the Sudsn which resulted in a victory for the
ashikk'a (Brothers Alliance), who campaigned for union with Egypt. Isma'il
al~azhari, the leader of the ashikk's, took office as the Prime Minister.
This was considered a setback to the pro-British Umma (People's) Partye.
However, al~Azhari radically changed his pro-Egyptian policy when the con-
flict between Naguib and Nasser resulted in the expulsion of Naguib from
his position as the Prime Minister as well as the President of Egypt.15
From this time on, the Sudan followed an independent policy in its rela-
tions with her neighbor on the Nile.

Next to the Sudanese question came the thorny problem of British

13 As quoted in J.C. Hurewitz, "Britain, Egypt, and the Sudan,"
Foreign Policy Bulletin, March 15, 1953, p. 1.

14 wpgvelopment of U.S. Policy in the Middle East," U.S. State
marmng ml;’ﬁm’ Fﬁmw 22, l%"’ FPe 280=1.

15 The Sudanese developed great affection for General Naguib for two
reasons: (1) his unprecedented move to grant them the right of self-
determination, and, (2) Naguib was born to a Sudanese mother and lived his
childhood in the Sudan. P.J. Vatikiotis, op. cit., p. 92.
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evacustion from the Canal Zone. Befors the Sudan agreement wes signed,
Colonel Nasser, the second strongest man in the military regime, made it
clear that Egypt would demsnd the unconditional evacuation of foreign
troops from her seil. He stoted this viaw to a British correspondent:

- You claim that your army in the Canal Zone is there
to keep the Russians out. I tell you its presence
is the greatest single obstacle to the defense of
the Middle Sast. Ve hate the British occupation
and, 1f you don't go willingly, we shall fight..e.
We shall neot sign any Defansgé?act as a condition

, of your going. You must go.

With this detexrmination the Eqyptian Government opened negotiations
with the United Kingdom on the Canal Zone in Caire on April 27, 1953, A
quiek settlement of the issue was hindered by the disagreement between the
two parties as to wheother the Sudan would be free to choose membership in
the British Commonwealth.

Colonel Hasser publicly stated the Egyptlan position in a press intere
view two weeks before the negotiatiens began. He pointed ocut that Egypt
was willing to maintain the Suez Base, and that since Egypt by itself was
unable to provide the necessary technicians, it was willing to allow Bri-
tish personnel to take the responsibility of providing technical aid for
the maintenance of the base. Nasser, however, made it clear that this
should apt be interpreted by the British government as a velled occupatien.
He then relterated his previous declarations that Egypt would not jein a
defense treaty with the West as a price for the evncuation.17

The two delegations conducted extensive negotiations, but disagree-

ments argse over the number of British technicians to be maintained in the

16 The New Statemsn and Natien, January 17, 1953.
17 The New York Iimes, April 13, 1953, p. 6.



Canal Zone, the length of time for which technical aid would be needed,
and British insistance on its right to re-enter the Zene in time of war.
Egypt broke off the negetiations only ten days after they had started.l®

However, contacts betwsen Cairo and Londen concerning the Canal Zone
problem were renewed on July 30, 1953. The joint comminique issued at the
outset of the conversations stated that "the possibilities of agreement
will be further explored by this means before discussions are resumed."l?
No concrete decisions were agreed upon, and on September 4, the British
delegation left for London after holding six meetings with the Egyptian
goverrment, ‘

Further negotiations were deedlocked until July 11, 1954, On this
date, a British delegation recpened discussion with the Egyptian authori-
ties on the future of the Suez Base. On July 27 an accord entitled "Heads
of Agreement” wes reached; it provided foxr the withdrawal of 83,000 British
troops from the Suez Zone within twenty menths; the base was to be maine
tained by ﬁe Egyptian government with the assistance of 4,000 British
technicians wearing civillan clothes; and, in the event of an attack upon
any signatory to the Arab Collective Security Pact or upon Turkey, British
troops would have the right to put the Suez Base under their disposal.,
Britain and Egypt waived all financisl claims on esch other arising frem
the previous British eccupation. The 1936 treaty was abrogated by Great
Britain (Egypt had already abrogated it in 1951). Finally both parties
affirmed their determinatien "to uphold the 1888 Constantineple Convention

18 1pid., Mey 7, 1953, p. 1.
19 Middle East Journal, “Chrenology,” Autumn 1953, pp. 507-8.



guarantesing fresdem of navigation in the Suez Camal."20

In Londen the accord was regarded by some with skepticism, The Brite
ish government justified 1t on the grounds that the evacustion of British
troops from Egyptian territory was motivsted by the desire to maintain friend-
liex relations with Egypt in the future and that advanced military technique
made the Canal Base less important than before.2l

In Calre, the Egyptian government hailed the asgreement for having fine
ally liberated Egyptian soil from "imperialism". There wes less ewphasils
in Egypt than in Britain on the preposition that the agreement would bring
better relaticns between the two nations. Nasser announced to a huge rally
in Cairo that "One stage of our struggle has ended and a new stage 1s about
to begin."22

The conflict between General Naguib and Colonel Nasser, which reached
{ts peak in early 1954, goes beck to 1950. The Free Offlcers picked Maguib

2 Jbld., mstumn 1954, p. 460. The Constantingple Conventien, which
was signed on October 29, 1888 by Britain, Germany, Austria-Hungary, Spain,
France, Italy, the Netherlands, Russis and Tuxkey, composed of seventeen
articles dealing with regulations to insuxe the free use of the Suez Canal
for international navigation. The contracting partiss agreed not in any way
to interfers "with the free use of the Canal, §in time of war as in time of
peace." According to Article 9 of the Convention, Egypt was suthorized to
"take the necessary measures for insuring the execution of the tresty.”
Article 10 granted Egypt the right to deny the passage through the Camal to
any country st war with Egypt in ordexr te secure “"the defense of Egypt and
the maintenance of public order." See Covernment of Egypt, White Paper on
e Nationslisation of the ue: Maritime Cana} Comany (Cairo Government
pﬂ‘.‘ﬁ. 3 PPe 51-7,

2 The Manchester Guardian Weskly, August 5, 1954
2 R!IOIQAO, j L) wop Pe 197,
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for their leadership because of his reputation as an honest general and his

high rank. Nasser was then the organizer of the mowvement, and he himself
made the plan for selecting the general. When the Revolution occurred,
Naguib held the two highest titles in Egypt--President and Prime Minister.
But Nasser was exercising contrel cver the activities of the government
through the Revelutionary Command Council (RCC)e The BCC wes formed immed-
iately after the success of the Revolution and was comprised of eleven Free
Officers plus General Naguib. The RCC was the real power behind the gove
ernment. Major government decisions had to be passed by majority vote of
its membexs., Although Naguib possessed the top pesition in the government,
he was but one of the members of the RCC with a single vote.

General Naguib, the man whom the Free Officers wanted to be the figure~
head of the Revolutionary regime, became immensely popular among Bgyptian
masses. In October 1953 Nasser and his associates appeinted three new
ministers to the Cabinet witheut consulting the General.?® Naguib protes-
ted the action. Confident of his over-riding value to the regime, Naguib
demanded more authority to direect the affairs of the state than was dele-
gated to him by the RCC. He recuested a veto powsr over actions of the RCC
rather than his single vote. When these demands were not met he resigned
on February 25, 1994. The resignation was accepted, and Colonel Nasser,
"the chief architect of the Revolution and the dominant personality in the
RCC, and the man most clearheadedly devoted to what he has called “the

dream of an Egypt free and strong,' became leadexr in name as he had long
been in fact."?4 Hasser, thus, ascended to the premiership with the

2 Joachim Joesten, Nassex, the Rise to Power (London: Leng Acre,
1960), pp. 102-3.

24 Richard Nolte, "Egypt in Transition,” Fereign Pelicy Bulletin,
July 15, 1954, pp. 1=2. =



presidency remaining vacant.

The government's snnouncement that Nagulb was dismissed because he
sought dictatorial power did not satisfy the masses in Caire. Naguib was
hailed as a martyr, and soon the students and the people demanded that
their beloved leader be reinstated to the presidency. Similar hestility to
Nasser was demonstrated by the Sudanese people. Even the ammy was split
with one layge faction demanding the return of Haguib.%

Confronted with this critical situation, Nesser consentsd to the re~
turn of Naguib, four weeks after the latter's resignation. Naguib again
became the Presidant, the Prime Ministar, and the Chairman of the RCC,
Capitalizing on his popularity, he announced the end of the transition per-
iod and that Egypt was ready for parlismentary life. The press started its
campaign for civil liberties, and Naguib promised to meet its demands .20

Behind the scenes, Nasser was vigerously working to consolidate his
position with the army, the police, and the trsde unlions. He obtained new
support among some elements who feared that Naguib's appeal to the people,
would make him the captive of extrome movements. These elements were also
worried that Naguib's latest moves were designed te reinstate the old re-
gime.27 oOn April 15, 1954, Naguib was once more expelled, now for good,
and put under house arrest. Nasser retained his previous position as the
Prime Minister, and, in effect, ruler of Egypt.

2 1pid,

2% The Middle East Journal, Spring 1954, p. 1863 see also P.J.
Vatikiotis, oD s_g-; P 91.

27 1bid.



CHAPTER III
BACKGROUND
OF THE EGYPTIANCOMMUNIST ARMS DEAL

The change of Administration in Washington in 1933 brought with it a
new approasch to the United States' pelicy toward the Middle East. The
Truman Administration belleved that the Suez Zone had to be maintained by
the Western Powers if an effective defense for the Middle East was desired.
For this reason the United States State Department had always supported
London's position that British troops would not evacuate unless Egypt would
become a member of a Western sponsored security pact in the Middle East.l

John Foster Dulles, the author of the new approach, toured the Middle
£fast in the spring of 1953 in order to get a direct view of the situation
in the area.? He devised the "Northern Tier" concept to compensate for the
inevitable surrender of the Canal Base to Egypt. The new Secretary of State
wag convinced that Cairo would never entertain the idea of joining an exe
clusively Western alllance as a price for British evacuation. The Northern
Tier concept wee a shift of emphasis from a Suez Base-centered defense sys=
tem to a defense system of containment of probabls Seviet expansion in the
Middle East by grouping Middle Eastern states in a Western oriented
alliance.3 The countries within this area were Turkey, Iraq, Iran, and
Pakistan. After he reached Washington from his Middle Eastern tour, Dulles
reporteds

1 Keith Wheelock, op. cit., p. 208.
2 Ibid., p. 214,

3 J.S. Raleigh, "The West and the Defense of the Middle East,”
Middlg Eastern Affam’ Juﬂe‘JUIY 1955. Poe 177.
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A Middle East Defense Organization is a future

rather than an immediate possibility. Many of the Arab

countries are so engrossed with their quarrels that they

pay little heed to the menace of Soviet Communism.

However, there is mers concern where the Soviet Union is

near. In general, the "Northern Tier" of nations shows

amareness of this danger.

There is 2 vague desire to have a collective security

system. But no such system can be imposed from without.

It should be designed and grow from within out of a sense

of common destiny and common danger. While awaiting the

formal creation, the United States can usefully help

strengthen the interrelated defense of those countries

which want strength, not as against each other or the 4

West, but to resist the common threat to all free peoples.

During his Middle Eastern tour, Secretary Dulles understood that Iraq
would be the only Arab country to be initially included in the alliance.
However, the Unlted States would pursue its encouragement to other Arab
states to Join it.
Proceeding with the plan thus conceived, the Turkish~Pakistani Pacte~

the cornerstone for the more comprehensive alliance--was concluded in
January 1954.% Thus Washington has succeeded in laying the base for the

Northern Tier. The United States reacted by providing massive militarxy and
economic aid to the two countries. In Iraq and Iran official statements
were issued welcoming the new alliance. In Syria, although the government
welcomed the accord between Turkey and Fakistan, it cautlioned that the Pact
was a non-Arab one and that the Arab states should refrain from taking any
decision until the question of Arab participation was discussed in the Arab
League Council. When the question of Arab states' participation wss dise

cussed in the Council, most member states expressed oppositien, a

4 U.S. Department of State Bulletin, June 5, 1953, p. 835.

5 Jules Davids, "The U.S. and the Middle Fast," Middle Eastern Affairs,
May l%l, De 130.
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resolution was adopted declaring that the Arab states "would not accept any
responsibility undermining their sovereigniy and independence, or incompate
ible with their responsibilities as members of the Arab laague.”é The
resolution was considered a defeat for the pro-Western government of Nurl
es~Said of Iraq which favored Arsb participatien in the new Pact.

Arab objection to joining the Turkish-Fakistanl Pact--for that matter,
any system of alliance with the Vest-~was mainly instigated by Egypt.
(It may be recalled that as early as 1951 Cairo rejected any military as-
sociation with the West.)? The new Egyptian regime regarded any move by an
Arab state to seek membership in the new Pact a defection from the Arab
solidarity and the Collective Security of the league. Egypt was also wore
ried that unless the Arab world solidly supported her stand for uncondi-
tional withdrawal of the British from the Canal Zone, her bargaining power
in negotiating a satisfactory settlement of this question would be much

weakened,.B

Until the signing of the Suez Agreement in July 1954, Dulles had
achieved some success in convincing the Egyptian authorities that the new
Administration in Washington had changed her policy te one more favorable
toward the Arab world. During his visit to Egypt in the spring of 1953,
Dulles promised the Sgyptian government that the United States would per-
suade Great Britain to evacuate the Zone within a short period of time. On
July 15, 1954, President Eisenhower declared that the United States would

6 The New York Times, April 2, 1954, p. 1.

7 See page 15

g m, Ferlman, "The Turkish-irab Diplomstic Tangle,” Middle :Zsstern
Affairs, January 1955, pp. 13«17.




31
make "firm committments®™ to Egypt with regard to military and economic
assistance 1f Nasser would arrive at a satisfactory settlement with the
British.? When the Agreement was signed between Britain and Egypt, the
American government expressed its gratification and hoped for better rela-
tions with Egypt.

In Egypt as well as in the other Arab states, a hope developed that the
Eisenhower Administration would inaugurate a new American policy concern-
ing the Arabe-Israell conflict, a policy which would pay due regaxrd to Arab
interests and be characterized by "sympathetic and friendly impartiality."l0
The Arabs hoped for some redress of what they regarded as past injustices.

But from the Arab viewpoint, little, if any, of these hopes material-
ized. thile the United States was persuading Britain to evacuate her
troops from the Egyptian soil, Dulles conducted cextain activities that
were considered as working against Egypt's ambitions. The encouragement by
Dulles for Irag's enteringinto a defense treaty with Turkey was a move in
apparent conflict with the non-committment policy advocated by Nasser.ll
When Iraq did sign the Baghdad Pact with Turkey in February 1955, and later
was joined by Britain, Pakistan, and Iran, Egypt was furious.1?

With respect to the Arab-Jewish conflict, Egypt bellieved that the
Eisenhower Administration did not change the previous Administration's pro-
Israeli policy in the Arab-Israeli conflict. Israel remained Washington's

9 The New York Times, July 15, 1954, p. 1.

10 noyp Stake in the Middle East," Current History, November 1957, p.285.

11 Harry B. Ellis, Challenge in the Middle East - Communist Influence
and American Policy (New Yorks e Ronald Press Company, 19657: po<§8.

12 R.I.I.A., Ope_¢it., p» 200; see also Joachim Joesten, op. git.,
Ds 11.8.
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"spoiled child" (attiflil mudellel).}® Her big share of American Foreign

2id was not reduced. {Up to 1959, United States government gifts, leans
and grants amounted to nearly $500 million dollars, while all the Arab
states combined received less than half this figure)M

Although the United States government signed in November 1954 a $40-
million economic agreement with Egypt to help the latter develep her
industrial resources, an Egyptian request to purchase medern arms did not
meet a favorable response from ﬁashington.15 Meanwhile Israel was conduce
ting regular raids on Arab villages. Several Israeli attacks on Egyptian
military posts, especially the raid in Gaza on February 28, 1955, were
conducted with superior military mobility that created fear of prospective
Israeli expansioenist aims .16

The consequences of all of these events-~namely, the establishment of

the Baghdad Pact, the unsympathetic American policy toward the Arabs in

13 The term was popularly used by the Arabs.
14 gee footnote 23 on pageM .
15 Harry B. 51113, ODe Qito, PP 40-2,

16 Fayes A. Sayegh, The Arab-Israeli Conflict (New York: The Arab
Information Center 1956), pp. 71-3. It would seem appropriate here to
state that some Western authors accused Nasser of being responsible for
creating the tense situation between the Arab states, especially Egypt,
and Israel. Joachim Joesten presented this viewpoint as followss

Commando raids conducted at night on Israeli villages had
started in the spring of 1955 from the Gaza Strip, the slice
of desert which had remained in Egyptian possession after the
armistice in 1949, Soon, the raids were being conducted from
Syrian and Jordanian territory as well. The nightly assaults
on the c¢ivil population of Israel were mstched by daily bread-
casts from Cairo radio in which Egypt promised to grind Israel
to dust,.

See op. cite, pe 153,
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their conflict with Israel, and the withhelding by the Western bloc of arms
shipment to Egypt--were immediate and far-reaching. Egypt's powerful propa-
ganda machine started beaming out "anti-imperialist" slegans designed to
make Arab peoples throughout the Middle Fast oppose Americen policies toward
the area. Nasser found immediate response from the Arab masses who conside

ered him an Arab rather than merely an Egyptian leader.}?

Immediately after the Gaza raid of February 1955, Nasser intensified
his appeals to the American government to provide his army with military
equipment. He wanted first the purchase of $100 million worth of arms, but
when he found no response he reduced his order to $20 million worth of
American weapcns.la His efforts were again ended with failure. Harry B.
Ellis described the episode this ways

The American Embassy in Cairo, realizing that the amount
of arms which could be bought for this sum [$20 million’~
would not enable the Egyptian Army to defeat Israel,
strongly favored the arms sale. The Embassy was convinced
that Nasser wanted the amms primarily to improve the morale
of his troops and to counter growing unrest in the Armmy,.
Negetiations dragged on through the spring and summer of
1955, Neither Nasser nor Ambassador Byroade could obtain a
definite answer from Washington.

In July Byroade made a final appeal to the Department of
State, urging that favorable action be taken on the Egyptlan
request. He suggested that, should Nasser not get this
comparatively small amount of srms, he would be forced
either to seek arms elsewhere or risk the disaffection

of his officers. In the end, negotiations broke down on

the minor point of whether Cairo would pay for the weapons

17 Harry B. Ellis, op. git. p.39.
18 Ibido, Pe 42 o



in dollars or Egyptian pounds,.19

Ellls continued on to say that when the negotiations ended, the Soviet
Ambassador in Cairo offered arms to Egypt in huge quantities-«about five
times the amount Egypt wanted to purchase from America~--and "without condie
tions.” Although Nasser did not even inforym most of his Cabinet members,
he summoned the American Ambassader and told him of the offer. Howewer,
news of the Russian offer leaked to the Egyptian army and people who favor-
ed an immediate scceptance of the offer, Moreover, they came to the con-
clusion now that the United States was favoring Israsl, and that the Ruse
slans were supporting the Arab cause. Nevertheless, Nasser stilled for two
months before he decided to accept the Communist axms.

Finally, on September 27, 1985, Nasser announced to a huge rally in
Cairo that he had concluded with Czechoslovakia & massive armaments agree-
ment {later Nasser admitted that Czechoslovakia was a front for the Soviet
Union).20 It was a barter agreement whereby Egypt would pay for the arms
with cotton. "hile the contents of the agreement were never revealed to the
public, unconfirmed reports stated "the arms recelved would zeach a total
of about $80 million, with the individual weapons priced at a fraction of
thelr real value."?l The purchase would include 200 MIG jet fightexs,

100 tanks, 6 submarines, and some mm:m”
The Westezn Powers were shogked at this daring and unprecedented

19 1bid., (emphasis added) 150 UeS. News and ¥
.s 3 see also U.S. News and Soxld Report,
November 4, 1959, PP AB=04,

2 The New York Times, September 28, 1955; and October 26, 1955.
21 The Middle Eastern Journal, "Chronolegy,” Winter 1986, p. 65.
2 pid.
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Egyptian move. The Foreign Ministers of the United States, the United
Kingdom, and France expressed grave concern. U.S. Assistant Secretary of
State George Allen arrived in Cairo on September 30 in a futile last-minute
attempt to dissuade Nasser from cenducting the arms deal.2d

Israel, the country most concerned sbout Egyptian armament from the
Soviet bloc, regarded the new development as posing a serious threat to her
existence. Premier Meshe Sharett protested to the Soviet and Czech governe
ments against their selling arms to Egypt. He also asked the U.S. State
Department to promise his country whatever arms needed to match Egypt's new
military strength.24 Similar notes were delivered to the British and French
foreign ministries. On September 29, 1955, Premier Sharret expressed to
the Soviet charge d'affaires his natien's grave concern at the deal and
requested the Soviet representative to obtain clarification from his gov-
ernment of its Middle East policy.2d

{sigel argqegth‘at while her request for supplying her army with modern
arms was merely for defense purpese, Egypt's intention was for aggression.
It seemed as though Israel's argument was 2 convenient ratlonalization, for
Israel was much to blame for the new development. DBefore Isrzel began her
;fegnlar raids of 1955, Premier Nasser was rightly described as a “moderate."26

His main attention was devoted to secure complete sovereignty for his

23 1pid.
24 The New York Times, October 11, 1955, p. 4.

2% Middle Eastern Affairs, "Chronology," Octeber 1955, p. 331.

26 R,1.I.A., ©Ds Cite, pe 197. Even as late as early 1962 Nassar was
described as having "never been fanatical abesut the Jews." Kingsley Martin,
“Conversation with Nasser,” The New Statesman and Natien, January 5, 1962,
Pe 6.
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country and to concentrate on raising the Egyptian ecenomy to a respectable
level.

The first Israeli major attack that crested fear throughout the Arab
world in 1955 occurred in February when a regular Israeli army attacked the
Gaza Strip, killing thirty-eight persons.2’ The United Nations Security
Council condemned this "prearranged and planned attack ordered by Israeli
authorities...against Egyptian army forces in Gaza."?8 Four more Israeli
raids were conducted across the Fgyptian truece lines, and on each ocecasion
substantial losses were inflicted upon the Egyptian defenders .29 Egypt,
lacking effective retalliatory means, relied upon the paramilitary fedayeen
(guerilla fighters) which infiltrated Israeli territory. WFhile the
fedayeen certainly disturbed Israel, their exploits were publicized in the
West far out of proportion te their actusl deeds .50

Commander E.H., Hutchisen, a member of the United Nations Truce Super~
vision Organization in Palestine, described the repercussions of the Israelil

raids on the Egyptian political scene:

The Nasser government was in a precarious position.
To take military 2¢tion against Israel would be
courting defeat and to take no action would cause
the government to lose face, not amlg at home but
in the other Arab countries as well.Sl

Thus Israel could be described as the primary element which brought about

27 E.H. Hutchison, Viplent Truce (New York: Devin-Adair Co. 1956),
Poe 117,

2 ynited Nations Year Book 1955, p. 33.
29 EJ.Ce Huuhism, Ope ma’ PPe 111-23,
30 KQith melmk. cp» -cﬁ" Ps 233,

31 Qo E__i!o’ Pe 119.
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the new turn of events in the Middle East.

The Egyptian purchase of Communist arms was disturbing to the United
States but had broader significance. It was for the purpose of pleasing
Egypt and the Arab world that the State Department had worked so strenuous-~
ly to secure the Suez Base agreement. Dulles had hoped that after British
troops withdrew from the Canal Zone Egyptian relations with the West would
be greatly improved and that Fremier Nasser would entertain the idea of
joining a defense pact with the West, The arms deal with the Communist blec
served a blow to all of these calculations. For two reasons Washington ree
garded the new development as a dangerous Russian offensive in the Middle
East. First, the development would give the Soviet Union more influence in
the affairs of the Middle East. Thus the Soviets would realize an age-old
Russian dream of securing a dominating position in this sensitive area.
Secondly, providing the Egyptian army with huge quantities of modern arms
would produce an arms race between the Arab states and Israel. Thus, ace
cording to Washington belief, peace would then be-extremely hard to maine
tain in the Middle East.

Soviet bloc promises to extend a massive military assistance to a non-
Comaunist country-~Fgypt~-reflected a new aspect of Soviet foreign policy
in the post-Stalin era.32 The Soviets found in the Egyptisn Premier's non-
alignment policy the very objective they were persuading the Afro-Asian
countries to adopt. The Stalinist regime's mere moral support of Egypt in
her conflict with Britain was now changed to material one as well. In

order to challenge the West in every possible way the Russians were “softe

32 Wladyslaw W. Kulski, Peaceful Co-Existence - An Analysis of Soviet
Foreign Policy (Chicago: Henry Regnery Company, 19597: Ppe 216-17.
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pedaling®™ their "ideology and stressing the very thing which in the past
has given an advantage to the West;"” l.e., readiness to extend military
assistance to the Arab countries, which are anxiocus to transform their
patriotic aspirations into reality.33

To Egypt, the Communist arms deal represented the inevitable move
which would guarantee the country's safety against what the Egyptians con-
sidered the expansionist designs of Israel., Egypt was "purchasing arms
and not ideologies,” for culturally and religiously it weuld be imperviocus
to Soviet doctrines.34 Nasser was confident that his ceuntry "can take a
Red gun without any dialectic wrappings, and fly a MIG plane without
having to spout Marx or Lenin,"3%

33 Vera M. Dean, "Struggle for Middle East,™ Foreign Pollcy Bulletin,
January l’ 1%6, Poe 60.

34 Neal Stanford, "Can U,o. Step Russia in the Middle East?” Foreign
Policy Bulletin, November 135, 1955, p. 35.
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CHAPTER IV
THE CONTROVERSIAL HIGH ASWAN DAM
(ES-SED EL-ALY)

The High Dam would be seven-

teen times greater than the Great

Pyramids, which for thousands of

years have been foremost among the

marvels of the world, conferring

immortality on the Pharoshs.

Gamal Abdul Nageerl
Egypt's arms deal with the Communist world in September 1955, a then
unprecedentad move among the Arab states, arcused much apprehension in the
United States and Britain. The Western bloc was concerned mostly with the
possibility of Communist infiltration in Egypt through the Soviet bloc's
technical and military assistance. As a countermove to the likely expan~
sion of Soviet influence in Egypt, the governments of the United States and
Eritain informed Egyptian Premier Nasser in December 1955, of thelr willing~
ness to extend financial aid to build the much publicized High Aswan Dam,?
The High Dam or es-Sed ¢l~All was the cornerstone of the grandicse

econoinic development plans fommulated by the new Egyptian regime. Zut to
finance the dam was a formidable problem. The total cost was estimated to
be in excess of one billion dollars.’ Since Egypt herself was unable to
provide the necessary funds, she approached the governments of the United

States and the United Kingdem and the International Bank for Reconstruction

1 Quoted in Joachim Joesten, op. ¢lt., ppe 120-1.
2 RQIQI-’H. oD &a. P 202,

3 Harry N. Howard, "The Development of United States Policy in the
Near East," U.S. Department of State Bulletin April 9, 1936, p. 12.
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and Development (World Bank) in late 1953, seeking their suppert of the
project.“ |

For two years after Egypt placed her application with the West for the
financial suppert, no definite ansver was given by the Western gevernments
or the World Bank. Egypt, desperstely waiting to starl work on the dam
site, felt that the Western financing effer was prolonged unnecessarily.
On October 13, 1955, an official Egyptian spokesman declared that the Sev-
iet Union hed offered to fimance gs-Jed el-All.” A few days later, the
Egyptian ambassador in Washingion informed the Ctate Department that his
government would prefer to have Western rather than Soviet help in con~
structing the dam.® Though Fremier Nasser cenfirmed that the Soviet Union
had made the offer several times, he emphasized his preference fer a West-
ern offer.

Confronted with the possibility of a seriaus Soviet economic cempati.
tion in the Middle East, the United States and the Unitad Kingdom on Deceme
bax 17, 1955, offered to assist Egypt in the Inltial work connected with
the building of the High Aswan Dam.! Undar ths Western offer, 2 tota] of
$270 million would be raised in the following way: 2 loan of $200 millien
from the World Bank at 4 per cent interest, a grant of $56 million from the
United States, and a grant of $14 willion frem Britain.® The governments

of West Germany, France, ané Italy also announced their n;@;a_ns to

Keki'th Wheeiock, op. cit., p. 187.

The New Yprk Times, October 14, 1935, p. 4.

Ibid., October 18, 1955, p. 3.

Middle East Journa}, “Chrenology,” Spring 1956, p. 182.
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contribute considerable amounts.?

Thus, Egypt's effort to seek financial assistance to build her giant
project, which had arcused little interest in the Western world for two
years, was now given full consideration.® Despite Secretary Dulles'
statement that "tne interest of the U.S. and of the World Bank in this dam
goes back two years and more and is not attributable st all to the Soviet
proposal,“ll It was evident that the Western offer was made only after the
Soviet Union had announced her treadiness to assist Egypt to build the High
Dams An informed observer stated that in the absence of its “"fear of Mos~
cow's economic penetration in Egypt", the West would probably have not ser-
iously entertained the idea of financing the project.12

Negotiations between Egypt and the Western Powers to implement the
United States-British~ilorld Bank offer soon begane. The World Bank required
Egypt to follow a sound fiscal pelicy and to avoid inflation, which might
impair Egypt's credit. The Bank also stipulated that Egypt must reach an
agreement with the Sudan en the problem of adjusting water distributien
after the dam has been constructed.l3 The Egyptian government pledged that
these conditions weuld be observed. When the Soviet Ambassader in Caire
remarked that the Soviet Union still intended te participate in financing
the High Dam “unless there is semething in Egypt's agreement with the West

9 Ibid.

10 v.M. Dean, "Struggle for Middle Cast,” gp. cit., p. 60.
11 y,s. Department of State Bulletin January 2, 1956, p. 12.
12 y.M. Dean "Aswan and Suez," op. ¢it., p. 6.

123 Keith Wheelock, op. cit., pp. 189.
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which specifically excludes us," a U.5. official replied that Russian exe
clusion was implied in the Western offer.’®

In June 1956, Seviet Foreign Minister Dimitri Shepilov visted Cairo.
Al~Ahram, a Cairene daily, reported that the Soviet Forelign Minister had
again pointed out his country's willingness to help Egypt finance es-Sed
el=Ali. The paper added that he had promised Egypt a $1.2 billion-dellar
loan for the purpose. The loan was to carry two per cent interest and
was to be repayable over a period of sixty years.ls President Nasser,lé
however, made it clear that his country was still favering the Anglo-
imerican offer, He instructed the Egvptisn ambassador in Washingten to try
to reach o final agreement with the American government.17 However, before
the ambassador had a chance to carry out the Caire instructions, he wes
summoned on July 17 to the State Department and was handed the following

memorandums

At the request of the government of Sgypt, the
United States joined in December, 1955, with the United
Kingdom and with the YWorld Bank in an offer to assist
Egypt in the construction of the High Dam on the Nile
at Aswane. This project is one of great magnitude. It
would require an estimated twelve to sixteen years to
complete, at a total cost estimated at some 1.3 billion
dollars, of which over $900 million represent local
currancy requirements. It invelves not marely the rights
and intersts of Egypt, but of other states whose waters
are contributory, including the Sudan, Ethiopis, and
Uganda. The December offer contemplated an extension by
th. United States and the United Kingdom to grant aid to

14 1pid.
15 The New York Times, June 23, 1956, p. 4.

16 1n June 1956, Nasser, by a vote of 99 per cent of all Egyptian
eligible voters, was elected FPresident of the Egyptian Republic. See
ReIoToAuy 8o 9}_‘!’:.; pe 203,

17 Keith Wheeloek, op. cit., p. 193.
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help finance certain early phases of the work, the effects
of which would be confined solely to Egypt, and with the
understanding that accomplishment of the project as a whole
would require 2 satisfactory resolution of the question of
Nile water rights. Ancther important consideration bearing
upon the feasibility of the undertaking and thus the prac-
ticability of American ald was Egyptian willingness and
ability to concentrate its economic resources upon the vast
reconstruction pregram,

Develepments within the succeeding seven months hawve

not been favorable to the success of the project, and the
United States government has concluded that it is net
feasible in present circumstances to participate in the
project. Agreement by the riparian states has not been
achleved, and the ability of Egypt to devote adequate
resources to assure the project's success has become more
uncertain than at the time the offer was made.

In the end, the note expressed United States' hopes that the withdrawal of

the offer would not impair American~Egyptian friendly relations and pro-

mised American cooperztion in aiding Egypt to improve the economic condie

tion of its people.l®

In line with the United States government's withdrawal of its effer,
the British government announced the cancellation of her offer of $14 mil-
ion. The World Bank locan of $200 million, which had been dependent en the

proposed Anglo-American offer, wes automaticslly withdrawn.l9

* * *

It seems appropriate at this point to analyze the real causes behind
Western withdrawal of the High Dam offer and the immediate repurcussions
of the withdrawal.

It was generally agreed that the yeasons given by the American

18 y,s, Department of State Bulletin July 30, 1956, p. 188.

19 Joachim Joesten, op. cits, pe 129,
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government for withholding ald to finance the Egyptian Dam were superficial
ones. There were at least five other considerations that primsrily motiva-
ted Washington's controversial decision. (1) Dulles was annoyed at Nasser's
playing a game of "economic neutralism,” by "pitting” Western offers against
those of the Soviets.?” Nasser never abandoned negotiations with the Soviet
Union te finance the dam even after the Viest had committed itself to build
the project. (2) President Nasser's recognition of Communisti China in May
1956, caused much irritation to Washingtone. Secretary Dulles called the
recognition "a regretiable actione"2l (3) There was a powerful Zienist
lobby pressing the U.S. Congress and the gevernment to reconsider the ex-
tention of financial assistance to Egypt.22 (4) 4 cotton lobby, sympathe=-
tic by a large group of Southern Congressmen, opposed Washington's assis-
tance to build the High Dam. Southern cotton planters were afraid that the
dam would increase Sgypiian cotten-producing avea, thereby causing new com-
petition for the United States,?S (5) Perhaps most importsnt of all was
congerned with the reports received in Washington that the Russians wee not

in a position to assist Egypt to build the project. Only four days before
his withdrawing of the offer Dulles announced that “it is impossible that

the Seviets may move in.”24 This belief encouraged the State Department to
decide that it was safe to risk the Sgyptian leader's displeasure.

There were other forces at play that helped per-ipitate Weshington's

20 HeBs Ellis, QSBe _(_:__i_,_i_:_.. Pe 192,
21 The Middle East Journal, "Chronology,"” Summer 1956, p. 283.

22 HeBs Ellis, e g}.'. pe 192
23 1bid.
2 ps quoted in Machester Guardian Weekly, July 1956, p. 3.
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decision. First, the period since the Western offer was made evidenced a
continued attack on Western influence in the Middle East by radio Cairo.
Egypt never halted its moral and material support to the Algerian nation-
alist rebels in North Africa against France and the Omanese revolt in South-
ern Arabia against Britain.

Secondly, Egypt continued the ban on the passage of Israel-bound ships
through the Suez Canal. Moreover, the arrival of large quantities of Sov-
let bloc arms to Egypt was regarded by the U.S. government as endangering
the very exlstence of Israel. The Republican platform of August 1956, de-
clared that the effort to secure peace between the Arab nations and the
Jewish state "was upset by the Soviet bloc sale of arms to Arab countries,"?
On February 24, 1956, Secretary Dulles, addressing the Senate Foreign Re-
lations Committee, clarified the United States position vis-a-vis the state
of Israel. He stated "the p-eservation of the state of Israel, as I said
before, is what I regard as one of the essential goals of United States
foreign policy."26

Thirdly, the decision to cancel the Anglo-American offer was perhaps
prompted by reports concerning increasing Communist influence on the Cairo
regime. The Western offer which, according to these reports, intended to
prevent Sgypt from leaning toward the Seoviet orbit did not achieve this
aim. For example, Walter Z. Laqueur in the May 1956 issue of Commentary
pointed out that the Communists were very influential in the army, govern-
ment, and press in Egypt. He stated that Nasser "has each month swerved

25 The New Yerk Iimes, August 22, 1956, p. 15.

26 1pid., February 26, 1956.
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further from his professed neutralism” to a pro-Soviet sentiment.27

Finally, Nasser's uncompromising stand against foreign alignment,
particularly his untiring campaign against any Arab states' involvement in
the Baghdad Pact, was very antagonizing to Western statesmen. Therefore,
some measures must be taken to stop Nasser froam causing a future collapse
to the Baghdad Facte. Withdrawing the effer te build the High Dam would per~
haps help topple his regime, thus eliminating the most potential enemy to

pro-festern alliance in the area.28

Nasser received the news of the withdrawsl of the Western offer while
he was discussing the policy of non-alignment with Indian Frime Minister
Nehru and Yugoslav President Tito on the island of Brioni, Yugeslavia. The
news was a blow to Nasser's prestige, particulariy the U.5. government
charge that the Fgyptian economy washt strong wnough to sustain Zgypt's
share in constructing the gilant prajsct.gg

Nzsser's first expressed reaction came on July 24, 1936, when he vio-
lently attacked the United States government of creating false rumors about
weakness of the Egyptian economy. He was reported to have stateds

1f rumors in Washington tries to make sut that the

27 3see also Laquer's book, ggggggggg and Hationalism in the Middle
East of 1%63 of which the U.S. ﬁ and @;‘-ia Re ort, August 9; 1956. Taw
nrintad the passage dealing “with the Swiet-ugyptian relations. See also
Ray Alan, "Cairo-Soviet Gateway Into the Middle East," New Republic, Novep-
ber, 14, 1955, pp. 6-7.

2 Keith Wheelocks ope Sites ppe 1%4-7.
29 R.1. Ivo, 80 C_Lto,. Pe 2043 see also H.B. Ellib’ 20« Cat Qg De 47,
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Egyptian economy is not strong enough to warrant American

aid I reply, choke with rage but you will never succeedin

ordering us about or exercising your tyranny over us, because

we know our path of freedom, of honour, or of dignity....

Fublish your cemmuniques in Washington and then consider this:

1f these communiques are sincere and due to misinformation on

your part that is unfortunate, but if they are lies designed

to mislead opinien then that is much greater misfortune for

the world Power which has constituted itself the champion of

lib&rt?.sﬁ

On the same day Soviet Ambassador to Cairo reaffirmed his country's
readiness to finance the dam if the Egyptian leader asked for 1t.31 on
July 26, Nasser announced to a rally at Alexandria the nationalization of
the Universal Suez Canal Company. All profits accruing to Fgypt from the
Canal operations, Nasser said, would be used to finance the construction of
es-Sed el-Al1.32
The nationalization decree provided for compensation for the share-

holders and holders of constituent shares, It declared that shareholders
"will be compensated for the shares and bonds they possess at their value
estimated at the closing rate on the Paris Bourse prior to the date on which
this law entered into effect.” The payment of the compensation would be
made when the Egyptian government took over "sll the funds and property of
the nationalized company. »33

On July 27 Britain and the United States protested Fgypt's nationalie

30 Manchester Guardian Weekly, July 26, 1956, p. 2.

Sl The Middle ast Journal, "Chronology," August 1956, p. 408,

32 y,s, Department of State, The Suez Canal Problem, 3 Documentary
Publication (Washingten, D.C., U.S. Government rress, 1956), p. 28.

33 The Government of tqypts White Paper on the Nationalization of the
Suez Maritime Canal Company (Caire, Government Press 1956}, p. 4.
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zation of the Canale The British protest stated:

The Egyptian goverjment has promulgated a law pur=
porting to nationalize the Suez Canal Company as from
vesterday, July 26, 1956, lHor Majesty's government pro=
test against this arbitrary zction, which constitutes a
serious threat of the freedom of navigation on 2 water-
way of vital international importance. They reserve all
their rights and those of United Kingdom nationals as
sanctioned by the agreements in force. The responsibility
for the congequence must rest entirely upon the Egyptian
government.

The United States declared:

The announcement by the Egyptian government on July 26

with respect to the seizure of the installations of the

Suez Canal Company carries far-reaching implications. It

affects the nations whose economies dspend upon the pro-

ducts which move through this inteynational waterway and

the maritime countries as well as the owners of the Company

itself. The United States governggnt is consulting urgently

with other governments concerned.

French reaction was more violent. After an emergency meeting of the
French Cabinet on July 27, a spokesman for the French government declared
that his country would favor military occupation of the Suez Canal if Bri-
tain would jain France. French Premier Mollet accused Nasser as a would-
be Hitler.30

On the other hand, the Seviet government announced on July 29 that
Egypt's nationalization of the Canal Company was in conformity with inter~
national law. The government pledged full suppert to Egypt and appealed
for moderation of Western reactiaﬂs.37

Varying reactions from other countriess were reported. Indian Prime

34 Middle Eastern Affairs, August-September, 1956, pp. 299-300.

35  Inid.
36 The Middle East Journal, August 16, 1956, p. 397.
37 The New York Times, July 30, 1956, p. 20.
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Minister Nehru said that the nationalization came as a sign of the weaken-

ing of European domination of Asia and the Middle East. Fresident Nasser
received firm support from all Arab govexrmments. President Tito of Yugoe
slavia informed MNasser that his country would stand with Egypt in the pre-
sent conflict. Israel and most NATO members, however, condemned Egypt's
act.38

Before turning to the next phase of the Suez crisis, it is necessary
to consider the feasibility of Washington's decision to withdraw the offer
to help finance the Aswan Dam.

It was generally agreed the decision was hastily made and did not take
into consideration a possible viclent reaction from the Egyptian leader.
The withdrawal, in fact, damaged Western, especlially American,prestige and
interest in the Middle East. Moreovzr, the timing and manner of the of-
fer's withdrawal were particularly inadvisable. The New Statesman and Na-

tion (August 4, 1956) commented that the publication by the State Department
of the cancellation of the offer

coincided with the end of the Berionl talks....Nasser
interpreted the decision as a deliberate personal re-
buff, timed for s moment when its effects on his own
position would be greatest. It was inevitable that he
would attempt some sort of reposte.

Vera M. Dean expressed her dissatisfaction with the action of Washington
as followss

sseoAnyone familiar with the temper not only of the
Egyptians but of other non-Westerners who have lived

38 The Middle East Journal, August 1956, p. 397,




50

under Western rule could have predicted that the sudden

withdrawal by the United States, which Britain seconded,

of its offer to help build the High Aswag Dam would bring

some kind of vigorous retort from Cairo. 9
Prime Minister Nehru of Indis voiced his disapproval of the United States
government decision. He announced on August 83 “More than the decision,
the way it was done hurt Fgypt's pride and self-respect and disregarded the

people's sentiment,"40

39 Foreign Policy Bulletin, September 15, 1956, p. 6.
40 ag quoted in Ibid.



CHAPTER V
THE CRISIS OF SUEZ

Today, citizens =rights have
been restored to their owners.
Qur rights in the Suez Canal
have been restored to us after
100 years. Today, we actually
achieve true sovereignty, true
dignity and true pride.

Gsmal Abdul Nasser!

It is belleved that the violent reaction of the United Kingdom and
France to the nationalization of the Suez Canal Company was prompted mainly
by the antl-British activities of Nagser in the Arab world, and to his
active assistance to the anti-French rebels in Algaria.g If Bgypt had fol~
lowed pro-Western policies, British and French reaction to the Suez Canal
nationalization might not have been so strong.

In legal terms, the nationalization of the Canal was a procedursl
action, within the sovereign right of the state of Egypt. Britain recog-
nized Egyptian sovereignty ovaer the Suez Canal in the Anglo-Egyptian treat-~
ies of 1936 and 1954, Article 8 of the 1936 treaty stressed that the Suez
Canal was "an integral part of Egvpt,"?’ and article 8 of the 1954 agreement
repeated that "the Suex Maritime Canal...is an integral part of Egypt...™®

Not only was the Suez Canal exclusively Egyptian, but the nationalized

1 An excespt of Nasser's speech on the nationalization of Suez Canal
Company. See the Department of States The Suez Canal Problem - A Docu-
mentary Publiecatien, pps 28-9.

2 Middle East Journal, Autumn 1956, p. 395,
3 For text of the treaty, see Hurewitz, op. cit., p. 203,
4 1pig,
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company was incerporated under the law of Egypt.® Britain and France,
however, "were in no mood for legalistic scruples, they recolled at the
thought of the Suez Canal coming under Egypt's unfettered control."®

The United States, Britain, and France yeacted to the nationalization
of the Suez Canal by freezing all Egyptian assets within their respective
countries.” Then on July 29, 1956, Britain and France urged the U.S. gov-
ernment to join them in devising a pelicy to put the nationalized Suez
Canal under internatienal jurisdiction. They also proposed that Egypt be
guaranteed a speclial position in the administration of the canal and a sube
stantial share in collecting revenues .8

On August 2, the three Western Powers announced their intention to call
a2 conference for the Canal users in Londen in order to censider proposals
for creating an international) authority to be responsible for the cperation
of the Cansl. On August 3, Secretary Dulles, in a radio-television address
to the American people, called Nasser's "seizure” of the Canal as "an angry
act of retaliation against fancled grievances.” He warned that "to permit
this te go unchallenged would be to encourage a breakdown of international
fabric unon which the security and the well-being of all peoples depsnd.”
Dulles then expressed confidence that the fortheoming London conference
would be able to set up 2 new machinery for an efficient and aceceptable ad-
ministration of the Canal.?

Keith Wheelock, op. ¢it., p. 239,

Ibid.

The Middle East Journal, August 1936, p. 397.

Ibid.

Ue«S. News and World Repert, August 10, 1956, pp. 589,
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Twenty-four nations were invited to attend the London confersnce, which
held its first meeting on August 16,10 Egypt and Greece refused to attend,
But All Sabri, Nasser's foreign affairs adviser, attended the meetings as
an obsexver.ll Dulles intreduced a proposal which called for the creation
of a Suez Canal Board which would provide international supervision of the
Canal operaticns. By a vete of eighteen in faver and four (India, the Sov-
et Union, Indonesia, and Ceylon) against, the proposal was adopted.l?
The conference then decided to send a mission composed of representatives
of five member-states headed by Prime Minister Menzies of Australia v Eoypt
to present Nasser with the decision of the majority.l3

Meanwhile, statements by British and French high authorities made it
¢lear that the two natlons were datermined to prevent Egypt from executing
its decrees of the nationalization of the canal. Prime Minister Eden of
Britain declared, "the British Government is determined that ocur asssential
interests in this area must be safeguarded, if necessary by military action,
and that the needful preparations must be made. Fallure to keep the canal
international would inevitably lead to the loss of one by one of our inter-
ests and assets in the Middle Fast, and even if Her Majesty's Government

10 The countries invited to attend the conference were: Pakistan,
Norway, Sweden, Portugal, Australia, Canada, the Soviet Union, the United
States, Britain, France, India, Indonesia, Iran, Ceylon, Egypt, Greece,
West Germany, Japan, Denmark, Ethicpia, New Zealand, Tuzrkey, Spain, and
Italy. The London Times Weekly Review, August 13, 1956, p. 36.

u R.I.Z.A., 5P m., Pe 205,

Greece refused to participate in the Conference because it was then
on good terms with Egypt, which supported Greek claim to Cyprus.

12 1Ibid.

13 Herbert Feis » "Suez Scenarios A Lamentable Tale,™ Foreign Affairs,
July 1960, p. 602,
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had to act alone they could not stop short of using force to protect their
position."!® Pineau, French Foreign Minister, declared that France would
not renounce the ultimate use of military actions if necessary to compel
Nasser to abide by the Londen conference decision to put the canal under
international contrel.15 In the meantime Anglo~French forces build-up in
the Mediterranean area began, and France sent troops to Cyprus.

Masser refused the London propesal, calling it 2z measure infringing
Egyptian sovereignty. He reaffirmed Egypt's willingness to guarantee pass-
age through the Canal without discriminatien, develop the Canal for ex~
panded future use, impose Just and equitable tolls, and maintain technical
effiaiency.m In a press conference on September 2, the Egyptlan leader
stateds

We will accept any solution that does not affect our
sovereignty. International control would affect our sove~
reignty. It 1s 2 matter of interpretation, I know, but we
interpret international control to be a form of collective
colonialism., The Suez Canal is Egypt's and the company
that runs it is Egyptisn. We are willing to sign any agree-

ment demanded by countries using thg canal that would guarantee
free navigation through the canal.l

The Western Big Three were annoyed by Egypt's refusal of the Londen
proposal. But while the American position still favored peaceful settlement
through negotistions, Britain and France were determined to impose interna-
tional control of the Canal, by force 1if necessary. On September 11, Brite
ish Prime Minister Eden and French Premier Mollet issued a joint communique
in London which declaring:

14 -_1313., pp. 599-600,

13 Ibid., p. 601.

16 R,I.1.A., 0p. gite, po 205.

17 As quoted in Middle Eastern Affairs, November, 1956, p. 414.
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evsthe refusal of President Nasser to negotiate on this
basis the London conference proposal created a very grave
situatione.s.. The Minigters discussed the further measures
to be taken and reached full agreement upon them.18
On September 12, the two heads of government, sent a letter to the United
Nations Security Council declaring that Nasser's refusal to the eighteen-
nation proposal for internationalization of the Suez Canal “is an aggrava-
tion of the situastion, which, if allowed to continue, would constitute a3
menifest danger to peace and security."l9 On the same day, Eden told the
House of Commons that the Western Blyg Three had decided to set up & Suez
Canal Users' Assocliation (SCUA) which would be authorized to act on behalf
of the canal users. Egypt would receive payment for providing facilities
te the new organization. Eden warned if Egypt refused to co-gperate in
implementing the new plan, his government and other membsrs of the SCUA
would be free to take any necessary measures .20 Secretary Dulles, on
September 13, hastened to snnounce that although his government strongly
supportad the new association, the United States was not prepared to "shoot
its way" through the canal.2l
Invitations were sent to the eighteen nations that supported the pre-
vious London conference proposal for a second London conference te be held
on September 19. The purpose of the new conference was to put the SCUA pre-
posal into action. On September 13, the U.S.S.R. government announced its
opposition to the SCUA, It described the association as a "great

18 For the text of the communique, see ibid., pp. 396-7.

19 united Nations, Security Ceuncil. Officlal Recordss Document 5/3645,
20 The New York Times, September 13, 1956, p. 1.

21 1bid., September 14, 1956, p. 1.
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provecation” against Egyptian sovereignty. It cautioned that any armed
attack against Egypt to selze the canal would cause irreparable damage to
the canal installations and would lead to the destruction of oil flelds and
pipelines in the Arab world.22

Secretary Dulles was the first to address the 18-nation London con-
forence en September 19. He outlined a six~point plan for the SCUA:
(1_ the present 18-nation association should continue; (2) the assoclation
should take the joint 1B-nation proposal of the first conference as a basis
for negotiation with Egypts (3) it should have a small operating staff ready
to assist ships through the canalj (4) it should have a small governing
board to keep members informed of developments; (5) it should have "a mod-
est working fund®s and (6) its membership would involve no obligstion to
take enforcement action against Egypt in case the latter refused to co-
operate with the SCUA, All members, it was hoped, would "voluntarily take
such action with respect to their ships and the payment of canal dues as
would facilitate the work of the association and build up its prestige and
authority, and consequently its ability to serve."23

By not obligating members of the assoclation to take a collective act-
jon in the event of Egypt's refusal of the new proposal--in other words, by
leaving to the members the right to decide independently thelr respective
policy~~it was clear that the SCUA ceuld not make much success. Moreover,
Nasser refused to allow the preposed assoclation to function in the canal

area. After being convinced that Egypt was not xeady to alter its

2 mgn. September 16, 1956, p. 3.

23 For the text of the statement, see Middle Eastern Affairs,
Nmmr 1956’ PPe 397-9.
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determination to naturalize the casnal, the British and France took another
measure. They persuaded Western pilots serving the new Egyptian Suez Canal
Authority to resign, hoping to impeds traffic of the canal and thus to prove
Egypt's management of total failure.24 Egypt, however, proved her com-
petence to run the canal despite the resignation of about a hundred non-
Egyptian pilots. The U.S.5.R. immedlately provided Egypt with fifteen pilots.
Two hundred more applications were received by the Egyptian government from
pilots of American, West German, and other nationalities seeking to xeplace
those who resigned.2d

All these attempts against Egypt failed. The canal was under Egyptian
control, and the new authority was operating efficiently. Confronted with
this fact, Western Powers made new moves. Britain and France called for a
meeting of the United Nations Security Council. With a unanimous vote of
its members the Ceuncil on October 13, 1956 passed a reselution embodying
the following principles: (1) free and open transit through the Suez Canal
without discrimination, overt or covert -- be it political or technical;
(2) respect for the sovereignty of Egypts (3) the insulation of the opera-

tien of the canal from the politics of any countryj (4) the allocation of a
fair proportion of the dues to developing the canaljy (5) the fixation of

tolls and charges by agreement between Egypt and the userss and (6) disputes
between the Suez Canal Company and the Egyptian government should be set=

tled by arbitration.2®
The decision of the Security Council expressed the general belief that

24 Joachim Joesten, @0 E_&o' Po 186,
2 Ibid., pp. 150-1.

2 United Nations, Security Council, Official Record, 743 meeting.
Egypt, then fiot being s member of the Security Council, supported
these six principles.
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Bgypt's nationalization of the Suez Canal Company did not affect the status
of the canal as & vital international waterway. Traffic through the canal
continued to operate normally.?? Ships of all nationalities, even two of
Israel's, passed without incident.28 Egypt even allowed passage of ships
which insisted on paying dues to the expropriated company in Paris.29 The
genaral bellef was that the six principles of the Security Council were an
expression of the conciliateory mood of the parties involved. President
Eisenhower described the discussions of the Council as most gratifying.aﬂ
Egyptian Foreign Minister Mohmoud Fawzi expressed his government's inten-
tion to comply with the new decisions of the Security Council.

The hope that a final pesceful solution to the Suez question seemed
now within reach, ifhad not actually been achleved, was soon shattered by
a succession of unfortunate events. The Security Council's quiet deliber-
ation appeared to be the calmness preceding a hurricane.

British and French leaders suddenly announced their disapproval of the
six principles endorsed by the United Nations.3! On October 16, the Brit-
ish Prime Minister and Foreign Secretary conferred with their French counter-

parts in Paris. Observers believed that at thls meeting plans were drawn
to invade Egypt.32 On October 16, Dulles again reaffirmed the United States'

intention of seeking a peaceful settlement to the Suez issue. He announced

27 H.E. Ellis, gp. ¢it., p. 493 see also, R.I.I.A., op. cit., p» 206.
28 Keith Wheelock, op. git., p. 240.

29 R,I.I.A., gp. eit.

Joachim Joesten, op. git., p. 152.

31 Keith Wheelock, op. gite, pp. 240-1.

32 1Ibid.
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his opposition to the resort to military action and pledged his country's
support to victims of aggression.33

In the meantime, on October 28, news of quiet Israeli army mobilization
lesked to the outside world.® On the same day, President Eisenhower issued
a statement referring to reports of Israel's "heavy mobilization of its amm-
ed forces."” He said he had learned that “the Isreseli mobilization has con-
tinued and has become almost complete, with consequent stoppage of many
civil activities.” The President added that he had sent two messages to
Isxaeli Prime Minister David Ben-Gurion urging him to exercise every pos-
sible precaution to avold an outbreak of war there. Elsenhower also dis-
patched similar messages of concern to neighboring Arab states.>® On Oct-
ober 29, Israel launched 2 jeneral attack against Egyptian military positions
along the Egyptian-Israeli frontier, and Israeli paratrocpera landed deep
in Egyptian territory. The first Israeli war communique stated that her
invasion's object was to seize the Suez Canal.36

Eden and Mollet, after a hurried mceving in London on October 29,
issued a joint ultimatum calling on Egypt and Israel to halt fire within
twelve hours and to withdraw their military forces to a distance of ten
miles from the Suez Canal so that navigation through the Canal would not
be obstructed. Egypt wes called uper. to permit Anglo-French forces to
occupy PortuSaid. Ismailia, and Suez city. Egypt was warned that failure
to accept the texms of the ultimetum would "necessitate Anglo-French

33
34

H

Yoxk Times, October 17, 1956, p. 8.
dle East Journal, Winter 1957, p. 79.

W

35
36
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ork Times, October 29, 1956, p. l.
Ibld" Qctoberx 30, 1956. Poe 4,
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intervention in such strength as necessary to secure compliance."37 The
U.S. government protested to Britain and France against their demand
calling 4t "the most brutal ultimatum in modexn history."38 It declared
that it was prepared to stop all economic aid to Israel until that state
withdrew its troops from Egyptian 5011.59 The United States called for an
immediate session of the Security Council and circulated to the Council
members a letter accusing Israel of committing aggressive act against
Egyptian territory.40

The Security Council on October 30. Britain and France vetoed first
an American draft resolution calling on Israel to withdraw her forces be-
hind the truce line and on other states to refraim from using or threaten-
ing force in the area. Their second veto was exercised against a Soviet
resolution of a similar puzpese.41 On the second day Britain and France
voted, again oppesing the rest of the Council's members, agalnst calling
a special session of the General Assembly.42 Meanwhile when the l2-hour
ultimatum expired with Egypt's refusal to allow Anglo-French occupation,
British bombers attacked military targets in Egypt.*3

The special session of the General Assembly met on Nevember 13 and on
November 2, it called on Israel to withdraw behind the armistice lines, and

37 ibid., October 30, 1956, p. 4.

38  Ibid., October 31, p. l.

39 1pid.

40 y.N., Yearbook of the United Nations. 1986, p. 25.
New York Times, October 31, p. l.
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42 ibid., November 1, p. l.
43 The Middle East Journsl, Winter 1957, p. 67.
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on all parties to cease fire. The resolution did not brand any party as
an aggxasserﬁ“ When Britzin and France refused to comply, the Assembly re-
solved on November 3s (1) that the Secretary-General should within forty-
eight hours submit plans for sn emergency United Nations police forcej
(2) that the cease-fire resolution should be complied with by all parties
within twelve hours.4>

When the time limit expired, only Egypt had accepted the resolution.
Israel had asked for further clarification from the Secretary-General on
the resolution, an attempt to delay her compliance., Britsin and France did
not reply, but their parachutists were landing on Port Said early Menday,
Nevember 5.4¢ While the Secretary-General was preparing for the United
Nations police force on late Monday, he recelved Israel's agreement to a
cease~fire. The note sald nothing about its withdrawal to the ammistice

47 On November 6, the two

line or about the United Nations police force.
Western Powers informed the Assembly of their decision to cease-~fire at
midnight.48

Before Britain and France announced their decision to cease fire,
Soviet Premier Bulganin issued a warning to the two countries and Israel
that they should stop their “aggression” against Egypt's sovereignty within

twelve hours. The Soviet ultimatum reminded the thres countries that there

44 U.N., Yearbook of the United Nations, 1956 resolution 997 (ES-1),
Pe 28!

45 Ibid., resolution 999 (ES-I), p. 29.
46 The Middle Eest Journal, Winter 1957, p. 68.

47 United Nations Year Book - 1956, p. 30.
48 The New York Times, November 7, 1956, p. 1.
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wexe states "that possess all kinds of modern destxuctive weapons” which
“eould at the present time, instead of sending navzl or air forces to the
shores™ of Britain, France, and Isrsel, "use other means such as roeket
napm."‘g Bulganin expressed Soviet determination "to crush the aggres-
sors by the use of force and to restore peace."®® The Soviet Union, in the
meantime proposed on November 6, a joint action with the United States,
with the United Natlons sanction, to use armed forces of the two states if
there was no cease~fire in Egypt within twelve hwrs.m The United States
rejected the Soviet propesal as “um;hmlmhle..“52

Since the beginning of hostilitles, the Arab world had shown strong
solidarity with Egypt. The anti-invaders' -eaction immediately after the
war had begun dealing heavy blows at the Kiddle Eastern interests of Brit-
ain and France. The Iraq Petroleum Company's pipelines across Syria were
blown up; disorders flamed up in Kuwait, Bahrain and Qatar (the latter two
were Arab oil produeing territories under British protection).33 Saudi
Arabia ordered the Arabis-American 01l Company {ARAMCO) not to provide
Britain and France with 011.%* The backing of the Arsb world given to Egypt
was described by Joachim Jpcstnn as follows:

¥hat had not been anticipated was that the
entire Arab World, with rare unanimity, would leap

49 1Ibid., November 6, 1956, p. l.

50 Ipid.

51 1pid., p. 10.

52 Ibid., p. 1.

53 Joachim Joesten, op. git., pp. 160-1.

94 The New York Iimes, November 4, 1956, p. l.
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overthrow of Nassexr? DBy the issuance of their ultimetum of October 30,
1956, Britain and France presented Egypt with two alternatives; Egyptian
consent to Anglo~French occupation of the Canal, or a forcible intsrvention
of two Powers. France and Britain, however, did not demsnd the Israelis to
go back to their own territory, but consented to the Israell troops being
stationed ten miles east of the canal. There is reason to bellieve that the
invasion was premeditated by Israel, France, and the United Kingdom. This
belief was shazed by some U.S. press. On November 4, 1956 The New York
Iimes stated "Much of the evidence that has beer brought or hinted at the
proof of Anglo-French-Israeli collusion derived from things seen and whis~
pered in Tel Aviv in the early days of the campaign." Time (November 12,
1956) was more blunt in pointing out a possible prior arrangemant among the
three countries of the scheme to invade Egypts
Israel's Foreign Ministry talked ef "the un-
expected intervention of Britain and France."
Britain's Foreign Secretary Selwyn Lloyd protested
*Thexre was no prior words between us."™ Desplte
their words, there was plenty of evidence to show
that the two attacks were planned in collusion
(*orchestration” was the French word for it). In

this conspiracy, France was the instigator, Britain
a belated partner, and Israel the willing trigger.

It was an unquestionable fact that the Anglo-French-Israeli invasion
of Egypt ended in dismal failure. On the domestic and international scenes,
Nasser scored a political vigtory, which perhaps could never have been
achieved without the tripartite intervention in Egypt. world opinion as
expressed at the United Natlgns rostrum believed Egypt to be a victim of
aggression and rallied strongly behind hexr. The invaders ware condemned
for their pursuance of the cutdated "gun-boat diplomacy." Except for
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and France, on the one hand, and mest of the Rrab states, on the other, had
caused the most serious political and economic crisis in Western Europe
since World Way II. On January 2, 1957, Egypt abrogated the Suez Canal
Agreement of 1954, making the abrogation retroactive to October 31, 1956,
the time of the first Anglo-French air raid on Port Said.5 The Egyptian
move eliminated the last remnant of British influence in Egypt.

When the Cansl was reepenad, Britain and France, lacking any other
recourse, permitted their ships to pay tolls to Egypt for the use of the
cansl, While diplomatic relations between Britain and Egypt were yesumed
in December 1959 aftex a settlement had been reached between Egypt and the
nutionalized Suex Canal Company esrlier in the year, the Algerian struggle
for independence prevented the return to normal relations between Egypt and
France until the early part of the yesr 1962.

The elimination of Anglo-French influence in Egypt and much of the
Middle East left the United States to play a larger role in the affairs of
the area. However, the United States pesition was then much strengthened.
Her uncompromising stand against Anglo-French-Isrseli aggression and her
unswerving adhersnce to United NMations' recommendation on Suez placed her
in a "strong moral position” in the Avab mind.® Moreover, Americs had
never previously been involvedin Middle Esst colenial activities. At the
ond of the Suez hostilities most people of the area had even forgotten that
the United States' withdrewal of the High Aswan Dam offer was an event

4 Bgypt, Syria, Saudi Arabls, snd Yemen broke off relations with
both Grm Britain and Francej Iraq and Jordan severed relations with
France Yo

5 Manchester Guardian Weekly, January 3, 1957, p. 3.
S The Mew Statesman snd Nation, January 8, 1987, p. 5.
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of economic strength dedicated to the maintenance of
national indspendence.

It would, in the second place, suthorize the
Exscutive to undextake in the same region progranms of
military sssistance and cooperation with any netion or
group of nations which desives such aid.
It would, in the third place, authorize such
assistance and cooperation to include the employment of
the armed forces of the United States to secure and pro-
tect the territerisal integrity and political independence
of such nations requesting such aid against overt armed
aggression from any natien centreolled by intsrnational
communism. . ..such authority would not 30 exercised except
at the desire of the nation attacked.l
One-half billion dollars was designated to strencthen the ares asgainst the
threat of Soviet "subversions,” as distinct from the cutright aggression
which alone was to be covered undey the Dectrine.ll
It was generally belleved that the success of the Eisenhower Doctrine
would to a great extent depend on the response of the countries of the Areb
Middle East.}? Egypt wis the first country to yefuse any assoclation with
1t.13 Its press attacked it as being snether Western attempt to interfere
in the internal affairs of the Arab countries.}® As a result of Egypt's
attitude toward the doctrine, all but three Arab governments--Iraq, Lebanon,

and Jordan--refused or at least did not announce their acceptance of .19

10 middle Eastern Affairs, Febyuary 1957, pp. 62-8.

i Joachim Joesten, op. cit., p. 172.

12 John C. Cawpbell, "From Doctrine to Pelicy in the Middle Bast,”
Foreign Affalrs, April 1957,

13 The Public Affairs Institute, Regions) Development for Regional
peace (‘lmtﬂn. DsCoy nods ); P lb’.b '

14 Ipid., p. 161,
13 1pid., p. 197,
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Egypt's refusal of the doctrine and Nasser's continued attacks upon
Western nations caused Washington to follow a tougher policy toward Nasser's
Egypt. First, the U.S5. Government sought to isolate Fgypt from the rest of
the Arxab world. On March 12, 1937, James P. Richards, a high-ranking State
Department efficial, was sent to the Middle East to interpret the Eisen-
hower Doctrine and to seek suppert.i® Vieiting the Egyptian capital was
not included in his mission.l? In February 1957, King Ssud during his
visit to America announced his support (but not acceptance) of the doctrinel®
Another move by the American government designed to show its disfavor to-
ward Nisser was Washington's sgreement to join the military comittee of
the Baghdad Pact.1?

Meanwhile, the Eisenhower Dectrine was reinterpretsd. The tewm,
“armed aggression” was no longer to refer to only a direct attsck of one
nation by aneother, but also to attempts tc overthrow pro-Western Axab gove
ernments through internal revolts with outside assistance. The temm “any
country controlled by international Communism” was now to mean a nation
with strong ties with the U,5,5.R.,%0 in ether words, Egypt and Syria.

The doctrine was applied for the first time in Jordan where King Hus-
sain's dismissal of the pro-Hasser Arab nationalist governmsnt of Premier

16 Keith Wheelock, o0 g_&s-.‘ pe 250,
17 4,
18 The Middle Fast Journal, "Chrenolegy,” Spring 1957, p. 169,

19 1n order not to antagenize Nasser, Washington has refrained frem
becoming a full member of the Baghdad Pact. Joining the military committee
of the pact made the United States in all but in legal terms a full
participsnt in the pact.

20 John W. Spanier, @riea% ch;gn Polley Since World War (New
Yorks Fredexrick A. Praeger, 1961), p. 125. &
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Suleiman Nabulsi caused a gensral strike and large anti-Huseein and anti-
American demonstrations in major Jordanlan citlies. King Hussein accused
international Communism as being respensible for the crisis. On April M,
1957, the United States expressed its concern for the situation and dis-
patched the Sixth Fleet to the Arab Mediterranean shores.2l

Nasser accused the United States of being behind the move to oust an
intensely mt&ml&st’.é Jordanian government, of stimulating smong Labaness
Christians hostility towaxd Egypt, and of attempting to overthrow the
Syrian government.22 Nasser, however, appeazed to understand the United
States' concern over the Syrian regime and its possible falling inte Come
munist hands. His objection to the U.S. stand on Syria was based on his
conviction that only a policy supported by the Arab world could save Syria
from her dilemma.

The American govermnment seemed determined to isolate Nesser from the
rest of the Arab world and also to exercise economic pressuzre on his regime.
It continued its support to the anti-Nasser Arab governments of Iraq,
Lebanon, and Jordan.?® The Egyptian leader expressed his opinion regarding
United States' latest activities against him. He declared:

The interests of Egypt lis with good relations
with the United States. But we are not ready if our
sovereignty is affected....There is a pressure to
change our line of policy end to tis it up to the
United States. There are American activities to

humiliate us. The U.S5. 1s trying to isclate Egypt.
It is applying economic pressures, Then there is

21 Joachim Joesten, gp. ¢ite, p. 176,
2 HeB. Ellis, o9p. m.. Pe 51.
2 Mo. PP 50-3.



American pzoptgnnda.z‘

The merxger of Syria and Egypt under President Nasser's leadership in
February 1958, did not introduce any basic change in the relations between
the United States and the newly formed United Arab Republic, Washington
rather welcomed the move because it rescued Syria from a possible Commnist
coup. Dulles pointed out that the merger was a sign that the two countries
were detezmined to aveld being taken over by international Communism.2®

In the summer of 1958, another ¢risis occured in the Arab Middle East.
On July 14, a group of nationalist officers, led by Brigadier Generxal Abdul
Karim Kassem, overthrew the pro-Western Iragi monarchical regime of King
Feisal.?? The new Iragl regime did not immediately withdraw from the
Baghdad Pa¢t, but such a move was believed inevitable. The revolution in
effect cancelled Irag's membership in the alliance, thus the Arab member
upon which the pact had pivoted was neo longexr a stabilizing force. The
United Arab Republic hailed the revolution as a great victory for Aredb

2% The Newsweek, November 25, 1957, p. 57.

) Keith Wheelcck described the merger of Egypt and Syria as follows:
*In 1956, just before the netionalization of the Suez Canal Company, plan-
ning for a close Egypto~Syrian political alliance had reached an advanced
stages although a series of crises intervened, by November, 1957, a joint
session of the Egyptian and Syrian Parliaments had unanimously approwed a
federal union between the two countries. Two months later these plans
approached fruitien., But in January, 1958, the federation idea ws drop-
ped in favor of a more comprehensive merger. According to President Nasser,
Syrian political leaders came to me saying everything was s mess. I met
with all except the Communists. They teld me, *Only you can save us.
Liquidate our parties and join us to Egypt.® Other reperts suggested that
the sudden decision for s full union was prompted by the alarming growth
of Communist influence in Syria. These reports seemed to be borne out
when, on February 1, Nasser established himself as absolute ruler over
the United Arab Republic (Egypt and Syria) and provision was made for a
single political party--the National Unione" . g‘t_,.. pe 258,

26 H.B. Ellis, gpe Cites Pe 530
27 The New York Times, July 15, 1958, p. 1.
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In Jordan, too, the events in Iraq had a critical effect. Just a
1ittle less than five months before the Iragi revelution, on February 17,
1958, the pro-Western government of King Hussein entersd into a federation
with Ix:q.% This measure wes designed to strvengthen Hussein's position among
his people, some of whom were pro-Nasser Faiestinian Arab yefugses. The
situation after the Iraqi revelution weas hardly happy for the young king.

On July 15, Lebanon invoked the Eisenhower Doctrine and asked the
United States for silitary support, Joxdan alss requested Sritish military
aid.34 The United States sent 14,000 troops into Lsbanon. In Jordan, Bri-
tain immediately sent paratroops to protest King Hussein's regime.3% In
his message to Congress on July 15, Mx. Eisenhowsr pointed sut that his
decision to send American troops was an imperative step if the independence
and integrity of Lebanon was to be preserved. The message stated thats

United States forces are being sent to Lebanon teo
protect American lives and by their presence to
assist the Government of Lebanen ia the preservation
of Lebanon®s territorial integrity and indspendence,
which have been deemed vital te¢ the United States
national interests and world peace....We share with
the Govermment of Lebanon the view that these events
in Iraq demonstrate a ruthlessness of aggressive pur-
pose which tiny Lebanon can not combat witheut r
evidence of support from other friendly nations.

The American govermment called for emergency session of the Security

Council. UGhen the Council met on July 16, the American representative

33 The New Yezk Times, Febxuary 18, 1958, p. l.
34 Jules Davids, gp. gite, pe 137,
35 Tne New York Iimes, July 16, 1958, p. 1.

36 For text of the message see Fisher and Krinsky, gp. git.,
Pe 201.
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offered a resolution which would have replaced the Marines with a United
Nations fores in Lebanon, but it was vetoed by the Sovist Union.3” A Sev-
fet resolution condemning the United States and Britain for committing
aggressive act against the peoples of Lebanon and Jordan was defeated by a
majority vote.3% A Swedish resolution, critical of the United States, and
calling for the withdrawsl of the United Nations observer team as a protest
to the U.S. move, was also defeated.3? The U.S.S.R. vetoed a Jepanese
resolution calling upen the Security Council to enlarge the United Nations
observer greup.*0

Efforts to reach a solution to the Middle East's new crisis in the
Security Council failed. Members of the Council voted on August 7 to ¢all
for an emergency session of the General Assembly.?l At the opening of the
first session of the Assembly, President Elsenhower delivered s message in
which he proposed that a United Nations monitor radioc broadcasts to end
subversive activity, and that steps be taken to prevent a new spiral of
armament. He proposed that s Middle East Develeopment Authority be estab-

- 1ished and promised American aid.42 The emergency session adjourned after

a compromise was reached among Arab states' delegates. These states intro-
duced a resolution instructing the Secretary-Genersl to take such steps as
might be necessary to uphold the prineiplss of the United Nations Charter

37 Yearbook of the United Mations, 1958, p. 40.
8 Ibld., p. 42.

39 Ibid.

40 1bid., p. 43.

41 Ibid., p. 44,

42 1bid., pp. 44-5.



in Lebanen and Jordan.43

The proposals of President Eisenhower were coldly received by the Arad
nations, They accepted the idea of a United Nations-supervised Development
Authority but rejected both a United Nations peace force in the Middle East
and United Nations' monitoring of broadcasts.4

* ®

The landing of American Marines in Lebanon and the dispatch of British
paratroopers to Jordan were motivated by Uestern desire to prevent the two
Arab countries from being "absorbed® into President Nasser's United Arab
Republic« The West believed that to block the expansion of tie U.AJR. in
the Middle Esst would effectively reduce the Soviet Union's role in the
affairs of the ares.*S Howsver, the U.S.-British intexvention caused s
blew to Western, particularly United States' prestige in the Arab world.
In suppoxt of this view, it seems necessary to quote extensively from the
broadcast by Howaxd K. Smith of the Colombia Broadcasting System on July
20, 1958:

eaeone of the things that mskes the crisis so uncom-
monly ambiguous iz that theugh we had to go in to keep
from losing prestige, our act of going in is csusing us
to lose prestige. Two-thirds of the pro-Western parlia.
ment of Lebanon we went in to protect is said to be
opposed to our coming, and probably 90 per cent of the
Joxdanian people oppose us for coming in.

Underlining ambiguity, our interest in the Middle

43 For text of the resolution, see Middle Eastezn Affairs, October
1958, p. 325,

44 m Wl m‘t 16. 1953. PP+ %07-8.

45 Vera M. Dean, "Peace in the Middle East...Whose Job?" Foreign
Pgl&ﬁ! w’ February 1, 1959. Pe 76.
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8l
of a new Lebanese president (General Fufad Chshab) and of the speedy with-
drawal of American treops in compliance with 2 request of the new governe
ment, The peaceful solution of the crisis put the United States in a better
position than she would otherwise have found herself in,47

The events of the ensuing few months produced a notsbls change in the
Americen attitude towaxd Fresident Nassexr. The U.A.R. leader, whe during
the peried 1955-1958 was regarded a foe of the West, a Communist stooge,
or a threst to peace, became in American eyes sn important factor for
stability in the Middie East.® This realization came as a result of Nasser's
vicious attacks on Arzb Communiste who were believed to be extremely in-
fluential in tht new Iragi mm.‘“ The United States® policy te isolate
the U.A«R. from the rest of the Arab world which had been adopted in early
1957 was now changed to that of cooperation with Nasser to block the spread
of Comunisn in the Middle East.>®

In early March 1959, the United States granted President Nassexr's U.A.R.
$7 million in economic and technical aid. Tha U.S. government also resumed
technical assistance under the Technical Cooperation Agreement of 1951. Of
more importance was the agrvement betwsen President Nasser and President
Eugene Black of the World Bank, which provided for $56 millien loan to im«
prove the Suez Canals The U.A+R. Prasidant also succeeded in getting the
Export-Import Bank and the Development Loan Fund to extend loans for the

47 HeBa Elli'g M. mo’ Phe T34,

48 Vera M. Dean, "Pesce in the Middle Esst...fhose Job?"
- sit.

49 Jules Devids, gp. git., p. 139,

%0 Keith Wheelock, gp. sit., p. 173.
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construction of several projects in his country,>!

Another evidence of reconciliation in the Western-U.A.R. relations was
the agreement of Februaxy 28, 1959 betwsen the UsA.R. and Britain whereby
claims and counterclaims arising out of the 1956 Suez war were settled, 2
(A similar settlement was reached between the U.A.R. and France in August
1959.)%° Normal diplomatic relations betwsen Londen and Cairo were resumed
on December 1, 1959.5¢ Following the Franco-U.A.R. reparation agreement,
the two countries signed a trade agreement on December 23, 1959.5% In late
1961, however, a short-term strain in the France~U.A.R. relations was re-
sulted from the U.A.R.'s accusation of nine Frenchmen of cenducting
asplonage activities in Egypt and of trying to assassinate President Nas-
gser, The group which was composed of four members of the official French
Commission on French Interests in the U.A.R., two lawyers, and two journale
ists were to be brought to trial in Caire.3® The U.A.R. autherities announ-
ced the release of the nine Frenchmen before the trisl was conducted.

Their release manifested a desire on the part of the U.A.R. for complete
Franco-U.A.R. rapproachement, after France recognized the right of self-
determination for Algexia. On April 17, 1962 the United Arab Republic
announced its plan to have the "United Arab Airlines" start a new line be-
tween Cairo and Paris when diplomatic relations between the two countries

®1 Business Wesk, November 28, 1959, pp. 107-8; see also Jules Davids,
"The United States and the Middle Easts 1955-1960," Middle Eastern Affairs,
May 1961, p. 1393 and H.B. Ellis, pe ¢ite, PP 194-6.

52 The Middle Esst Journsl, "Chronology,” Spring 1959, p. 191.
%3 Middie Easteyn Affairs, October 1958, p. 332,

34 Jules Davids, "The United States and the Middle Easts 1955-1960,"
o mo' pe 139.

55 Vers M. Dean, "Peace in the Middle East...Uhose Jobs* gp. eit.
56 middle Eastern Affairs, January 1962, p. 32.



were resumed.S?

The rapproachement of United States-U.A.R. relations, which began in
sarly 1959, and which produced the new Amsrican attitude towmrd Nasser, is
continuing through early 1962. George MacArthur, the Associated Press
Middle Eastern analyst reported in April, 1962, that President Nasser is
negotiating for increased sconemic aid from the United States. The report
added, "A stream of topflight visitors from Washington has included the
roving envoy Chester Bowles; the food-for-pesce expext, Geoxge S. McGovern,
and an economic adviser, Edward Mason. All were quickly ushered into
Nasser's office.’8 These visitors have indicated U.S. willingness to
smooth out past differences with President Nasser. The U.A.R. suthcrities
iummediately responded by sending Economics Minister Abdel Moneim el-Kalssuni
and a delegation of experts to Washington to confer with the International
Monetary Fund and American aid officials.>®

57 E.&E_‘_@ﬁ!ﬂ: AP!'il 18, 1962, Pe 3,
%8 mt April 13. 1962. P» Pe
%% e spokesman Review, April 17, 1962, p. 19



CHAPTER VIX

EGYPTIAN-U.8.5.R« RELATIONS
SINCE SUEZ
Many of those who once opposed
communise have long been repudiated
by the peopls and forgotiten, and if
they are remembered from time to time,
it is as reactionaries who brought
misfortune to their peoples. This is
why I am convinced that Mr. Nasser
will gain no laurels by playing the
ungainly role of a fighter against
commnism, even if it may win him,
for the time being, good graces of
certain circles in the imperialist
mw&.
Nikits S. Khrushchevl
The Arab people were impressed by the Soviet stand during the Suez
erisis. They believed that the Russian ultimatum to Britain, France, and
Israel to halt their aggression against Egypt played a major role in the
unconditional withdrawal of Anglo-French-Isrsell forces frem Egyptian
territory. Western obsexvers' contention that the Soviet werning delivered
to the three invading countries was meant only to frighten them, and that
the Soviets never intended to unleash & nuclear waxr to defend Egypt's sove-
reignty,? did not much impress upon the Arab mind. The Arab people were
concerned only with the Russian strong attack against the invaders and the
Soviet expressed willingness to participate in the defense of Egypt. The

Soviet tactics in gaining pepularity in Egypt and the rest of the Aradb world
were successful.® The Seviet Union bsgan to appesr as the undoubted defender

1 papartment of State, Soviet Wexld Qutlook, publication 6836
(!ashinqtm, July 1%‘9)’ pe 218, ’

2 For example, see W.W. Kulski, op. eit., p. 114,
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of Middle Eastern rights not only against Britain and France but alse
against Israel as w114
During 1957 the government of the U.S5.5.R. intansified its psychoe
logical and political campaign to woo Arxab nationalism and to discredit
the Western Powers.” Khrushchev explained his country®s policy toward the
Middle East in a manner definitely directed st gaining the support of Arab
nationalismi
We sympathize with the movement for national
liberation. It is the policy of the Soviet Unien
to help the countries of the Middle East to strengthen

a?wu:&nvaiasﬁ. «w gwugpg»:ﬁoogga
independence as well."

Khrushchev's words were supported with actions allaying Egypt's econcmic
problems in times when a specific typs of ald was desparately needed by
Egypte This was clearly exemplified by the Soviet purchase of Canadian
wheat and sale of it to Egypt at 2 lower vu»aa.q This transaction was

made after the United States refused in early 1957 to provide Egypt with
wheat. Parallel to the extension of Soviet aid, was a tremendous increase
in trade between Egypt and the U.5.5.R. Before 1954, trade betwsen the two
countries wes relatively insignificant. Since then, however, Soviet exports
to Egypt rapldly incressed; by 1956, they had trebled, and continued to rise
sharply in 1957 and 1988.% In 1957 mere than half of Egypt's export went

4 Ibid.

% William M. Rountree, "The United States Intersst in the Middle
Bast,” U.S. Stats Department Bulletin, p. 366.

6 Soviet World Qutlook, p. 217.
7 U.$. News and World Report, November 27, 1957, p. 9.

uzazag!x. oo Mdeass; in Foeus ?.aea«s.?n..g»%
Affairs Press, 1960), p. 82.
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to Russia (and other Soviet satellites). In additien, Moscow extended
credits at low interest rate (2b per cent) to Egypt.® The Soviet officlal
survey of Soviet sssistance to the Middle East (as xeproduced by Middle
Eastexn Affairs, June-July 1960, pp. 205-6) gives an account of the pro~
Jects that were to be constructed under a Soviet-Egyptian technical ald
agreements

sesln the United Azab Republic, Soviet firms have been
assisting in censtrueting and enlarging 100 projects,
including six enterprises in the ferreus and non-
faxrous metal industry, six mschine-building plants,
twelve entexprises in the oil and chemical industry
(among them one coke-producing plant, two pharma-
csutical entexprises and one plant for nitric fer-
tilizers). They are also assisting in the construction
of a shipyard, three food-processing plants, a railread,
of 650-km. length, and irrigatien system, and are also
carrying out geological prospecting, establishing a

nuclear physics laboratory, and installing an atomic
reactor,

President Nasser's strong oppesition to the Eisenhowsr Doctrine--
for it conflicted with his drive for Arvab leadership and Areb neutrality in
the cold war-~coincided with Moscow's objective to prevent the creation of
a Western-inspired alliance in the Middle East. The doctrine wae denounced
by the Seviets as a plan of United States imperialistic domination of the
Middle Eastern countries.l® On January 12, 1987, the U.S.5.R. lssued a
statement warning that the doctrine could lead to war in the ares, for

9 .y B8O alsa Jults Davids, "The United States and the nmz.
Easts 1 1960," sy Pe 1333 and Thomas K. Finletter, F

Policys TIhe Next Eh_gg_i_ w Yorks Haxper and Brothers, 1960), p.
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which the United States government would bear full responsibility. The
statement which was brosdcast from radio Moscow also charged that the
Amsrican leaders were not interested in preserving peace and independence
for the Arab states but to “utilize the weakening positions of Britain and
France in the Middle East to take in its hands their own positions.™ The
statement continued,

In this connection one cannot but point out that
the Eisenhower Doctrine envisages direct interference
by the United States in the affalrs of the Near and
Middle East, inclusive of the dispatch of American
arewd forces to these countries.
'Such a policy on the part of the United States
cannot but lead to a further intensification of the
tension and digtrust in the rxelations of the countries
of this area.
The Russian campaign sgainst the Elsenhower Dectrine centinued through 1937,

While seeking to expand their influence in the Middle East, the Sov-
iets made every effort to identify their policy with the nationalist
aspirations of the area.

During 1957 and the first half of 1958 the opinion was widespread in
Western circles that Egypt and Syrls were lost to the West and that Soviet
influence would soon spread space in the xest of the area.l? The crestion
of the United Arab Republic, the disturbances in Lebanon, and the revolu-
tien in Irsg were all thought as victories for Communism. The officlal
visit of President Nassexr to the UsS.5.R. in May 1958 and the communique

issued jointly at the end of the visit--which attacked Western "imperialism®

11 As quoted in Reglonal Developmwent fox Reglonal Peace, go. glt., p. 158.

Sa.n.mg:#u. % E..%Laa.s.s.._:em:?:a
Krinsky, 28 mwm.; Pe 34=3,
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in the Arab world--were regaxded a new Egyptian policy committing "Nasser
to a pro-Soviet position on virtually all East-West issuss."l3

However, objective study of President Nassexr's relations with the
Soviets during the same period would reveal something else. The Egyptian
leader is not a Communist. In dealing with the Soviets he was guided only
by his country’s interests. Certain principles that are advecated by
Nasser may coincide with those of the Kremlin. However, obsexvers should
be extremely cautious in determining the objectives sought by Cairo and
distinguish them from those sought by Mescow. For instance, both worked
strenucusly to eliminate Western influence in the Arab werld. But while
Cairo desired to keep the Arab world for the Arxabs and to deal with East
and West without subordination to either, Moscow's undeclared ultimate
aim was to fulfill an age-old Russian dream--a replacement for custed
Hestern domination of the Middle East with its omn.

The Scviets seemed to recognize that it was too early to seek a foot-
hold in the Arab world. For they aze faced with the Nasser-led Arab
nationalism which would fight any attampt to make the Middle East a Soviet
sphere of influence,. Khrushchev, while extending all kinds of asslstance
to Bgypt, wasaware of this reality. He stated in 1997: “Many Arabs, and
I have in mind first and foremost the leadexs of the Axab countries, are
very remote from Communist ideas....In Egypt, for instance, many Communists
ave held in prison.”l4 And in an interview with a correspondent of The
New York Times on October 7, 1957, the Russian leader said: “But is Nasser

13 Near East Report, June 1957-May 1959, p. 98.
14 soviet Warld Outloeek, gp. git., p. 217.
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a8 Communist? Certainly not, We do not want to turn him inte 2 Communist
and he does not want to turn us into nationalists.”

Anyone familiar with Egypt's econcmic and political ambitions would
recognize why President Nasser wanted to keep his supression of local
Communists separate and distinet from his friendly relations with the Sov-
iet Union. After the Suez crisis, Egyptian trade relations with the Cosmu-
nist bloc became very streng. Egypt had lost most of her traditional] West
ern markets for Egyptian cotton. She was relying now upon the Communist
bloc to buy the cotton, which furnished her with 60 per cent of Egypt's
exchange income.l® Purthermore, Nasser had to depend on the Soviets for
armaments. The Soviet Union in June 1957, delivered te Egypt three sub-
marines, the first submarines to be scquized by any Middle Eastern power.l1®
In general, Egypt was basically committed to receiving the Soviets military
a3d.17 Most important of all Khrushchev's announcement on Cctober 23, 1988,
that his government had agreed to provide Bgypt with 400 millien rubles
(1ittle over $100 million dollars) in credits toward the construction of the
much desired High Aswan Dam.18 Under this agreement, the lesn would be ye-
paid in twelve annual installments, bearing s 23 per c¢ent annual interest,
the first installment to be pald in 1964, The meney so peid would be spent
on purchasing M&ucs from the United Arxab Republic. The Soviet govern-

ment would also provide technical assistance to the completion of the first
stage of the dam on an agreed date.l9

15 H.Bci Ellis, op. m-’; pe 17s

16 Begions) Peacs for Regional Developwent, gp. git., p. 138.
17 H,B. Ellis, gD+ gites Pe 169.

18 Keith Wheelock, op. mu. ps 204,

19 For the text of the agresment, ses Middle Eastern Affairs,
February 1959, p. 78.
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Another reason for Nasssr's willingness to promots friendly relations
with the Soviets was Moscow's xeadiness to recognize President Nasser as
the leader of the Arab world.2® The Soviets supported Nassexr's policles and
manifested their readiness to cocperate with his brand of Arab netionalism.2

Thus, the U.A.R. leader believed that his country's interest required
that he not be sn outspoken against international Communism. As Mehamwed
Hussein Heykal, President Nasser's trusted alde and editor of Al-Ahram
newspaper, said in Caixo in early Janmary 1957, "Egypt's alllance with the
Soviets was, from the Fgyptian point of view, a defensive thing. Egypt had
little choice but to turn to Moscow, since only the Soviets were willing to
furnish what the U.A.R, felt 1t needed."®?

The events following the Iragi Revolution of July 1958, brought
striking developsments in Nasser's relations with the Soviet Union. Iragi
Premier Abdul Karim Kessem, instead of bringing Iraq into a union with the
United Azab Republic as Nasser had expected, followed an independent policy.
Kassem declared in December 1958, that he would preservs Iraq's “independence
and sovereignty, at the same times doing everything possible for the bene-
it of the Arab people.”?3 The consequence of Kassom's move to preserve
Iraq’s independence was s split batween Premier Kassem®s followers and

2 W.N. Kulski, sp. git., p. 368.

2l Ibide, p. 569,

22 As quoted in H.B. Ellis, op. gits, pp. 17-8.

23 As quoted in Jeachim Jossten, op. ¢it., pp 212-13.
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pro~-Nasser nationalists, who demanded immediate union with the U.A.R.
The Iraqi Communists--the best organized political force in the country-
threw their support behind the Iraql leader. On December 17, 1958, the
Syrian Communist party leader Khalid Bakdash followed his colleagues'
latest moves in Baghdad by issuing a manifesto demanding restoration of
Syrian political party system, which was abolished immediately aftsx the
merger with Egypt, and federation with Egypt rather than union.?

These developments antagonized President Nasser. He responded by
delivering a major speech in Poxt Said on December 23, 1958, in which he
denounced the Syrian Communists as working together with imperialism and
Zionism to disrupt Arab unity.?® He also warned the American government
about the mounting danger of “ommunist influence on the Iragl new regime.
The second day he named a thres-men committee to purge the Syrian region of
Communist ggﬁo.m&

Pramier Khrushchev reacted to President Nasser's Port Said's speech
by declaring in his address before the Twenty-first Soviet Comminist Party
Congress that it was "naive” to put Communis:m on the same level as Zionisam;
he pointed out that even in Israel, Communists fight against Zionism. He
wazrned against allowing ideological differences betwesn the U.85.S.R, and
the U.A.R. to strain the two nations' friendly relations and stressed the
common fight against Western “imperialism.” The Soviet Premier oriticized

zs ?n«oﬁw«g omav«oauaanaﬁauaﬁaapa%aagamsagnﬁnag»x
Cosminlom. "4

24 Near East Report, January 1,. 1959, p. 157.

2 Keith Wheelock, 90, €ites pe 273. . L -
2% Ibid.

27 uesr East Report, February 2, 1959, p. 165,



UsAR.~Soviet relations reached the lowest point following a pro-
NHasser revolt on March 8, 1959, in northern Iraq against the central govern-
ment of Premier Kassem.?® The uprising was crushed by the Iraqi air force
and the pro-Communist Iraqli militia. President Nesser reacted by denouncing
Azad Communists as agents of "a forveign power."29 This was the beginning
of a war of words between Moscow and Caire. On March 16, 1959, after sign-
ing a Soviet-Iragi economic aid agreement, under which the U,5.5.R. pledged
550 million rubles worth of technical equipment and services, Khrushchev at
a Kremlin reception for the Iraqi delegation accused President Nasser of
"adopting the language of the imperiallsts" in condemning Arab Communists.
He sald that President Nasser being "a rather young men and rather hot-
headed, tock upon himsslf move than his stature permitted.™° Challenging
President Hassex's claim as the spokesman of all Arab pecples without regard
to the interest of the separate Arab states, the Soviet Premier added:

It 1s said that Arab nstionalism allegedly stands
above the interests of separate Arab states, above the
interests of different sections of the population in the
Arab countries. There is no doubt that the majority of
the Arabs have common intexests in the struggle against
colonial slavery. But after the country has rid itself
of foreign domination, the interests of the psople cannet
be ignored. Indeed the interests of all Arabs cannot
coineide. Therefors the sttempts to ignore, under cover
of nationalism, the interest of separate sections of the
pepuutieas the interest of the working people, are
mmbl.. 1

. _President Nasser rsacted to this statement by vielently condemning

2 y.5. News and World Report, March 30, 1959, ppe 37-9.
29 Keith Wheelock, gp. git., pe 274.

30 soviet Werld Qutleek, op. git.s p. 2A7.

31 soviet world Qutlock, gpe gites pe 217.
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international] Communism. In a spsech delivered on March 30, 19%9, he saids
We tried not to make the local activities of Arad
Communists in Iraq or Syris a zeason for any clash with
Russis as long as Russia did not interfere in our affeirs.
We were trying to convinee curselves that the Communist
Parties in our countries were independsnt of internationel
Communism. We found that they were not, and that was why
1 called them Communist stooges. They carried cut orders
and instructions tc liquidate patriotic and national
elements in order to place our country inside the zones of
Communist influence. ¥e were suddenly faced by flagrant
interference in our internal affalrs by Russla. There was
concrets evidence of an alllance between the Russian &.mxa
and Communists working against us inside our country.S2

From these two speeches it could be concluded that Soviet-Arab re-
lations have entexad a new phase. The leaders of the Kremlin seemed to
have given up the idea of dealing with President Nasser as the leader of
the Azrab world. The new phase wes characterized by a Soviet desire to
establish close and friendly relations with the individual Aradb states, even
though such relations might cause a2 reverse effect to Soviet-U.A.R. frisnd-
ship. However, the Soviets have gons ahead with their plans and commitiments
for economic and technical assistance to the United Arab Republic. This
ws done despite the anti-Communist line maintained by President Nasser's
government.

In April 1959 Premier Khrushchev took the inltiative in bringing
about a reconciliation in Soviet-U.A.R. relations. He wrote Nasser a per-
sonal letter in which he sxpressed his desire for a closer and more covdial
relationship with the U.A.R.33 In late Mey, 1959, A}-Ahzam, commenting on
Premisr Khrushchev's statement to an Indian journalist that the people of

UsARe had no more sincere and true friend than the Soviet Union, wrote:

32 As quoted in Keith Wheelock, op. git., pe 278,
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Soviet Communisx and accused them of seeking favor with the United States.
Pravds concluded by declaring that the Soviet Union valued Soviet-Arab
friendship and strove to strengthen it,3?

However, while being conducted through state-owmed mass media by beth
sides, the dispute did not sesm to have caused any visible straln on
Soviet-U.A.R. relations.

On January 15, 1962, to reassert Soviet desire to maintain friendly
relations with the U.,A.R., Premiex Khrushchev in a personal messige to
President Masger expressed his confidence that the High Aswan Dam would
be completed on schedile. The message, which was delivered by Soviet
Minister of Electric Power Stations Ignati I. Navikov, assured the U.A.R.
President of continued Soviet equipment and technical agsistance for the
complete construction of the m.“"

39 M'! June 18, 1961, p. 1l.
40 M" January 17, 1962, pe 11,



CHAPTER VIIX
CONCLUSION

We must rethink all of our policles
in the Middle East--the Baghdad Pact,
the Eisenhower Doctrine, the refusal
to go ahead with the Aswan Dam--all
mistakes.

John F. Kennedy!

It is perhaps correct to say that the maintenance of Wastern interests
in the Middle East today is partially, at least, dependent upon the ¢o-
eperation of President Gamal Abdul Rasser, the single most powerful lead-
exr of Arsb nationalism.

Only a few decades ago, the two old Western celonial nations--Great
Britain and France--were able to force many concessions from Asian or
African governments by the employment of the “gunbeat policy.® Since the
end of World War II, the redical changes in international relations,
prompted partially by the blaxing desire of the colonized peoples to be
free from ixperialist domination and partially by the Sast-West conflict,
created 3 situation whezein these peoples are no longer awed by the West-
ern Pomers. These peoples have bacome determined to achieve the objectives
they have set for themselves regardless of Western desires.

For some time, the Western Powers did net fully sppreciate the na-
tionalistic desires of the colonial peeples. Belisving that they could still
maintain their deminant position in Africe, and Asla, these powers followed

a somevhat fallacious, unrealistic policy.

1 As quoted in Jules Davids, op. c¢it., p. 130, Mr. Kennedy made
the statement during his campaign for the Democratic presidential
nomination.
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Nowhere has this policy manifested itself more vividly than in the
Middle East., Here, the West has always proceeded on the assumption that
1f it exerted enough political, economic, and military pressure, and 1f it
offered cextain inducements--such as financial ald--it could make Arab
governments sign treaties or enter alliances regardless of the consequences
to the national interests of the Arab people.

The West has failed to see that the Arabs--like other people-~-are
naturally inclined to place their own aspirations and intarests above the
aspirations and interests of either party to the East-West conflict. Indeed,
part of the misunderstanding betwsen the Arab people and the Western powers
during the last decade might be attributed to the Western inclinatien of
viewing Arab nationalism primarily from the angle of the cold war and of
expecting Arab subordination to Westerm pesition on celd war issues.

On the other hand, the Soviet Union, while being ideologically at odds
with Arab nationalism, has attempted to show that its relations with the
Arab people ware not dictated by Russian interest in the c¢old war.

The Soviets have proved by deeds their readiness to offer economic¢ and
militery aid to any Aradb country without demanding alliances and without
foreing it into subordimetion. Moreover; by their recognition of, and
assistance to, Arab nationalism, the Soviets won the friendship of the Arab
peopls. The Soviets have also profited from their encoursging of the neu-
tralist tesndency in the Arab countries, since such a2 tendency would con-
ceivably diminish the Western influence in these countries,

* * *
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concerning colonialism it should suppert the principle of self-determination.
In the Middle East, the United States enjoys one natural advantage, i.e.,
it has never had any colonial activities in the axea. She must show the
Arab people her understanding and respect of their nationalistic aspirations
and of their non-alignment pelicy.

Arab nationalism 1s far mere incompatible with Communism than with
Western interests. As a matter of fact, President Nasser is convinced that
local Communist parties supported by the Soviet bloc are petentially the
greatest threat to Arab unity under his leadership. Ideoclogically, Arab
nationalism and Communism seem not likely to exist side by side. It is
believed that Nasser would rather accept Western cooperation than Russian
aid., Washington must realize this fact and should adept 2 policy based on
cooperation and understanding. This policy should be based on the recogni-~
tion of a fact that if the West desires to keep the Middle East out of Com-
munist influence, it cannot afford to lose the friendship and sympathy of
the leader of an important country in the area, the United Arab Republic.

It seems that a' new American approach toward President Nasser and
the Arab nationalism movement which he champions should pay due regards to
the following objectivess (1) The elimination of the remnants of Anglo-
French colonial possessions in the Middle East. The existance of these
possessions, such as, for example, Aden, and Bahrain, is 2 reminder to the
Arab people of the past colonial activities of thess two powers; (2) the
support of Arab nationalism and Arab unity; (3) the adoption of more im-
partial approach to the Arsb-Israell conflict, and the search for a solu-
tion according to United Nations decisionsy {President Nasser has declared
several times that if Israel accepts all the United Nations resolutions, he
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would agree to drop his hostility toward that state,)2 (4) the extensien
of ald to the Arab countries to carry much needed economic and social
development; and (5) the full acceptance of the Arab desire to pursue its
policy of non-alignment in the East-Nest conflict.

A hopeful lock at some most recent Western moves toward President
Nasser may suggest that s new phase in Western-Arab relations may be in the
offing.

2 The most important U.N. resolution concerning the settlement of the
Arab-Isrselil conflict was that 1947-1948 calling on Israel to relinquish
about twenty per cent of her present territory to the Palestinian Arsbs and
also to admit those Arab refugees willing to go back to their old residences
now under Israeli sovereignty. See, Mother Eliot, "Shauld the U.S. Sell

Arms to Israel,” Foreign Policy Bulletin, January 15, 1956, p. 3.
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