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PREFACE

United otates toreign policy in the Middle East,
especially toward Egypt, has been trequently criticized.
This thesis is a stuay of that poiicy towara Egypt during
the eriticel years of 1955 through 1957. The tirst chapter
is a briet account of American involvement in the Middle
East up to 1955. The next three chapters study in detail
the relevant United States policy toward Egypt up to the
beginning of 1958. The final chapter offers my conclusions
concerning tﬁeee events.

The scope, however, is limited strictly to the oc-
curences that affected or reflected America's foreign rela-
tions with BEgypt. The internal problems of Egypt and the
rest of the Middle East, as well as American actions in
other Middle Eastern countries, will not be dealt with except
where they have a direct bearing on the subject of this thesis.
The roreign policy of Egypt and other countries will not be
considered except where deemed necessary.

In gathering material tor this thesis I have relied
chiefly on otticial United States documents, U.8. State Depart-
ment publications, and newspapers, principally, "The New York
Times™ and the London "Times". This material has been supple-
mented by some unpublished material, personal conversations
with knowledgeable persons in Cairo and Beirut, and secondary

sources.

- 1V -



It would be advisable at this point to define certain
terms used throughout this work. The term "Middle East" is
used to denote the geographical area composed of Egypt, Saudi
Arabia, Lebanon, Syria, Jordan, Iraq and Israel. The term
Mrab World" designates these same countries less Israel. The
wNear East" is used to designate the larger geographical area
which includes the above Middle Eastern countries plus Greece,
Turkey and Iran. The "West" is used to denote non-Communist
Europe, especially Great Britain and France, and the United
States unless otherwise noted.

I must add a word of acknowledgement. I am extremely
grateful to Dr. Harry Howard, who until recently was with the
U.S. State Department, and Mr. E. H. Hutehison, Director of
the American Friends of the NMiddle East in Cairo, for their
assistance in obtaining material and for the insight they gave
me into many facets of this subject. I am especially indebted
to Dr. Mahmud Zayid of the American University in Beirut who
read the draft of this thesis and gave of his time to make
vital suggestions. Nevertheless, the content of this thesis
is my sole responsibility.

Finally I wish to record my greatest appreciation to
my wite for her assistance in typing drafts and her unfailing

encouragement.

Beirut, Lebanon
May 19%2 CQEIZ.



ABSTRACT

After World War II, the United States, with a history
of isolationism, found herself in a position of world leader-
ship. Hardly had she realized the enormity of her new role
petfore Russia and International Communism became a world threat.
This threat loomed so large that the Soviet Union became the
chief object of America's foreign policy. This policy was pri-
marily expressed in economic aid and military pacts.

The sudden withdrawal of Great Britain from Palestine
thrust Ameriéa into the lMiddle East. United States policy in
that area became directed toward an anti-Soviet military al-
liance and the preservation of Israel. This placed the United
States at basic odds with the Arab States, as their enemy was
Zionism and not Communism.

From 1952 to 1955, the revolutionary regime in Egypt
was looked upon with favor in Washington. The State Department
saw the new government in Cairo as one with which it could do
business. This might have been the case, had it not been for
the incidents of 1955: the tormation of the Baghdad Pact;
the Israeli attack on Gaza; Nasser's proclamation of "positive"
neutrality; and the refusal of America to sell arms to Egypt.

The new Egyptian policy of "positive" neutralism and

the subsequent arms deal with the Soviet Union caused America
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to have second thoughts about Nasser, although there was no
basic change in her policy toward Egypt. Out of a desire to
nelp Egypt and in nope of off-setting turther Russian pene-
tration, America offered to finance the Aswan High Dam.

During the loan negotiations, Egyptian propaganda became SO
violently anti-Western that it appeared to parallel Russian
propaganda. This type of neutrality, coupled with increased
ties with the Soviet BlLoc which culminated in the recognition
of Rea China, caused America to witharaw the Aswan loan offer.
This event marked the turning point in America's policy towara
Egypt.

The manner of the withdrawal gave Nasser the occasion
tor the nationalization of the Suez Canal. His action touched
off an international crisis which finally developed into armed
conflict. America tried to achieve a peaceful settlement in
the Suez dispute, but her etfforts caused confusion and mis-
calculation among the concerned parties.

America's action in opposing British-French-Israeli
aggression against Egypt provided an opportunity for the resum-
ption of normal diplomatic relations with Cairo, which had been
just short of rupture since July. America, however, chose her
traditional allies over an antagonistic Nasser who showed no
gigns of abandoning his anti-West theme.

In the wake of the Suez War, America ill-advisedly
chose to set forth the Eisenhower loctrine. The Doctrine's

poor timing and lLack of relevant content pointed up America's
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continued pre-occupation with the Soviet Union and a lack of
complete understanding of the desires and tears of the people
of Egypt and the other countries of the Middle East.

United States policy toward Egypt continued to be
adverse until the winter of 1957. Slowly and cautiously
America resumed normal and proper diplomatic relations with
Cairo, based now on amicable tolerance rather than cordiality

and trust.
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CHAPTER I
BACKGROUND

AMERICA IN THE MIDDLE EAST

Prior to World War I, American foreign poliecy took
little interest in the Middle East and was quite content to
allow it to be a British sphere of influence. This was the
age of isolationism in America. World War I brought America
out of her shell for a brief period, but afterwards, following
Congressional refusal to join the League of Nations, America
crept back tror the most part, into isolationism. 0il was
beginning to flow from beneath the Arab deserts, and American
business men obtained an interest in the area. But aside from
0il interests, America continued to take little notice of the
region.

World War II brought forth American interest once more,
as the Persian Gulf-Iran area became a route for American
lendlease aid going to Russia, and from Saudi-Arabia tlowed
the life-giving fluid for Allied war machines. But even with
thie, America continued to play a minor role. The only
indication of any real American interest in the Middle East
came with President Roosevelt's meetings with Arab leaders



in February 1945.1

At the end of the war, America, while willing to talk
about the problems and the instability of the area, felt that
Great Britain had the power and experience to handle the situa-
tion and that she should retain responsibility.2 This, however,
was drastically changed when it was publicly announced that the
United Kingdom was no longer able to shoulder the burden in
Greece and Turkey.3 President Truman called for American
action in the area to fill the vacuum. Congress quickly gave
assent and, through this Mediterranean commitment, America
began her direct involvement in the Middle East.

Then came her second, and most lasting, involvement.

In 1947 Britain announced that she was unable to resolve the
Palestine problem, handed the Mandate to the United Nations,
and in the following year withdrew her troops. The United
States, under heavy internal Zionist pressure, injected her-
self into the picture amd strongly backed the partition of
Palestine, recognizing Israel within minutes after its proc-
lamation as a sovereign independent atate.4 America supported
the General Assembly resolution of 11 December 1948, estab-
lishing the Palestine Conciliation Commission, of which,

1Ephraim A. Speiser, The United States and the Near East

(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, » Pe .
2John C. Campbell, Defense of the Middle Bast (2nd ed.
rev.; New York: Praeger, 9 P

3Harry N. Howard, The Development of United States Polic
in the Near East, 1 -51, epartment o ate cation
4476 (Washington: G%%, 5552), p. 812,

4Gampbell, op.cit., pp. 35-37.
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together with France and Turkey, she became an active member.
On 11 May 1949, the United States supported the candidacy of
Israel for membership in the United Nations.5 America then
began a governmental and private aid program, upon which the
very economic existence of Israel depended. Her policy was
to support Israel, while proclaiming friendship for the Arabs
- a policy that was to color all U.S.-Arab relations, and was
to be to America's constant detriment in the eyes of the Arabs.
This policy Israel favored so long as it gave the Arabs no
advantage; the first indication of a pro-Arab attitude brought
Zionist pressure to bear on America's policy-makers.

On 25 May 1950, the United States joined with Great
Britain and France in issuing the Tripartite Declaration on
security of Middle Eastern frontiers, out of the desire for
"peace and stability in the area and their unalterable oppo-
gition to the use of force or threat of force between any of
the States in that area", declaring "their opposition to the
development of an arms race between the Arab States and
Ierlol".6 This document was to become the cornerstone of
American poliecy in her Arab-Israeli relations.

On 13 October 1951, the United States, together with
Great Britain, France and Purkey, made proposals to Egypt

5Howard, op.ecit., p. 839.
6R.I.I.A., The Western Powers and the Middle East: A
Documentary Recor ondon: > s Po



inviting her to become a founding member of a proposed Middle
East Command (MEC) which would be the commana and coordinating
headquarters for a future Middle East Defense Organization
(HEDO).7 This was to be a Middle Eastern model of NATO, which
would serve the same fundamental purpose, namely to check Rus-
sian advance.8 As an added inducement, subject to Egypt's
acceptance of MEC, Britain was willing to agree to the super-
session of the Anglo-Egyptian Treaty of 1936, and to withdraw
all military forces not committed to MEDO. Britain, however,
indicated that the question of the Sudan was not connected to
this in any way, but she hoped a solution to that problem
could be found in the near future.9 Apparently, no one bo-
thered to lay the groundwork with the Egyptian Government for
such a proposal, nor did anyone take into account the nationa-
listic feelings of the Egyptians, which had committed the Wafd
Government to achieve the complete evacuation of British tro-
ops. The proposal was rejected two days later without even
the courtesy of a careful study.10
During 1952, America continued its interest in MEC,
despite its flat rejection by Egypt. The State Department con-
tinued to work for some kind of Middle East defense arrangement,

7Por text of proposal for MEC, see American Foreign Policy,
1950-1 : Basic Documents, Vol, II, Dept. of State gﬁbIIca—
on b ashington: , 1957),pp. 2180-82.

8Guy Wint and Peter Calvocoressi, Middle East Crisis
(Middlesex: Penguin, 1957), p. %9.

QHOWB.Pd, 0 ocito’ pp. 842-450
1OCampbell, op.cit.,pp. 41-45.
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and on 1 October, Secretary of State Acheson reatfirmed the
American view that it was desirable and important to consult
the Arab nations in connection with the British-sponsored
plans for establishing a Middle East defense organization,

1 MEDO, however, never

as distinet from a military command.
passed from the theoretical stage even to the paper stage.
This was due mainly to American objections to the French in-
sistence on MEDO being directed by a standing group composed
of the Big-3 Powers.

It was at this point that Mr. Dulles took over the
reins of American foreign policy. The basic problems facing
the United States at the start of 1953 were the same as they
had been for the last few years, namely, Russia's constant
pressure and America's constant efforts to contain her. Russia
became so paramount in the thinking of American policy-makers
that all issues were dwarfed and reflected in this one, ever-
present threat. The impact of the Korean War was especially
telt in American thinking. The Communists had shown that they
were willing to turn threats into action. Security for the
United States began to take on a greater military emphasis,
and America sought to strengthen and increase its defense
alliances in order to check Russian advance. The question is
whether or not a purely anti-Soviet Union policy was a suffi-
cient basis upon which to build a coherent and proper Middle

11Harry N. Howard, The Development of United States
Policy in the Near East ou a, an rica - -52,
epartment o ate cation ashington: » 5)s

Pp. 937-938.




East policy.

Some of the Middle Eastern issues that were confron-
ting the United States and her allies at this time were: the
Anglo-Egyptian dispute over the Suez Canal and the Sudan;
the uneasy truce between Israel and the Arab States and the

question of Arab refugees; the military weakness of certain

12

states in the area; and the trend of the Arab States toward

“neutralism".13

What could the Middle East expect from the new Repub-
lican Administration ? President Eisenhower made no mention
of the area in his inaugural address on 20 January 1953. The
area, however, was mentioned in the roreign policy section of
the Republican campaign platform which was adopted on 10 July
1952, and which Mr. Dulles played a leading role in writing.
It statea:

"The Republican Party has consistently advocated
a national home tor the Jewish people since a Repub-
lican Congress declared its support of that objective
20 years ago.

In providing a sanctuary ror Jewish people ren-
dered homeless by persecution, the State ot Israel
appeals to our deepest humanitarian instinects. We
shall continue our triendly interest in this construc-
tive and inspiring undertaking.

We shall put our influence at the service of peace
between Israel and the Arab States, and we shall co-
operate to bring economic and social stability to that
area."

12ppe Arab-Israeli War had emphasized the military weak-
ness of the Arab States, and showed their vulnerability to
attack rrom the North in case of an all-out war. (R.I.I.A.,

op.cit., p. 1.).
Howard, Development of U.S. Poliey, 1951-52,pp. 895-97.
140ouncil on Foreign Relations, Documents on American For-

eign Relations,1952 (New York: Harper % Bros.,1953), D. B83.
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In effect, the United States was going to continue
to safeguard the existence of Israel, to attempt to find a
peaceful solution to the Arab-Israeli dispute, to attempt to
advance the area economically and socially, and to remain
good friends with both sides if at all possible. It seems
that Mr. Dulles and others believed this to be possible, for
on 6 February 1956, in reply to a letter from members of the
House of Representatives, Mr. Dulles stated:
"Let me say that the foreign policy of the United
States embraces the preservation of the State of Israel.
It also embraces the principle of maintaining our friend-
ship with Israel and the Arab States".15
In his first report to the American people on 27
January 1953, Secretary Dulles touched lightly on the great
strategic and economic significance of the Middle East and
laid stress on the Communist threat to the area.16
Between 9 and 29 May 1953, Secretary Dulles undertook
a personal tour of the area at the direction of the President.
Mr. Dulles departed on his tour without any preconceived policy
toward the Middle East. He was determined to get the facts
personally and then formulate a policy as he traveled. TUpon
his return, he reported that the Arabs "are more fearful of

Zionism than of Communism" in that "the United States will

back the new State of Israel in aggressive expansion". He

15Council on Foreign Relations, Documents on American

Foreign Relations, 1956, (New York: Harper & Bros., 1957),
P 27%.

16y.8. Department of State Bulletin, 9 February 1953.




hoped to "seek to allay the deep resentment against it (U.S.)
that has resulted from the creation of Israel".17 American
foreign policy now attempted to shift gears in order to change
from Truman's era of "pro-Zionism" to a new policy or "equal

18 It wasn't

triendship™ with Israel and the Arab States.
long before Secretary Lulles had a chance to show that this
would actually be the case.

In the early summer of 1953, the Israeli Government
moved its offices to Jerusalem ifrom Tel Aviv, despite an
American protest that this violated the 1947 Partition Res-
olution making Jerusalem an international city.19 Shortly
thereafter, on 23 September, the U.N. Truce Supervision
Organization acting on a Syrian protest, requested that Is-
rael cease work on a hydroelectric project on the Jordan River
at Banat Ya'qub, but Israel refused. On 14-15 October, an
Israeli army force of 250 men raided the Jordan village Qibiya
killing 53 Arab men, women and children.20 The United States,
joined by Britain and France, brought this issue to the Secu-
rity Council, where a resolution was finally passed on 24 No-

vember that expressed "the strongest censure" of the Israeli

action and called upon Israel "to take effective measures to

17ror text of Secretary lLulles' speech, see American
Foreign Polic 1950-1 s Vol. II,pp. 2169-T74.

Ibid., Vol. I, p. 131.

1gﬂarry N. Howard, Development of United States Polic
in the Near East, South Asia, an rica dur 553, ﬁep%.
of State PEEIIca%Ion 5432 (Washington: GPO, 15§IJ,pp. 328-9.

201pi4a,, pp. 329-330.
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21 Meanwhile on 20

prevent all such actions in the future".
October, Secretary Dulles, recalling that the United States
had "played an essential part in creating the State of Israel”,
admonished Israel that "this was clearly an occasion to invoke
the concept of decent respect for the opinion of mankind as

represented by the United Nations".22

The same day, Secretary
Dulles announced that the United States had been witholding
mutual security tunds trom Israel, not because of such acts
as the attack on Qibiya, but for acting in defiance of the
United Nations by trying to divert waters from the River Jor-
dan. On 27 October, Israel agreed to a temporary halt of
work on the hydroelectric project, and the next day Secretary
Dulles recommended a grant of $26,250,000 in economic aid to
Israel tor the first six months of that fiscal year.23
Israel was not the only country in the Middle East to
receive American aid. She was, however, getting the lion's
share., For the period 1946 through 1954, United States aid
to all the Arab States totaled $87.5 millions - $48 millions
in technical assistance, $3.5 millions in exchange of persons,
and $36 millions in loans and credits. United States aid to
Israel, for the same period, totaled $350 millions - $6 mil-

lions in technical assistance, $209 millione in grants and

211pid., pp. 331-332.
22“.8. Department of State Bulletln, 2 November 1953.

23Howard, Development of U.S. Policy During 1953, p. 330.



o A0 -

economic aid, and $135 millions in credit from the Export-
Import Bank. During this same period, Israel also received
$120 millions from the United Jewish Appeal in the United

States, besides $100 millions in war reparations from Ger-

many.24

At the end of 1954, United States policy towards the
Middle East area as a whole can be summed up as follows:

1) Peace in the area among the various nations (princi-
pally through the enforcement of the 1950 Tripartite Agree-
ment and resolutions within the United Nations) and promotion
of better understanding between these nations and the West;

2) Promotion of government stability and the maintenence
of law and order;

3) Creation of conditions which would raise the general
economic welfare (principally through U.S. aid and the pro-
posed Johnston Jordan River Development Plan);25

4) Preservation and strengthening of the growth of the
basic principles of democracy and freedom;

5) Encouragement of regional defense measures against

agression from outside the area.26

24Abstract from Hearings, Committee on Foreign Affairs,
House of Representatives, 83rd Congress, 2nd Session, on
Mutual Security Act of 1954.

25Por Johnston Plan, see American Forei Policy, Vol. II,
pp. 2231-32, 2235-3%6.

26y.3. Department of State Bulletin, 26 April 1954.
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AMERICA AND EGYPT

The army coup d'etat in Egypt on 23 July 1952 brought
no cries of protest from America. In September 1952, Secre-
tary of State Acheson wished Egypt's new government every
success and stated that relations between the United States
and Egypt would remain "most friendly and cooperative".27
Even the internal struggle for power within the government
which finally led to the pre-eminence of Gamal Abdel Nasser
did not shake American belief in the general pro-Western at-

28  smerica felt that this was

titude of the Cairo Government.
| 2 new Arab Government which might do business with the West.
So strong was this feeling that when Dulles visited Cairo in
1953, he emphasized to Nasser (perhaps overly so) that he
considered Egypt to be the keystone to economic progress and
pro-freedom (pro-West) development in the Middle East. Ameri-
can officials have since felt that Nasser took this as a
blank-check endorsement of his policies - he could meke deci-
sions in the area and the United States would back him up.
This meeting of Dulles and Nasser may have led to miscalcula-
tions on both sides.

The year 1954 was the high point in American relations
with Egypt. This was due mainly to American efforts to solve

the Suez Canal dispute. This dispute was seen as a major

2T1bid., 8 December 1952.
8phe New York Times, 26 February 1954.
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barrier to the formation of a Middle East defense arrangement,
and this prompted the United States to use its "geod offices"2?

Great Britain and Egypt had been locked in their nego-
tiations concerning Britain's withdrawal from the Suez Canal
area and the question of the Suden. The only real progress
that had been made was on 12 February 1953, when Great Britain
and Egypt signed an "Agreement on Self-Government and Self-
Determination for the Sudan".30 Negotiations on the Canal
itself dragged on into 1954, when conversations ceased and
open hostilities took place.’' Finally, through the behind-
the-scenes mediation of U.S. Ambassador Gaffery,32 an Anglo-
Egyptian Settlement was initialsd on 27 July 1954 and formally
signed on 19 October 1954.33

This same day, Secretary Dulles stated that "the re-
moval of this deterrent to close cooperation will open a new
approach to peaceful relations between the Near Eastern States
and the other nations of the free world ... and will strengthen
the stability and security of the area".34

To secure "the removal of this deterrent", the United

States had pressed Egypt to accept any reasonable treaty by

291pid., 14 February 1954.
30]‘or text of agreement, see Council on Foreign Relations,

Documents on American Foreigg Relations, 1953 (New York: Har-
per rOB., ,ppc - .

e
31phe New York Times, 5 February 1954.
3271pia., 3 April 1955.
33l‘or text, see Council on Porei%n Relations, Documents
N

on American Foreign Relations, 1954 ew York: Harper & Bros.,
1y PP« - .

341vbid., p. 395.
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promising "substantial" economic and military aid if and when
a treaty was signed.35 As soon as the terms of the treaty
had been initialed in July, the United States and Egypt con-
cluded an economic aid agreement of $40 millions, of which

36

93% was to be in the form of grants. The military aid ran

into difficulties, which will be discussed in the next chapter.

NASSER AND EGYPT

Nasser's emergence as the leader of Egypt had been
generally approved of by the outside world. Within Egypt,
however, the_approval of the people came close to adulation.37
He was confident, efficient and a man of integrity - he sin-
cerely wanted to reform the Egyptian society and promote the
general welfare of the Egyptian people. He seems to have
wanted merely to concentrate on the development of Egypt. He
appears to have desired to maintain the status quo with Israel,
and while not being completely pro-West, he was not considered
to be anti—West.38 Nasser was Egyptian; foreign power strug-
gles and intrigues had no place in his thinking at this time.

Nasser, however, in order to accomplish his social and

economic reforms, needed money. His only item of export that

could bring in any sizeable amount of currency was cotton.

350f. The New York Times, 26 January 1954.

36Harry N. Howard, U.S. Policy in the Near Bast, South
Asia, and Africa - 1 U.5. ﬁep{. T State Publlication
2330 (Washington: BP0, 1956), p. 38.

3Tthe New York Times, 2 April 1956.

380f. Ibid., 15 October 1955.
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The West, however, was flooded with cotton and the United States
had a surplus, for which she was trying to find markets.39 Nas-
ser, therefore, by the very plain facts of economic survival,
had to turn to the Soviet and Neutral blocs to find markets.
Therefore, his shift to the Communist bloc for trade was not
for political motives, as suspected in 1954,%C but for purely
economic reasons - to find markets for Egypt's cotton.41
While Nasser announced negotiations with Russia for

42 ona

aid in developing agricultural and industrial programs,
shortly thereafter raised Egyptian and Russian relations to
the Ambassadorial 1eve1,43 he nevertheless heaped contempt on
local Communists and outlawed their party in Egypt.44 Nasser
wes not pro-Communist.

Two events occurred, however, in the latter part of
1954, which were to have an effect on Nasser's thinking in the
next year. The first of these was the burning of the USIS 1lib-
raries in Cairo and Alexandria and the placing of bombs in six
American-owned movie theatres by a "Zionist terrorist organiza-

tion"45 in order to disrupt friendly relations between the
United States and Egypt.46 The trial of the thirteen accused

391via., 22 April 1955.
401pig,, 7 January 1954.

4150nn S. Badeau, "A Role in Search of a Hero", Middle
East Journal, Autumn 1955, p. 382.

42 The New York Times, 11 February 1954.
431bid., 22 March 1954.

441vid., 22 August 1954.

451bid., 22 August 1954.

461pid,, 12 December 1954.
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Zionist agents led to the hanging of two and the imprisonment
of six others.47 In Israel, these events led to the resignation
of Lavon, whose name the incident was to bear in later years,

48  1n Egypt, 1t brought

from his post as Minister oi Defense.
the threat of Israel into clear focus in the mind of Nasser.
The second event was the open hostility to Nasser's re-
gime of the Muslim Brotherhood, which led not only to riots,
but finally to an attempted assassination of Nasser on 26 Oc-
tober 1954 in Alexandria.49 The mass suppression of the Bro-
therhood which followed resulted in six members being hanged,
the Supreme Guide being sentenced to life imprisonment, the
imprisonment of twenty-two other members and the outlawing of

50 Nasser's position had been challenged and

the Brotherhood.
his life almost lost. He saw now that he must secure his
leadership even more tirmly. This could be done by hard work
toward results of a spectacular nature in promoting the deve-
lopment of his country. He also saw that Allah had spared his
life. Might this not be taken as a favorable sign toward his
leadership 7

This was 1954. This was a year of success, and of
achievement. American-Egyptian relations were high. What was
to follow is the main story of this thesis. The year 1955 was
to prove itself to be the decisive year - the year of fuel for

the explosion that would shake the world in 1956.

4T1pid., 28 January 1955.

481y34,, 21 Pebruary 1955.

491pia., 28 October 1954.

solbid., 5, 8 December 1954 & 11 January 1955.



CHAPTER II

THE FUEL
JANUARY 1 - JULY 1956

The year 1955 was to have a lasting effect upon the
relations between Egypt and the United States. The year began
with all signs pointing toward a favorable modus vivendi bet-

ween Egypt and America. While the horizon was not completely
clear, it was at least not cloudy. A series of events were
now to take place which not only clouded the horizon but pre-
dicted a coming storm. The fuel for the explosion was being

gathered.

THE BAGHDAD PACT

8ince 1951, America had felt that some type of mutual
security arrangement was necessary in the Middle Eastern area
to preclude the possibility of a Russian attack in that direc-
tion. Although British influence was waning in the area,
America felt that Great Britain should lead any military de-
fense group in the Middle East. This, however, did not prevent
America from taking a deep interest in helping to promote al-
liances through covert action.

When Secretary Dulles returned from his trip to the
Middle Bast, he indicated that it was not feasible to attempt



to create a defense organization in the area at that time,
and that any such arrangement "should be designed and grow
from within out of a sense of common destiny and common
danger". He added, however, "there is more concern where
the Soviet Union is near. In general, the northern tier of
nations shows awareness of this (Russian) danger”.‘

Secretary Dulles seems to have realized that the
Arab States as a whole were not ready for a Western mili-
tary alliance, but at the same time he, along with most
American strategists, believed that some type of military
pact must be formed to act as a barrier to possible Soviet
advance in a southerly direction. Constant Soviet pressure
against Turkey and Iran only strengthened this belief.

The concept of a "northern tier" alliance fitted
well into the thinking of American officials at the time.
Although there was talk of the hope that all Arab States
would eventually join a defense arrangement, in reality
America had no desire for the countries bordering Israel
to participate at this time. America could not send arms
and military aid to these bordering states without starting
an arms race and threatening Israel, whose existence America

had committed herself %o uphold.Z

Tu.s. Department of State, American Foreign Polic
1950-55: Basic Documents (Washington: GPO, 1§§$i, P 5174.

Cf. The New York Times, 16 January 1954.
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By late 1953, America began to plan military assis-
tance to Pakistan (Turkey was already receiving aids and
funds). On 25 February 1954, President Eisenhower announced
that Turkey and Pakistan were forming a security pact and
that the United States, having been petitioned by Pakistan,
would grant military aid to that country. He further stated
that the aspirations of the people in the Middle East "will
be best served by strength to deter aggression and to reduce
the fear of aggression. The United States is prepared to
help in this endeavor, if its help is wanted."3 This last
statement was probably meant not only as a statement of policy,
but also as an invitation to the other countries in the area
(i.e. Iraq and Iran) to join in the alliance. Certainly other
countries were needed; Turkey and Pakistan could not possibly
assist each other in case of attack as Iraq and Iran lay bet-
ween them. It was quite evident that this was the beginning
of a larger pact, and America was dangling aid as an induce-
ment to membership while being careful not to play an open
part in any negotiations.

On 2 April 1954, Turkey and Pakistan signed an "Agree-
ment of Priendly 000peration'.4 On 19 May 1954, the United

States and Pakistan signed an agreement on military assistance

3Oouncil on Foreign Relations, Documents on American
Foreign Relations, 1 (New York: Harper & Bros., 1955),

P .
4por text, see J.C. Hurewitz, Diplomacy in the Near and
Middle East, Vol. II (New York: D. Van Nostrand Co., Inc.,
’ Pe 345.
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for the latter.’ In April 1954, the United States Government
extended military assistance to Iraq6 without any stipulation
of Iraq's joining the Turkey-Pakistan pact. The Arab world
was generally pleased about this arms deal, and Egypt said she
would be happy to receive American arms on the same basis - no
conditions.7 Nasser, moreover, advised the West that mutual
defense pacts between the Arab world and the West would have
to wait until the Arabs overcame their residual suspicion of
Western imperialistic intentions.8

Despite Egypt's feelings and the lack of conditions
for a pact, Iragq began negotiations for a mutual defense ar-
rangement with Turkey. By starting her own negotiations and
not joining the existing Turkey-Pakistan pact, Iraq shifted
the whole emphasis of the defense arrangement to Baghdad. On
24 Pebruary 1955, despite last minute frantic efforts on the
part of Egypt to stop the pact,9 Turkey and Iraq signed the
"Pact of Mutual Cooperation™ which was to have its headquarters
in Baghdad. The pact was "open for accession to any member
of the Arab League or any state concerned with security and

peace in the area and is fully recognized by both the High

SU.B. Department of State, American FPoreign Policy 1950-55,
pp. 2194-98.

6Por text of agreement, see Hurewitz, op.cit., p. 346.
Tohe New York Times, 29 April 1954.
81vid,, 20 August 1954.

IKeith Wheelock, Nasser's New Egypt (New York: Frederick
A. Praeger, 1960). p. 221.
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).10 Great Britain

Contracting Parties" (this excluded Israel
adhered to this agreement on 4 April, and terminated the Anglo-
Iraqi Treaty of 1930. Pakistan joined on 23 September, and
Iran on 19 October.11

The Pact of Mutual Co-operation (to be more popularly
known as the Baghdad Pact) was now complete, and a military
defense barrier was thrown across Russia's southern flank from
the Mediterranean and Black Seas to the Arabian Sea and India.
Along with the other defense alliances, Russia was now con-
fronted by a solid line of pacts stretching from the Atlantic
to the Pacific Ocean. Secretary Dulles had achieved "the
greatest contribution. . . to peace (which) is to be ready to
fight if need be, and to have the resources and allies to as-
sure that an aggressor would surely be defeated".12

The purpose of the Baghdad Pact was to form a barrier
to Russian advance into the Middle East and to secure Western
ties with the countries of that area. It had just the opposite
effect.

Russia, until thie time, had not made any real direct

efforts to intervene in the Arab World. She had put pressure

1050yal Institute of International Affairs, The Western

Powers and the Middle East 1958: A Documentary Record (London:
’ s PPe 0=J»

11council on Foreign Relations, Documents 1??2, pp. 342-
344. Iran's date for joining is also given as October,
25 October, and 3 November 1955, depending on the source and
stage of negotiations considered as acceptance.

12Address by Secretary Dulles, Chicago, 29 November 1954
Council on Foreign Relations, Documents 1954, p. 16).
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on Turkey and Iran, and local Communist parties were active

in the Arab countries, but no real intervention had come from
Russia. Why not is unknown. Her motive might possibly have
been to keep America from direct participation in the region.13
Whatever her reasons, she now saw her security threatened by
the Baghdad Pact, and her policy became directed toward one
goal - the removal of Western bases from her southern vorder. 4
Opportunity was soon to present itself and Russia was able and
willing to exploit it to its fullest.

The reaction in Egypt was direct and disastrous to
American objectives. Throughout 1954, the Egyptian Government
had declared that, while it stood by the West, it was not ready
to enter into a formal defense pact, although it considered Rus-
sian aggression to be the only possible danger to the Middle
East on a global scale. In her own defense blueprint, Egypt
wanted to strengthen the Arab World (through the Arab League)
to defend itself against local attack by Israel or a Soviet
thrust.15 In January 1955, the Egyptian Foreign Minister, Mah-
moud Fawzi, was highly critical of the planned Iragi-Turco al-
liance. He w8aid that Iraq should have discussed it with the
other members of the Arab League, and that the alliance was a

16

complete departure from Arab policy. The resulting furor from

130. Wint & P. Calvocoressi, Middle East Crisis (Middlesex:
Penguin Book, Ltd., 1957). p. 26.

140:‘ The New York Times, 27 November 1955.
1512$Q;' 3 September 1954.
61bid., 18 January 1955.
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Egypt over the Baghdad Pact was violent, and its intensity
was completely unexpected by Washington.

American State Department officials had anticipated
some hostile comments from Cairo, but these were expected to
be short-lived because of the clause in the Anglo-Egyptian
agreement on the Suez Canal which allowed Great Britain to
reoccupy the Egyptian bases in the event of attack or threa-
tened attack on Turkey. It was felt that this clause was
tantamount to acceptance of the principle of defense arrange-
ments on the part of Egypt. America also knew that Egypt
wanted arms to flow to the Arab States via the Arab League.
The United States, however, had failed to grasp the extent
of Egypt's opposition to the "northern tier" concept.17

Nasser saw in the Baghdad Pact an attempt by Britain
to regain the political influence she had lost after the Suez
Canal agreement, This feeling was not abated by the remarks
of Eden in the House of Commons: "I think that by so doing
(Britain's joining the Baghdad Pact) we have strengthened our
influence and our voice throughout the Middle East."18 Nasser-
also felt that the West had violated a gentleman's agreement
to allow Egypt to construct a purely Arab defense alliance,
free from Western ties. 19 Part of this feeling may have been
a carry-over from his previously mentioned meeting with Dulles.

More important, though, was the fact that he saw the Baghdad

"oe. 1vid., 26 February 1955.
8pimes (London), 15 April 1955.
19ghe New York Times, 4 April 1955.
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Pact as an attempt by the West to block the ambitions of Egypt
to be the paramount Arab State, and to give Arab leadership to
Iraq. Egypt and Iraq had been historical rivals for the leader-
ship of the Arab World. Egypt was beginning to gain internatio-
nal recognition; Nasser had just met with Tito and Nehru in the

month of February.20

Egypt's star was in ascendancy; Nasser
would not let Egypt's "revolution™ be overshadowed.

Irag claimed that the pact was in accordance with the
United Nations Charter and Article 11 of the Arab League Col-
lective Security Pact. This argument did nothing to calm the
fury of Cairo, and Egypt called for a meeting of the Prime
Ministers of the Arab States in Cairo where she unleashed a

el Egypt subsequently lau-

furious attack on Turkey and Iragq.
nched a public propaganda campaign to isolate Iraq while Major
Salah Salem, the Egyptian Minister of National Guidance, began
negotiations with other Arab countries to counteract the Bagh-
dad Pact. These talks eventually led to Egypt's concluding
defense pacts with 8yria and Saudi Arabia in October 1955.22
The Egyptian-Iraqil feud gave neither country a clear victory.
The vitrieolic propaganda war that ensued merely divided the
Arab World, and, more often than not, hurt the cause of the

West throughout the area. "Imperialism" was to become a key

word in the vocabulary of Radio Cairo.

Ibid., 6 & 15 Pebruary 1955.
Ibid., 26 February 1955.
22

Harry N. Howard, U.S. Policy in the Near East, South
Asia and Africa - 13?%5 Dept. of State Publication 6330

(Washington: GPO, 1 » PP. 31-32,
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The Baghdad Pact proved to be the turning point in
American dealings with Nasser, for now Nasser took on a comp-
letely new role in Arab politics. Before, Nasser merely spoke
for Egypt; now he assumed the role of leader of the Arab World
and the champion of Arab Nationalism. On 22 July 1955, he dec-
lared, "We must be ready to fight to defend our country. By

23 "Nasserism" now

our country, I mean the whole Arab World."
became a driving force in the Arab World.
America might be charged with a grave error in Middle
East diplomacy because of the adverse impact of the Baghdad
Pact. Dulles, however, had sincerely felt that a defense ar-
rangement which included Irag could be accomplished without
irritating the sensibilities of the other Arab States, partic-
ularly Egypt. Western officials just didn't truly comprehend
the feelings of Arab Nationalism (which includes a complete
freedom from foreign alliances24) among the people, and the
historical and personal rivalry that existed between Baghdad
and Cairo. The West believed it was dealing with one country
(i.e. Iraq) whereas in reality it was dealing with all the
Arab States due to the popular support of Arab Nationalism,
Great Britain joined the pact in order to give it
force and meaning. Without a Western Power in the pact, the

West and the Near Eastern members felt that it would lack the
required strength. The Baghdad Pact members were disappointed

23phe New York Times, 23 July 1955.

24Bjchard H. Nolte, "Arab Nationalism and the Cold War",
Yale Review, XLIX, No. 1, September 1959, p. 3.
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at America's refusal to join, but they knew that they had U.S.
support and aid. America declined membership mostly out of
deference to Egypt. It was widely felt at the beginning of
the negotiations that Turkey was merely acting as an agent for
the West in obtaining Arab support of a regional defense ar-

25 Britain's entry into the pact only strengthened

rangement.
this belief in the eyes of the Arabs, and America had no de-
sire to worsen matters, so she remained outside the pact it-
self.

To the majority of Arabs, the most serious shortcoming
of the pact lay in its avowed purpose of stopping only Russian
aggression. The Arab people had never experienced Russian
aggression, and knew the "bad things" about Communism only
from Western sources. They had no firsthand knowledge of
Russia or of Communism. They had, however, known recurring
aggression by Western "Imperialism™, the establishment of Is-

6 The enemy was Israel, not

rael being the latest exanple.2
Russia. In effect, the West was asking the Arabs to fight its
enemy - Russia, but was unwilling to fight the Arabs' enemy -
Israel.27

The Baghdad Pact failed because its need was seen

only through the eyes of the West, and it was planned according

25phe New York Times, 26 February 1955.
26Press interview of Gamal Abdel Nasser with correspondent
of *"Al-Siassa" (Lebanon) on 23 April 1958 (Nasser's Speeches
and Press Interviews, Information Department®, OCairo, U.A.R.).
Mr. E.H. Hutchison, Director of American Friends of the
Middle East, Cairo, in a personal interview on 2 February 1962.
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to Western concepts without regard to the concepts, needs and

sensibilities of the Middle East itself.

ISRAEL'S ATTACK ON GAZA

Hardly had the conflict over the Baghdad Pact begun,
before another battle took place. The Israeli Army, on the
night of 28 February 1955, attacked Egyptian military posi-
tions in Gaza,28 leaving behind a total of 38 Egyptian dead
and 33 woundad.29 This sharp encounter was to provide the
impetus for the events which were to allow Russia's entrance
into the Middle East -~ the very thing America wished to pre-
vent. '

The Egyptian-Israeli Mixed Armistice Commission (MAC)
investigated, and on 6 March determined that a "pre-arranged
and planned attack ordered by Israeli authorities™ was "com-
mitted by Israeli regular army forces against the Egyptian

n30

regular army forces. On 29 March, a resolution, sponsored

jointly by the United States, the United Kingdom and France,
was passed in the United Nations, condemning Israel and cal-
ling upon her to take all necessary measures to prevent such

31

actions. Border incidents, however, continued throughout

28pne New York Times, 1 March 1955,

291bid., 2 March 1955. PFinal U.N. figures set the casual-
ties as 38 Egyptian dead and 30 wounded, and 8 Israeli dead and
13 wounded (U.N.Review, Vol. I, June 1955, p. 54.).

2302.8. Dept. of State, American Foreign Policy 1950-55,
p. 2247.

31council on Foreign Relations, Documents 1955, p. 348.
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the year and into 1956.

At first news of the attack, the United States had
refused comment, except to say that she would side with the
judgement of the MAC team.32 When the facts became known,
America not only helped sponsor the censure resolution of
Israel in the United Nations, but declared the attack to be
"shocking", "indefensible" and "completely without provoca-
t:l.on".33 Despite the strong language of American officials
and the censure resolution, no sanctions were invoked against
Israel; except for a diplomatic slap on the wrist, Israel suf-
fered no ill effects for her aggression and defiance.

The United States policy at this time was to handle
the Arab-Israeli dispute completely within the confines of
the United Nations. In 1953, Mr. Dulles had used unilateral
economic sanctions against Israel to enforce a U.N. resolu-
tion.34 Never again were such strong measures used by America
toward Israel. (One can only wonder what pressures were brought
to bear on Mr. Dulles that should have prevented his using such
an effective lever again.) America's urgings of peace upon the
combatants continued to be, in some instances, direct, but now

most of the urging was for the United Nations to take action to

32phe New York Times, 2 March 1955.
33y.N. Review, Vol. I, June 1955, p. 55.

Hsee Chapter I above (Israel's Jordan River Project at
Banat Ya'gub).
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ease tensions in the Midale East.35 The United States still
supported the 1950 Tripartite Declaration as the basis for

her Middle Eastern poliecy; however, America now placed most

of her emphasis on action "within. . . the United Nations"
rather than on "outside the United Nations" in order to prevent
violations of frontiers or armistice lines. It was this empha-
sis and the practical weakness of the United Nations resolutions
that caused Egypt to worry about her security in the 1light of
Israel's armed threat.

In 1954, Israel had found the Tripartite Declaration
ambiguous and not along the lines that she deeired.36 The Arabs,
at the same time, had wondered about the effectiveness of the
Declaration. They had not doubted the sincerity of the United
States Government when America restated her adherence to the
Declaration, but they had doubted the ability of America to ef-
fectively entorce it.37 When Mr. Dulles placed the Tripartite
protection within the United Nations, where it would be subject
to veto and delay,38 Egypt realized that her security rested
principally upon her own military effectiveness.

The Israeli attack had pointed up the military weakness

of Egypt. Nasser had suffered a military humiliation; his army

35pne New York Times, 8 March 1956; Council on Foreign
Relations, JDocuments 1955, p. 356.

36pne New York Times, 22 October 1954.
3Ty.8. Department of State Bulletin, 10 May 1954.
38pimes (London), 27 February 1956.
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was not adequately armed. Up to this point, Nasser seems to
have been content to concentrate on internal social and econo-
mic reforms, but now the situation changed. As he himself
stated, "What was the use of building schools, if the Israelis
were to occupy those schools?"39 Egypt needed arms; the army
demanded them, and upon the army Nasser's power depended. What

followed is a surprise only in that it took so long to happen.

THE CZECH ARMS DEAL

Egypt had made known her need and desire for arms in
1952. 1In the latter part of that year, over half of Egypt's
military equipment was inoperative. In December 1952, the
Revolutionary Command Council (RCC) inquired of a visiting
United States Under-Secretary about the possibility of obtai-
ning U.S. arms. He told the RCC that America would be happy
to supply them if a list of arms were made and taken to Wa-
shington. An Egyptian mission, headed by Ali Sabry, went to
Washington with the arms request. Untortunately, the U.S.
State Department knew little about the promise of arms, nor
had they ever affirmed the offer. Finally, after several
months of "“wining and dining" by the Pentagon, Sabry was told
that the United States could not provide the arms until an

39Press interview of Gamal Abdel Nasser with William H.
Stringer, published by "The Christian Science Monitor" on

22 January 1959 (Nasser's Speeches and Press Interviews).
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Anglo-Egyptian Suez Canal treaty was signed.4o The main reason
for the denial was British objection to Egypt's receiving arms
tfor fear of the arms being used against them in the Canal zone
where armed clashes were already occurring. A secondary reason
was Britain's desire to remain the principle supplier of arms

41 Exactly what occurred next is confused by the con-

to Egypt.
flicting statements issued not only by the United States and
Egypt, but also within the U.S., State Department itself.

Shortly after the signing ot the Anglo-Egyptian Suez
Canal agreement, America attemptea to make good her promise of
giving Egypt economic and military aid. The economic aid pro-
gram was accomplished, but the arms deal ran into ditticulties.
Americae oftfered military aid subject to the usual conditions
of association with the American Mutual security Program and
acdeptance of an American Military Aid Mission.42 Egypt refused
the conditions. America then sent a group of U.S5. military of-
ricers to Cairo ror private secret taiks witn Nasser. They
attempted to explain that the Military Mission would consist
of only 6 to 12 men, who would be in Egypt only so long as the
arms were being shipped in order to assure proper delivery.
Nasser still didn't like it, and he disliked even more the idea
of having to sign another agreement so quickly after the Suez

agreement. The U.S. officials informed him that the conditions

40cr, Wheelock, op.cit., p. 228.
41Gf. The New York Times, 27 September 1955.
421yid4., 26 October 1955.
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and signature were necessary; no other arrangement was accept-
able., With this, Egypt allowed the offer to lapse.

After the Israeli attack on Gaza, Nasser, in the face
of renewed demands from the army, could no longer allow a lapse
or delay in obtaining arms. It was rumored that in May 1955,
he had tentatively approached the Soviet Ambassador Solod con-
cerning a::'ma.'43 This does not seem to be borne out by the
facts; facts indicate that Nasser was desirous - even anxious -
to obtain arms from the West. In the first week of June 1955,
Egypt requested arms from the United States; the amount was
supposedly for less than $20 millione.44 On 9 June, U.S. Am-
bassador Byroade called on Nasser and was told that unless the
United States supplied Egypt's requested arms, he (Nasser) would
be forced to turn to the Russians.45 The U.S. State Department
evidently considered this as a bluff on Nasser's part to obtain
quicker action and better terms.46 Ambassador Byroade's report
was ignored. On 30 June, the United States agreed "in principle"
to supply Egypt with $27 millions' worth of armaments, including
some heavy weapons and aircrart.47 Now, supposedly, the nego-
tiations bogged down over the question of payment. When Egypt
had again refused conditions, America could only fulfill the

431bid., 14 November 1955.
4;Ibid., 27 September 1955.
45— . .

Ibid., 14 November 1955.
4611i4., 6 October 1955.
4T1bid., 15 October 1955,
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arms request by direct sale of the weapons, due to legislative
limitations, America quoted a price in dollars, whieh Egypt
could not meet without clearing out her foreign exchange re-
serves. Egypt desired deferred payments, to be made in Egyp-
tian Pounds and products. The American Embassy offieials in
Cairo worked out an "extended credit" arrangement for Egypt
under the U.S. Mutual Security Act of 1954;48 Washington, how-
ever, was not responsive, the feeling there being that accomo-
dation of Nasser was becoming less and less productive and
would also cause trouble with other countries purchasing U.S.
arms. This feeling was due chiefly to Nasser's newly proc-
laimed policy of "Positive Neutralism". Officially, the nego-
tiations continued, but progress was a thing of the past.
Suddenly, on 30 August, Mr. Dulles announced that he
had unofficial rumors to the effect that Egypt might purchase
arms from the Soviet Union.49 Then, on 4 September, Egyptian
Deputy Premier Gamal Salem confirmed that Russia had made an
offer of arms to Egypt. He further stated that no arms had
been delivered but that Egypt would have no alternative but
to accept Soviet arms if the West failed to supply them.50 The
American actions following this blunt notice were confused and
inconsistent, as, evidently, was the U.S5. policy which they

reflected.

481pida., 2 October 1955.
491bid., 31 August 1955.
5oIbid., 5 September 1955.
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On 25 September the U.S. State Department announced
that it was willing to sell arms to Egypt on credit in order
to offset Soviet offers.51 The following day, Great Britain,
France and Israel protested the U.S. offer. The U.S. Ambas-
sador in Egypt also announced that he was completely unaware
of any American offer to sell arms to Egypt.s2 Then on 27
September, the 1lid blew off the entire situation. Nasser an-
nounced in Cairo at an Armed Forces exhibition that "last week
Egypt signed a commercial agreement with Czechoslovekia to sup-
ply us arms. This agreement permits Egypt to pay in Egyptian
products such as cotton and rice."53 The same day, the U.S.
State Department issued a statement denying that the United
States nad offered arms to Egypt, and saying that the Egyptian
request had been definitely rejected several weeks before, as
the United States had insisted on cash payment and would not
allow credit.54 On the atternoon of 27 September, Secretary
Dulles and Foreign Secretary Macmillan held a meeting to dis-
cuss the Anglo-American arms policy in the Middle East. Their
views were in complete accord, and they reiterated that the
1950 Tripartite Declaration was still the arms policy of the
two countries in regard to the Middle East.55 This statement

was made in order to correct impressions that the United States

51Ibid., 26 September 1955.

521pid., 27 September 1955.

53Hurewitz, op.cit., p. 404.

H4ppe New York Times, 28 September 1955.

55U.S. Department of State Bulletin, 10 October 1955,
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was offering Egypt arms to forestall the Soviet Union's sup-
plying them, and also to correct the false assumption that
Great Britain had protested against the supposed arms otfer
by the United States.>®

On 28 September, Assistant Secretary of State George
Allen hurriedly flew to Cairo to confer with Nasser on the
arms deal. Although Dulles described the trip as a "routine
visit",57 rumors (originating in the U.S. State Department)
to the effect that the United States was sending Nasser an
ultimatum preceded Allen's arrival. Supposedly, he was coming
to tell Nasser that if Egypt went ahead with the Czech arms
deal, America would be torced to review her economic aid prog-
ram to Egypt. Although Allen denied these rumors upon his ar-
rival, it did little to alleviate the annoyance and suspicion
of the Egyptiana.sa Whatever the original purpose of Allen's
trip, his conversations with Nasser proved to be cordial. Al-
len conferred twice with Naeser.59 In effect, Allen told
Nasser to beware of the danger of tying Egypt logistically
to the Soviet Bloc, reminding him of the ramifications of
maintenance once Egypt got under way in a large-scale progranm.

Nasser, in essence, explained Egypt's position and how he had

tried to obtain arms from the West; he thought the arms deal

56mne New York Times, 28 September 1955.
5T1bid., 29 September 1955.

581pid., 1 October 1955.

%91bid., 2 & 4 October 1955.
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was a good trade and Egypt would go ahead with the Czech
agreement.60 Atter their last meeting, Allen stated that
his visit had given him a clear understanding of Egypt's
policy, and that while the United States was not "in one
hundred per cent agreement with the Egyptian policy, the
United States policy could now be put on a more realistic

61

basis." While each side may have gained an insight into

the other's position, Allen's trip only served to enhance
the prestige of Nasser in the Arab ’lorld.62

In his press conference on 4 October, Secretary Dul-
les seemed to aceept the fact of the transaction, and indi-
cated that relations between the United States and Egypt
would not be affected. In effect, he put the blame on Russia
and only said of Egypt: "It is ditficult to be eritical of
countries which, teeling themselves in danger, seek arms which
they truly believe they need tor dei’enae."s3 Mr. Dulles was
not to be so charitable when he later found out the full mag-
nitude of the Czech arme deal.

On 20 October 1955, the first consignment of Czech arms

(later confirmed to be Ruasian64) arrived at Alexandria abroad

the Soviet ship “Stalingrad".65 The total arms agreement was

60ar. Ibid., 3 October 1955.
61Ibid., 4 October 1955,
6211id,, 5 October 1955.

63U.B. Dept. of State, American Foreign Poliecy 1950-55,

pp. 2240-2241,
4pne New York Times, 29 July 1956.
651b1d., 23 October 1955,
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supposedly in the amount of $8U million366 but later intelli-
gence reports set the figure at $250 millions.67 This repre-
sented a sizeable amount of arms for a small country such as
Egypt (especially significant since she was still in a "state
of war" with Israel), and also a large drain upon the Egyptian
economy. Both of these 1acts were to play a role in later
United States-Egyptian relations.

To Egypt, her actions were completely justitied; she
considered herself threatenea militarily and the West, espe-
cially the United States, had refused to sell ner arms. If
Russia was penetrating the Middle East, America had only her-

93, On 2 October, in a speech in Cairo, Nasser

self to blame.
branded the West's arms policy in the Middle East as a "big
aeception”; he disclosed the contents of British and French
documents which showed that arms were still being deliverea

to Israel in 1955, aespite the tact tnat poth countries consi-
dered Israel to be better equipped than Egypt and to have ag-
gressive military intentions while Egypt did not. "This is
peace," Nasser said, "this is the balance of power they keep
talking about".®9 7o the mass of the Egyptian people, the
West did not seem impartial. Later, Colonel Sadat wrote in

an editorial in the Egyptian newspaper "El-Gomhouria" +that

the West was not worried when Israel purchased Soviet arms

661bid., 26 October 1955.
71bid., 21 May 1956.
81bid., 14 November 1955.

91b1d., 3 October 1955.
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during and atter the Palestine war, but when Egypt bought them,
the West objected; the West talked about Egypt becoming a Com-
munist country, but the Communist Party was outlawed in Egypt,
while in Israel it was a legal political party.'C The West
oftfered no rebuttal to his charges.

Although many of her claims were justified, Egypt was
not above reproach in the entire matter. Nasser had once turned
down the American arms deal because of a condition far a U.S.
Military Mission. After the announcement of the Czech arms
agreement, when queried on the possibility of Soviet Bloc tech-
nicians coming to Egypt, he had said: "We did not get rid of
the British in the Suez Canal Zone and refuse a U.,S. Military
Mission only to let the Communists in.“71 This sounded good
but the question in the minds of Western observers was how Egypt
could operate all this untamiliar equipment without the aid of
foreign advisors. Probably there was no condition for a Soviet
Mission in the agreement, but Russia was wise enough to realize
that a clause in the agreement was not necessary; pure practical
necessity would eventually force the issue. In time it did.
Egyptian personnel were sent to Czechoslovakia for training72
and eventually large numbers of Russian technicians found them-
selves in Egypt training personnel to maintain and use the So-

viet equipment.73 Possibly in Nasser's thinking it was not a

T1pia., 10 April 1956.
M1Ipid., 9 October 1955.
721bi4., 24 March 1956.
T3Ibia., 2 April 1957.
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compromise, but to the West it appeared that Nasser, while un-
willing to compromise with the West, was willing to lower his
standards and conditions to obtain Soviet aid. The West saw a
double standard of conduct in Nasser's relations with the East
and West.

In the West, the Czech arms deal had caused quite a sen-
sation; in the vivid imaginations of the journalists and some
politicians, Russia was fully entrenched in the Middle East,
and it was only a matter of time before the Russian flag would
fly over Cairo. With hindsight, we can see these fears were
exaggerated, but at that time they were very real in the minds
of the people. Several military chiefs advocated that the Uni-
ted States join the Baghdad Pact in order to counter the Soviet
efforts to penetrate the Middle East. They feared that the
Soviet arms deal had "outtflanked" the pact.74 Others, like
Selwyn Lloyd, felt that the Russian entry into the Middle East
with arms was a result of the Baghdad Pact.75 Though the United
States did not join the pact, military aid to Iraq and Iran was
increased to counter the Soviet move.76

American policy decisions concerning the Middle East
came to a virtual standstill as a reappraisal of the entire

situation was being undertak:en.77 A major debate developed on

T41bia., 2 October 1955.

T5pimes (London), 28 February 1956.
Topne New York Times, 14 October 1955,
TT1vid., 9 October 1955.
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whether or not the United States had blundered by not supplying
arms to Egypt. A Senate hearing finally took place in February
1956, in which Secretary Dulles stated that the reason Egypt
did not purchase American arms was simply because "America's
price for arms was too nign."78 Other testimony, however,
indicated that U.S. policy-makers felt that it would be better
not to supply Egypt with certain arms and also that the sale
would be unwise without conditions.79

Whether the United States had blundered or not, the
West was presented with a fait accompli. U.S. officials looked
upon it stoically, for they realized that even had they supplied
Egypt's arms request, there was no guarantee that Nasser would
not have turned to the Soviets for arms at a later date. America
decided to wait and see what the results of Egypt's relations
with Russia would be; America's relations with Egypt would be
kept at a normal, proper level and the policy decisions tormu-
lated as events took place. Nasser said, "The initiative for
development of future relations is completely with the United
states."8Y

The result of the Czech arms deal was possibly best
summed up in an editorial in the New York Times:81

"Russia's prestige and inrluence will be greatly

enhanced throughout the Middle East - in fact the
Arabs will regard the Russians as their champion...

and the chance of building up a Middle East detense
block against Russia will have all but vanished."

78y.5. Senate Hearing Transcript, Ibid., 25 Pebruary 1956.
T9%neelock, op.cit., p. 229.
807he New York Times, 6 October 1955.

81Ibid., 2 October 1955.



- 40 =

"POSITIVE" NEUTRALISM

Prior to 1955, Nasser seemed to be fairly content with
the leadership of Egypt and to concentrate on his internal re-
torms. He was still oriented toward the West in his thinking,
although not enslaved to the idea of being pro-West; he was
primarily pro-Egypt.

Then in February 1955 came his meetings with Nehru and
Tito in Egypt, the Baghdad Pact, and the Israeli attack on Gaza.
All of these gave him pause in his thoughts on the future role
of Egypt, and thrust him into Pan-Arab politics. The definite
change in his thinking took place in April 1955 when he attended
the Bandung Confterence of Afro-Asian countries. In New Delhi,
upon his arrival on 12 April, he was greeted by Nehru.82 When
he arrived in Rangoon, he was greeted by Communist China's Chou
En-Lai who invited Nasser to visit China. While Nasser remained
noncommittal to Chou En-Lai's compliments,83 he could not help
being impressed by the recognition accorded him by these leaders
of Asia. During the conference he was treated as the leading
representative of the Arab States and found himself in the com-
pany of the main Asian Leaders, who generally supported his views
on the question of Palestine and Arab refugees.84 Although

Western observers felt that Nasser had retained an independent

821b1d., 13 April 1955,
8 1vid,, 16 April 1955.
841pia., 21 April 1955.
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position during the conterence, generally seeming to agree with
the nest,85 there can be no doubt that a change in Nasser's
thinking, concerning the role of Egypt in the world and his own
" personal part in that role, had taken place. As Nasser later
said: "My visit to India proved a turning point in my political
understanding. I learned and realized that the only ﬁiae policy
for us would be (one) of positive neutrality and non-alignment.
Coming back home, I found out rrom the response it had that it
is the only possible policy which could get the broadest support
from the Arab people."86
Nasser returned to Cairo and began to openly proclaim
his new doctrine of "positive" neutralism - non-commitment to
either of the conilicting world blocs.87 This completely new
"permanent" policy proclaimed by Nasser caused American offi-
cials to have second thoughts about Nasser's position in the
cold war. It was one of the reasons for America's insistence
on cash or conditions in any arms deal. The State Department,
personitiea by Mr., bDulles, had a dim view of "neutralism" but,
despite Secretary Dulles' later alleged terming of neutralism

as "immoral", America now merely withheld ;judgement.88 Even

851pia., 26 April 1955.
86'heelock, op.cit., p. 225.

8Tngontinuity of Foreign Policy", The Seribe, Special
Issue, 23 July 1961, Cairo, U.A.R., p. 39.

88Secretary Dulles' exact words at the Iowa State College
Commencement on 9 June 1956 were that military alliances abo-
lished the principle of neutrality which "pretends that a
nation can best gain safety for itself by being indifferent
to the fate of others. This has increasingly become an obso-
lete conception and, except under very exceptional ecircum-
stances, it is an immoral and short-sighted conception."
(The New York Times, 11 June 1956).
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after the Czech arms deal, Mr. Dulles seemed to withhold criti-
cism of Egypt. America was determined to wait and judge Nasser
by his actions and words. ©She didn't have long to wait.

Nasser's "positive" neutralism seemed to the West to
be positive only in its anti-Western character. Egypt's trade
with the Soviet bloc increased 65% in 1955 (if the arms deal is
included, the increase is 250%). This, however, was only an
increase of 5% in Egypt's total trade picture.89 At the same
time, trade relations with Communist China were established and
culminated in a multi-million dollar sale of cotton by Egypt.go
This trade was necessary for Egypt's economic survival as Bri-
tain was restricting imports of Egyptian cotton and the United
States was talking of subsidizing U.S. cotton and trying to
find ways of disposing of it on the world market. The mere
mention of such plans was enough to hurt Egypt's traditional
cotton marxets.91 The increased commercial relations with the
Soviet Bloec were understandable but the political undertones
given this trade worried the West.

It was, however, the political propaganda and machina-
tions by Egypt that caused the most alarm in the West. The
anti-West tone of Cairo's "Voice of the Arabs" began with the
Baghdad Pact and increased to a fever pitech in 1956. Its effect
was felt in Jordan and led to the dismissal of General Glubb as

890 mesg (London), 27 February 1956.
goThe New York Times, 10 August 1955.
91pig., 22 April & 8 July 1955.
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Commander of the Arab Legion. This caused shock and surprise
in the U.S. State Department where the entire affair was blamed
on Nasser.gz Egypt's military attaches began subversive acti-
vities against other Arab governments who became increasingly
alarmed over Nasser's intentions.g3 Nasser's speech of 16 Jan-
uary 1956 in Cairo declaring that his regime intended to estab-
lish Egypt as the “leading Arab power and keystone of Arab Unity"
did nothing to alleviate Arab or Western leaders' rears.94 At
the same time, he extended his propaganda to the support of the
nationalists who were righting British Colonial rule in Africa.
This, of course, had an unsettling effect upon Britain.95
lean'hile, United States officials were becoming inc-
reasingly worried about the anti-West tone of Egypt's propaganda,
its identity with Soviet propaganda and, above all, the increa-
sing violence of the broadcasts from Radio Cairo. While Secre-
tary Dulles did not feel that Egypt was accepting “anything lLike
vessalage to the Soviet U‘n:l.on,"96 he summed up America's posi-
tion as: "To the extent that he (Nasser) is the spokesman for
Egyptian independence (author's underlining), we have sympathy
with his point of view; but to the extent that he takes setion

which seems to promote the interests of the Soviet Union and

921pi4., 3 March 1956.

9’Ihoelook, op.eit., p. 232,

I47ne New York Times, 18 January 19%56.

91bid., 2 Mareh 1956.

98press Conterence, 3 April 1956 (Ibid., 4 April 1956).
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Communist China, we do not look with favor upon such action."g7

Nasser, however, not without some justification, felt
that his actions were merely detensive. "It is the West which
launches against us propaganda as well as political, economic
and cold war campaigns. . . there are nine secret broadcasting
stations which are hostile to us. . . they attack the Arabs'
aspirations and their legitimate right to have a nationalist
policy emanating from their genuine desires. They attack me
because 1 advocate this policy. It was our duty to detend
ourselves against these attacks and to tell our peoples the
truth.“98 Nasser further stated, "Egypt is rorming her policy
by herself and by her own will."99

Nasser's protestations of independence and true neutra-
lism might have been meant to soothe the tears of the West, but
the West was not to be calmed. Nasser proclaimed friendship
for the West in private interviews, but publiecly conducted

t.100 Western leaders didn't

heavy propaganda against the vwes
know which side of President Nasser to believe. They still
wanted to do business with Egypt but as Prime Minister Eden
stated, "If Egypt wants good relations with the Western Powers,

these could be got, but not at any price."101 All hope of

Ipress Conference, 22 May 1956 (Ibid., 23 May 1956).

98Interview of Gamal Abdel Nasser with the Columbia Broad-
casting System of New York, 7 April 1958 (Nasser's Speeches
and Press Interviews).

The New York Times, 16 April 1956.
1001p54,, 26 March 1956.
1013 peg (London), 8 March 1956.
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favorable rapport between Nasser and the West, especially in
the eyes of America, disappeared when on 16 May 1956, Egypt
suddenly proclaimed its formal recognition of Communist China]02
This, to Secretary Dulles, was the last straw; Nasser had to
be curtailed. The means to do so were at hand in the form of

the Aswan Dgm loan negotiations.

ASWAN HIGH DAM

The Aswan High Dam scheme ranked high in the minds of
the revolutionary regime in Egypt. It was a scheme which would
greatly benefit Egypt and one of such magnitude as to be worthy
of the new "revolution"”. The High Dam would cost approximately
1.3 billion dollars, take 10-15 years to complete; it would add
2 million cultivable acres to the existing 7 million acres, plus
producing 4.3 billion kilowatt hours a.nmzally.m3

The first mention of possible U.S. involvement in the
project came in a letter to President Eisenhower from the Egyp-
tian President Mohammed Neguib, expressing the hope that the
United States would help build a gigantic high dam at Aswan. O%

Financing a project of such grand scale was a major
problem, and Egypt turned tor help to the International Bank

tor Reconstruction and Development (World Bank). On 1 May 1955,

102p6 New York Times, 31 May 1956.

1°5Por a complete discussion of the technical, economic,
and internal political aspects of the High Dam, see Wheelock,

op.cit., C. VII.
The New York Times, 14 February 1954.



- 46 =

the World Bank announced that it was sending a group to study
the project on the spot.105 The study was conducted and slowly
a plan began to take shape, but the Egyptians felt that the for-
malities of financing were taking too long.

In October 1995, strong rumors were circulated to the
etfect that Russia was interested in rinancing the dam. Accor-
ding to Hassan Ibrahim, Egyptian Minister of Production, Russia
had made a direct offer to President Nasser.106 The Russian
Ambassador Solod did not deny the story, but merely said that
Russia would send the Arab countries any type of mission they
wanted.1o7 A few days later, Dr. Ahmed Hussein, Egyptian Ambas-
sador to the United States, personally told Secretary Dulles
that Russia had made & firm bid to help with the dam, but that
Egypt would prefer the assistance of the United States and the
World Bank. He went on to say in effect that the Soviet arms
deal had been a oneshot affair and that American-Egyptian dif-
ficulties were just a big misunderstanding; if America helped
Egypt with the great project, everything would be all right.108

Egypt, it seems, came to the conclusion that the best
way to deal with the West was to threaten to deal with the So-
viets; American reaction to the Czech arms deal very likely set

the precedent and established the conviction of the validity of

105114 y 2 May 1955.

1061bid., 14 October 1955.
1°7Ibid|, 12 Qctober 1955.
108Ibid,, 18 October 1955.
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this conclusion. On 22 October, two experts from the World

Bank arrived in Cairo to discuss the High Dam; as if to spur
their progress, an Egyptian official announced that it would

be difficult to reject the Soviet offer in the event the West
did not provide the loan.m9 The threat of a Soviet loan com-
ing so shortly after the Soviet arms deal began to have its
effect; even the London "Times"™ recommended that the West should
make the loan and guarantee the success of the project in order

to keep the Soviet Union from becoming further entrenched in

Egypt. 110

Despite some skepticism by U.S. officials as to the
validity of the Russian offers, it was decided that America,
along with Great Britain, should participate in the financing
of the High Dam. Accordingly, Dr. Abdel Moneim El-Kaissouni,
Egyptian Minister of Finance, arrived in Washington on 21 No-
vember 1955 tor what Egypt hoped would be the final round of

11 One problem which faced the

negotiations for the loan.
State Department was the fact that it could not make a long-
term financial commitment, due to legislative limitations.
The State Department considered asking Congress for special
legislation to permit grants or long-term loans to Egypt to-
taling $200 millions over a 10-year period, to be released at

the rate of $20 millions yearly.112 This, however, would

1091bid., 23 October 1955.

11omimea (London), 2 November 1955.
111Ehe New York Times, 22 November 1955.
"21p13,, 8 December 1955.
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entail a long Congressional debate, and the possibilities of
the bill's being passed were slim.

Consequently, on 17 December 1955, the United States
and Great Britain announced that they had offered Egypt an
initial grant of $70 millions; $56 millions from the United
States and $14 millions trom Britain. ' This assistance was
to defray the foreign exchange costs of the first stage of
construction, involving cofterdams, foundation for the main
dam and seven diversion tunnels, all of which would take 4-5
years to complete. Acting Secretary of State Hoover, Jr., in
the official announcement, indicated that while no definite
long-range commitment could be made, the United States and
Great Britain "would be prepared to consider sympathetically,
in the light of then-existing circumstances, further support
toward financing the later atages".114 This guarantee by the
United States and Great Britain now made Egypt eligible tfor a
$200 millions loan from the World Bank. The final financial
arrangements should have been concluded rapidly, but instead
they lumbered to a halt.

In January 1956, the American Ambassador, Mr. Byroade,
returned to Washington tror consultations. Egypt objected to
the World Bank memorandum clause, which suggested that the Bank

exercise supervision of Egypt's economy during the approximate

131p1a., 18 December 1955.

114U.S, Department of State Bulletin, 26 December 1955.
115The New York Times, 3 January 1956.
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15 years of construction; this to Egypt was an intringement
of her sovereignty. Egypt also wanted to arbitrarily 1let
construction bids, while the Bank insisted on competitive bids
restricted to member-nations of the World Bank.115 America
decided to leave it up to the World Bank and Egypt to settle.

Nasser took the initiative and invited Mr. Black, Pre-
sident of the World Bank, to Cairo. After a week of almost
constant negotiations, Black and Nasser announced "substantial
agreement".116 This announcement spurred hope in the West and
in Egypt that negotiations would soon be completed. The opti-
mism, however, was short-lived, for it became apparent that no
real settlement had been reached and that the original obstacles
still stood. America refused to take any further action; her
position was succinetly put in March, when a U.S. official sta-
ted: "We have made an offer and that offer standa."117

In April, Nasser attempted to reapply the Soviet "le-
ver" to the U.S. position by stating in a speech that, while
the negotiations with the West had not faltered, he was keeping
the Soviet offer in mind in the event they did break down. He
admitted, however, that "the Soviet offer was very general, and,
really, we have not studied it."118 Then in June, when Soviet
Foreign Minister Dimitri Shepilov visited Cairo, the Egyptian

Government spread reports that Russia had offered to finance

161p13., 13 February 1956.

"71pigd., 17 March 1956.
M81pia,, 2 April 1956.
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the entire cost of the High Dam, supposedly offering a loan of
1.2 billion dollars tor the dam and additional money for other
industrial projects.119 Despite Shepilov's comment that the
Russian offer was only "the imagination of the press", the
Egyptian Government and press continued to insist upon its au-
thenticity.120 American reaction was to be irked by the use of
these real or imagined Russian counter-offers as a bargaining
point on the part of Egypt.121 American enthusiasm for the Aswan
project was rapidly declining.

In February 1956, just 24 hours after the Black-Nasser
announcement of "substantial agreement" on the Aswan loan, Egypt
announced a pact with Russia for a nuclear laboratory and reac-

122 In the summer of 1955, Egypt had requested these from

tor.
the United States under the "Atoms for Peace Program", and Ameri-
ca had sent a mission in October 1955. Negotiations had seemed
to be progressing normally when the Egyptian announcement of
the Russian pact was made. This was the first indication the
State Department had that Egypt d4id not want the U.S. nuclear
laboratory and reactor. To say the least, this had a disturbing
effect in the State Department.123 Then came the recognition of

Communist China at which Dulles expressed public annoyance: "It

"97pi4., 20 June 1956.
1201p44,, 24 June 1956.

121;b1d=, 2 April 1957.
122

The United Arab Republic Yearbook, June 1959 (Intorma-
tion Department, Cairo, U.A.R.), p. 30.

1230¢. The New York Times, 12 February 1956.
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was an action that we regret.“124 Within State Department cir-
cles it was more than just a matter of regret; it was a matter
of great alarm and caused the State Department to begin re-
evaluating American relations with Egypt.125
Meanwhile the High Dam loan was running into other op-
position in America. Congress was becoming generally annoyed
at Nasser's economic "blackmail" which attempted to pit Western
ofters against Soviet offers. BSenators in Congress were begin-
ning to feel pressure from the pro-Zionist groups and a Southern
lobby which feared increased cotton production in Egypt.126
There was also some behind-the-scenes influence from some Arab
leaders who feared Nasser's growing popularity.127 Dulles re-
ceived personal phone calls from influential Senators advising
against the loan, and the Senate Appropriations Committee flatly
ordered the Administration to spend no Mutual Security money on
the Aswan Da.m.128
Considering all this opposition, as well as the steady
disenchantment with Nasser within the State Department, it is
a wonder that the loan was not canceled forthwith. America, how-
ever, seemed to hold the loan open for Egypt and on 6 July, Am-

bassador Byroade assured Nasser that America would grant the

12;Ibid., 23 May 1956.

1250 o

Ibid., 9 July 1956.

1261p14,, 15 July 1956.

127Tinas (London), 23 July 1956.
128ppe New York Times, 17 July 1956.
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!

original loan despite hostility from various sources and des-
pite the lack of a Nile water agreement with the Sudan.129
On 16 July, Dr. Ahmed Hussein arrived in America "to
inform the United States Government that Egypt was accepting
Western aid to rinance the Aswan High Dam.“150 The acceptance
was just a couple of days lLate, for on 14 July, in a confiden-
tial meeting in the State Department, it was announced that
there would be no loan to Egypt for the Aswan Dam project.131
Ambassador Byroade in Egypt was never advised of the decision
and only learned of it when the Egyptians did.132
On 20 July, Dr. Hussein was summoned to the office of
Secretary Dulles and there was handed a note which flatly with-
drew the American offer; the United States Government questioned
"the ability of Egypt to devote adequate resources to assure the
project's euccess".133 Great Britain withdrew her offer the next
day, whereupon the World Bank withdrew its offer which had been
dependent on the proposed Anglo-American loan.134
According to his biographer, John Beal, Secretary Dulles
chose this public rebuff to "call Russia's hand in the game of

economic competition", and as a "demonstration to friendly

1291p14., 21 July 1956.

130yneelock, op.cit., p. 193.

1316, The New York Times, 22 August 1957.
1324, 4chison Interview, 2 February 1962.
1359ne New York Times, 21 July 1956.
154pimes (London), 25 July 1956.
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nations. . .that the United States' tolerance of nations which
felt it necessary to stay out of Western defense alliances could
not brook the kind of insult that Nasser presented in his re-
peated and accumulated unfriendly gesturea".135 Dulles himself
set forth the official reasons for the loan withdrawal in a
press conference on 2 April 1957: 1) The U.S. Senate Appropria-
tions Committee resolved that no U.S. Mutual Security Funds
could be used in the coming year for the dam; 2) The austerity
program that Egyptians would have to bear in order to pay this
cost might result in Egyptian popular antagonism to the "foreign
lenders"; 3) Egypt had been developing ever closer ties with the
Soviet Bloc countries and had recognized Red China; and "in that
way the Egyptians, in a sense forced upon us an issue to which I
think there was only one proper response: that issue was; do
nations which play both sides get better treatment than nations
which are stalwart and work with us? That question was posed by
the manner in which the Egyptians presented their final request
to us. . .under all the circumstances I think there was no doubt
as to the propriety of the answer given." He further considered
the note courteous and correct.136
Whatever Mr, Dulles' reasons, and whether tle note was
courteous or not, it was quite clear that a rebuff was intended.
If Dulles had desired, he could have delayed, pointing out obs-
tacles still to be surmounted and finally pigeonholing it in

13550nn R. Beal, John Foster Dullos - A Biography (New
York: Harper & Bros., sy DPP. -59.

1356pne New York Times, 3 April 1957.
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accordance with acceptable diplomatic procedures.

A change in American policy toward Egypt had now taken
place. It appears that America had decided on a correct but
minimum level of diplomatic relations; aid programs already in
eftect were continued, but no new programs were started.137 The
transfer of Ambassador Byroade, who was considered by the State
Department to be pro-Nasser, was the visible sign of this change
in American policy.138

In Egypt, Nasser was incensed by the blow to his perso-
nal prestige and to the economic soundness of Egypt.139 The
Egyptian people were dismayed and felt that the United States
was not concerned with their problems, as they had hoped, but
was using Egypt as a tool in the cold war against the Soviets
without regard for Egyptian welfare.14o Even other Arab count-
ries expressed anger and shock at the withdrawal: +the Arab news-
papers called it "a hostile action to all Arabs"; "a miserable
decision"; "a stab in the back". 141

Despite eleventh-hour pressure by the Egyptian press

indicating that Russia would now step in and finance the project,

137Press Interview of Gamal Abdel Nasser with American Edi-
tors and Commentators on 27 January 1958 (Nasser's Speeches and
Press Interviews).

Times (London), 23 July 1956.

1391merican Editors' Press Interview with Nasser, 27 Jan-
uary 1958.

14011'1:1010 by Jameson G. Campaign, Indianapolis Star, 30
April 1957.

141T1mes (London), 23 July 1956.
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Russia bluntly denied having made any offer to finam e the

da.m.142 With all hope of assistance gone, Nasser, in a public
speech on 24 July, made a violent attack on the United States
and promised to finance the dam without Western assistance.m3
Having made his declaration, he struck out against the last
symbol of Western Imperialism left in Egypt and the one thing

which could provide tle revenue that he needed - The Sueg Canal.

142The New York Times, 22 July 1956.
451pia., 25 July 1956.



CHAPTER II1

THE EXPLOSION

JULY 1956 - NOVEMBER 1956

The Aswan loan withdrawal marked the turning point
in American-Egyptian relations. The next five months would
stretch American-Egyptian relations almost to the breaking
point, and then, paradoxically, provide a possible basis

for reconciliation.
NATIONALIZATION OF THE SUEZ CANAL

On 26 July 1956, in a speech which reviewed all of
Egypt's grievances against the West, Nasser announced the
nationalization of the Universal Maritime Suez Canal Company,
and declared, "Henceforth there will be no sovereignty in
this country except in the hands of the people of Egypt. At
this very moment, Egyptians are taking over the management
of the Suez Canal Company.'1 The Nationalization Law trans-
ferred all assets, rights and obligations of the company to
the nation, provided compensation to all stockholders and

holders of founder shares, and froze the funds of the company

1For text of speech, see Suez Canal (A Documentary Study)
(New Delhi: Lok Sabh Secretariat, pp. 15-23; U.S. Dep-

iat, 1956),
artment of State, The Suez cgg%% Problem, Julg 26 - September
22E 1%36, Department o ate cation ashington:
’ 6): pp. 25=32.
- 56 -
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in Egypt and abroad. It also provided for the continued emp-
loyment of all company employees, and contained sanctions of
imprisonment and fine against employees quitting their work
without permission of the government.2
A wave of enthusiasm swept Egypt. The other Arab
States, whatever their real feelings, applauded Nasser's ac-

3 In the West, the reaction was one of dismay. America

tion.
had not anticipated Nasser's seizure of the Suez Canal, and
the reaction in official circles was one of shock,4 although
it was a predictable action in light of Egypt's history. Bri-
tain and France immediately contended that Nasser's action was
illegal and deséribed him as a "would-be dictator who imitated
Hitler".” Action on the part of Great Britain and France was
swift. America stated that she thought the "seizure" carried
"far-reaching implications" and was "consulting urgently with
the other governments concerned".6

Britain and France immediately froze all of Egypt's
agssets in the two countries. The United States, in order to
present a solid Western front against Egypt, followed suit on
31 July and froze the Egyptian Government assets of approxi-

mately $41 millions in .Lmerica.7 Britain and France suggested

2For text of Nationalization Decree, see Annex D.

3R.I.I.A., The Middle East: A Political and BEconomic
Survey (3rd ed.; London: 3 y Pe 204.

The New York Times, 3 April 1957.

Ibid., 31 July 1956.

U.S. Dept. of State, The Suez Canal Problem, p. 52.
Tone New York Times, 1 August 1956.
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a Big-Three meeting immediately to decide what further action
to take. Dulles, who was in Peru at the time, declined to
attend but sent Deputy Assistant Secretary of State Murphy to
the meeting on 28 July in London.8 There, it became quite
apparent that Britain and France were intending to use force
to solve what they considered to pe a grave situation. On
¢7 July, Britain and France had sent a note to Egypt, pro-
testing the nationalization of the Canal. Nasser promptly
rejected it.9 On 50 July, Prime Minister Eden told the House
of Commons that Britain was strengthening ner military forces
in the eastern Mediterranean as a "precautionary measure". He
insisted that the Canal must be under international control.10
When Murphy made it clear to washington that Britain
and France were serious about the use of rorce, Mr. Dulles
immediately lert Washington for London, and, while in 1light,
dratted the document that was later issued as a jJoint statement

1

by the three governments. Dulles was able to convince Eden

and Pineau to adopt a sotrter line of action, although the French
were not happy about the prospect.12
The hurried trip of Dulles to London represented Ame-

rica's sudden and grave concern over the developing implications

8y.5. Department of State Bulletin, 6 August 1956.

Ivimes (London), 28 July 1956.
01p34., 31 July 1956.

"jonn R, Beal, John Foster Dulles - A Biography (New York:
Harper & Bros., 1957), p. .

12The New York Times, 5 August 1956.
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of the nationalization of the Canal. America's concern was
not so much with Egypt as with the intended actions of her
allies, Britain and France. These two powers were determined
to use torce to protect their "interests" in the lliddle East
just as soon as sufticient military preparations could be com-
pleted.13 They felt that negotiations would mean only "confe-
rences and resolutions, but no action“.14 Dulles supposedly
told Eden and Pineau that America did not exclude the use of
force as a final solution, but that first there had to be
genuine efforts to reach a settlement by negotiation.15 He
felt that Nasser could be made to yield through moral and
economic pressﬁre. America's basic policy was to substitute
negotiation for force. This would be the underiying motive
in all American proposals for a solution.

It should not be assumed, however, that America was
willing to negotiate on Nasser's terms, or to give him an easy
victory. Nasser had performed an act of which America did not
approve, especially in view of his anti-Western record up to
this point. America felt that somehow Nasser must be made to
pay for his action, but not through military force, which
might lead to a world conflagration. Also, Dulles could not
bring himself to believe that Nasser's move was anything but

a selfish maneuver to "promote the political and economic

Ber, sir Anthony Eden, Memoirs - Full Circle (London:
Cassel & Company, Ltd., 1960), p. 4

Y1pia,, p. 432,
S1pid., p. 438.
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ambitions of Egypt". He further considered that "to permit
this to go unchallanged would be to encourage a breakdown of
the international rabric upon which the security and well-
being of all people depends“.16

While America was not willing to side with Egypt, she
telt that she could not side comple tely with Britain and
France. Both countries were turious with Nasser and quite
ready and willing to use force.17 The United States would
now attempt to tind a compromise solution and use what infliu-
ence she had to get both sides to accept a peaceful settlement!8
This principle was consistently followed, though this was not
always clear to the outside observer. Dulles' numerous pro-
nouncements, evidently made to simultaneously apply pressure
on Nasser and to prevent a breach in U.S. relations with Bri-
tain and France, created the appearance of a vacillating policy.
This was to cause despair and miscalculation on the part of
British and French leaders. American eftorts for a solution
were further complicated by the fact that it was a general
election year in the United States, and all politicians were
subject to the influence of various electoral groups.

The mein handicap, however, to American efforts towards

an acceptable solution was, as Tom Little records, the fact

163&&10-1.7. Address by Secretary Dulles, 3 August 1956
(U.8. Dept. of State, The Suez Canal Problem, pp. 37-42).

17Tha New York Times, 9 August 1956.

1BNewa Conference of President Eisenhower, 8 August 1956
(U.8. Dept. of State, The Suez Canal Problem, p. 45).
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that "from the nationalization to the rupture of diplomatic
relations there was virtually no diplomatic activity between
Egypt and Britain and France in Cairo - The two sides were
enemies seeking victory, not settlement”.19

Before going further, it might be well to note some
of the substances of the crisis that developed from the natio-
nalization of the Canal.

Many pages have been written on the legality of Nas-
gser's move, and one may find arguments to support either
position. A discussion of this legality is outside the scope
of this work. It suffices here to say that the majority of
opinion seems to be on the side of Egypt; legal precedent gave
complete backing to Nasser's action.20 In short, Nasser did
not violate any international agreement or treaty.21 He did
expropriate an Egyptian Concessionary Company. He did not
threaten or infer any stoppage of traffic through the Canalj;
until he halted or interfered with Canal traffic, there was
no violation of the 1888 Convention.22 In the final analysis,
the West wanted to change the status of the Canal because Egypt

wae now a fully sovereign and strongly nationalistic country

970m Little, Egypt (London: Ernest Bemn, Ltd.,1958), p.288.

2°The New York Times, 11 August 1956; Times (London), 28
July 1956; "Legal Aspects of the Suez Crisis™, The World Today,
May 1957. For Concessions granted to the Universal Waritime
Suegz Canal Company, see A.T. Wilson, The Suez Canal (London:
OUP, 1933), Appendices 1 through 4.

21John 8. Badeau, "What Suez Means to Egypt", Foreign Policy
Bulletin, 1 November 1956, pp. 25-26.

For text of convention see annex E.
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under the control of a military leader apparently antagonistic
to the West and friendly to the Soviet Bloe. The whole Suez
dispute boiled down to one simple fact - the West did not trust
Nasser.

To Europe, the Suez Canal was its lifeline. Each year
nearly 67 million tons of oil passed through the Canal to sup-
ply Europe with the fuel needed to maintain its industrialized
economy.23 The British Foreign Secretary stated that British
dependency on the Canal was so great that it affected the "na-
tional status of livelihood, jobs, standard of living and posi-
tion in the world“.24 Europe, especially Britain and France,
was uneasy about Egypt's running the Suez Canal for several
reasons. First, it was assumed that Egypt lacked the experience
and the money to operate the Canal;25 the Canal operation would
soon deteriorate and shipping would slow, if not completely
halt.26 A second fear was that Nasser might cut oft the tratfic
of the Canal in a fit of anger at the West or as a means of pre-
ssuring the West in some future situation.27 Finally, it was
teared that Egypt might raise the toll charges of the Canal and

effect economic hardship on the West through this medium.28 To

25R.1.1.A., op.cit., p. 204.
245 mesg (London), 12 September 1956.
251pig.
2sThe New York Times, 4 August 1956.
:;Ibid,, 2 April 1957.

Ibid.,, 11 August 1956.
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eclaim that these fears were premature and unfounded would be
unrealistic, for they were real possibilities at the time;
Nasser had shown himself to be a man of whim and reaction,
quite capable of doing what was feared.

Though there would be tew economic repercussions for
the United States itself, she too was alarmed about the pos-
sible etrtfect upon Europe. As Senator Humphrey stated, "What

affects western Europe affects the United states”.zg

ATTEMPTS AT SETTLEMENT

As a result of American effort, Great Britain, France
and the United states issued a statement on 2 August 1956 which
called ror a conterence of User States to meet in London on 16
August. The three Powers considered the situation serious, and
Nasser's action illegal, since, according to them, the Suez
Canal was an international agency, and Egypt's avowed purpose
in its nationalization was primarily to serve her national
interest, thereby threatening the freedom and security of the
Canal as guaranteed by the Convention of 1888. The purpose of
the conterence was to estaplish an international system to as-
sure operation of the Canal, while recognizing the legitimate
rights of Egypt.30

2Jupoward A Unitied Policy in the Middle East“, Remarks
by Senator Hubert H. Humphrey tor the Conference on Middle East
Development, sponsored by the Middle East Institute, 1 February
1958 (Mimeographed).

30y.5. Dept. of State, The Suez Canal Problem, pp. 54-36.
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In bringing about this call for a conterence, Dulles
had decided not to allow the Canal dispute to go to the United
Nations, as he telt certain that the British and French resol-
ution would be so worded as to bring about a Soviet veto; Bri-
tain and France would then most probably resort to force, their
attempt at peaceful settlement having failed.31 Dulles refrained
from committing America to support Britain and France in any
detinite further action if the conference of User States failed
in its purpose.32

In answer to the Big-Three invitation for a 24-nation
conference, 22 nations agreed to participate; only Egypt and
Greece refused to attend. The conference was held from 16 to
23 August, and 18 of the nations finally approved a modified
version of a resolution submitted by Dulles.33 This resolution
would have created a Suez Canal Board to provide international
operation of the Canal (thereby guaranteeing freedom of naviga-
tion), and to effect cooperation between Egypt and the User
Nations. The conference further agreed that Prime Minister
Menzies of Australia should lead a 5-man delegation to Cairo
to present to President Nasser the proposals agreed upon by the

18 User Nations. The delegation, however, was given no latitude

3101‘ Eden, op.cit s
. . «y Pe. 434; E,B. Childers, The Road to
Suez (London: ﬁacEIBEon’& Kee, 1§62), p. 211. ’

32Gouncil on Poreign Relations, Documents on American
Foreign Relatio 1956 (New York: Harper & Bros.,1957), P.299.

For transcript of 22-Nation Conference in London, 16-23
August 1956, see U.S. Dept. of State, The Suez Canal Problem,pp.

55-294.
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tfor negotiation.’4 They visited Cairo from 3 to 9 September,

but failed to reach agreement with President Naaser.j5
On 12 August, when rejecting the invitation to the

London Conference, Nasser had proposed a conference to recon-

56 On 3 September, Nasser stated

gsider the 1888 Convention.
to the 18-Nation delegation that he could not accept any solu-
tion that infringed upon Egyptian sovereignty, thereby rejec-
ting the London prOpOBalB.37 Menzies argued that only by the
acceptance of the proposals could the Canal be insulated from
national politice.38 Nasser replied that the insulation of
the Canal from the politics of any one nation could best be
achieved by the reaffirmation of the 1888 Convention. He re-
stated Egypt's policy on the Suez Canal as being: the freedom
and safety of navigation in the Canal; the development of the
Canal to meet the future navigational requirements; the estab-
lishment of just and equitable tolls and charges; and technical
effioiency.39
The West retused to consider Egypt's proposal to settle
the matter by reviewing and re-signing the 1888 Convention.
Britain and France only telt increased hostility toward Nasser

when he rejected the London proposals, and they continued their

541bid.
35!he New York Times, 11 September 1956.

36y.5. Dept. of State, The Suez Canal Problem, p. 51.
3Trimes (London), 4 September 1956.

3BCOuncil on Foreign Relations, Documents 1956, p. 311.
399he New York Times, 11 September 1956.
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military preparations in Cyprus and Malta while maintaining
their economic blockade of Egypt. British and French leaders
maintained that international control of the Canal was the
only solution, and they reserved the right to use military
action as a last resort to solve the problem.4o America inc-
reased her unilateral action against Egypt, hoping to force
her to compromise. American action included: freezing the
Egyptian Government assets in the United States; suspending
all aid programs to Egypt; discouraging U.S. tourists from
visiting Egypt; and making it difficult for Egyptian business-
men to get export licenses for machinery and strategic mater-
ials.41 These measures hurt Egypt, but failed to break her
resistance; she merely turned more and more to the Soviet
Bloc.42

While spending a week-end at his Duck Island retreat,
Dulles conceived the idea of the "Suez Canal Users Association”
which he then proposed to Prime Minister Eden.43 On 12 Septem-
ber, Eden, in the British House of Commons, outlined the SCUA
as follows:

"This users association will be provisional in
character. . .it will employ pilots, will undertake

responsibility for co-ordination of traffie through
the Canal, and, in general, will act as a voluntary

4OLQLQ=, 23 September 1956.
411big., 17 March 1957.

42Press Interview of Gamal Abdel Nasser with American
Bditors and Commentators, 27 January 1958 (Nasser's Speeches
and Press Iq#erviewa).

Beal, op.cit., p. 267; Eden, op.cit., p. 461.
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association for the exercise of the rights of Suesz
Canal users. . .The kgyptian authorities will be re-
quested to co-operate in maintaining the maximum flow
of traffic through the Canal. It is contemplated
that Egypt shall receive appropriate payment from

the association in respect of the facilities provided
by her. But the transit dues will be payed to the
users' association and not to the kgyptian Autho-
rity. . .But I must meke it clear that if the Egyp-
tian Government should seek to intertere. . .with

the operations of the association, or reruse to ex-
tend to it the essential minimum of co-operation,
then that Government will once more be in breach of
the Convention of 1888. . .Her Majesty's Government
would be free to take turther steps. . .as seem to

be required. . .either through the United Nations or
by other means, tor the assertion of their rights."44

A second London conterence was held, and on 21 Septem-

45 subseribed to

ber, the United States, and 14 other nations,
the "Declaration Providing for the Establishment of the Suez
Canal Users Aseociation“.46 The SCUA was weakened by leaving
the member nations to decide independently on their respective
policies for implementation. The members were not even com-
pelled to pay tolls to the Association. Further, the success

of the SCUA depended on the cooperation of Egypt, as Mr. Dulles
made it clear that U.S. ships would not be permitted "to shoot
their way through tle Ganal'.47 Cooperation was not forthcoming
from Egypt, and it was soon apparent that the SCUA was a comp-

lete failure. It appears that the U.S. objective in the SCUA

44y,5. Dept. of State, The Suez Canal Problem, pp. 333-334.

4350t the original 18 nations, all but Iran, Pakistan and
Ethiopia joined the SCUA (Time magazine, 1 October 1956, p.21).

4Gror text, see U.S. Dept. of State, The Suez Canal Problem,
pp. 365-366.

47Tne New York Times, 18 September 1956.
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was not to precipitate the issue, but rather to avoia and delay
the matter.48 To Britain and France it appeared to be a step-
ping stone to fresh compromises.49
As it became clear that no solution would result from
the SCUA, Britain and France, on 23 Septemver, requested the
U.N. Security Council to consider the situation created by the
nationaiization of the Uanai.so The time seemed travorable for
a settlement. Despite British and French claims that Egypt
could not operate the Canal, especially with the resignation
of most of the Canal Company's pilots on 15 September,51 traf-
fic continued to flow ncrmally at the average rate of 250
ships a week without the slightest incident. Nasser did not
even insist on having the toll charges paid to the Egyptian
Canal Administration. These facts calmed the anxiety of the
maritime nations to the point of their urging Britain and
France to reach an agreement with Egypt. Nasser, at the same
time, was being pressed by the other Arab States and India to
come to a compromise and settle the Canal dispute.52
The United Nations' deliberations began with secret

negotiations between the Foreign Ministers of Britain, France

48Dulles seems to have proposed the SCUA for the primary
purpose of keeping Britain and France from the U.N.,, where a
final vote would probably be unfavorable for them (Childers,

op.cit., p. 222).
7Smhe New York Times, 26 November 1956; Eden, op.cit.,
p. 4 .

50phe New York Times, 24 September 1956.
511pid., 23 September 1956.
521pi3., 25 September 1956.
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and Egypt in New York under the auspices of the Secretary-
General of the United Nations.53 From these meetings came

gix principles for a settlement: 1) free transit through

the Canal without discrimination; 2) recognition of Egypt's
sovereignty; 3) insulation of the Canal trom the politics

of any country; 4) manner of fixing toll charges to be deci-
ded by Egypt and Users; 5) fair proportion of dues allotted

to development; and 6) settlement of disputes by arbitration§4
When Britain and France put these six principles before the
Security Counecil in a U.N. resolution on 13 October, they ad-
ded a second part which called for international control of
the Canal by pfoposing that Egypt accept the SCUA.55 The six
prineciples were unanimously accepted, but the attached proposal
was vetoed by Russia.

Each side now waited for the other to make the next
move. On 19 October, the Secretary-General proposed, without
success, that discussions be resumed in Geneva on 29 October.56
Each side continued to wait, and British and French officials

refused to state that they would not use torce as a final

reaort.57

53ggyptian Gazette, 4 October 1956.

94y.5. Department of State, United States Policy in the
Middle East: Seetember 1956 ~ June ;352, ﬁep%. of S%afe Pub-
cation ashington: ’ y P 120.
>51vid., pp. 116=120.

56
The New York Times, 20 October 1956; Eden, op.cit.
pp. 509-570. ’ ' ' )

STggyptian Gagette, 14 October 1956.
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Throughout these discussions America had continued to
support Anglo-French policy in all things short of actual
military action. Dulles' words, however, appear to have had
a somewhat dual effect on Britain and France. When, in his
press conferences, he made statements such as, “There has been
some difterence in our approach to this problem of the Suez
Canal“,58 it probably appeared to Britain and France that
America was deserting them and that they could not expect any
real assistance in making Nasser yield. But then, when Dulles
turned around and said, “There has been world-wide resentment
against using torce to right this situation - that is natural
and proper - but those who are concerned about peace ought to
be equally concernea about ,]ustice“,59 it probably appeared
to Britain and France that the Unitea States would not strongly
oppose their actions if they decided to use force. American
policy was being confused through ampiguous statements by the
Secretary of State, and, possibly, by the wishiul tninking of
British and French leaders. In what appears to have been final
deaperation,so France, with at least the passive consent of
Great Britain, turned to Israel to precipitate a rapid and

satisfactory solution.61

58Newa Conterence, 2 October 1956 SU.S. Dept. of State,
U.S., Policy in the Middle East, p. 103).
Address at Williams College, 6 October 1956 (Ibid., p.108).

Gocf. Eden’ OE.Oit., ppc 505-506-

61For e complete and up-to-date discussion of the British-
French-Israeli collusion on the Suez War, see Childers, op.cit.,
c. XI.
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SUEZ WAR

Tension alonq the Egyptian-Israeli border had steadily
increased since the Israeli attack on Gaza in 1955. Both sides
were conducting organized raids into the other's territor‘y.62
Israel now saw an opportunity to force a showdown with Egypt.

On 29 October, Israeli parachutists landed deep in
Sinai, while her army units crossed the truce 1:i.ne.63 The
first Israeli communiqué had named the Suez Canal as the objec-
tive of the Israeli Army, but subsequent announcements limited
the military objective to the destruction of the Egyptian
Fedayeen basea.64 It was quite apparent, though, that this
was not a regular retaliatory raid on the part of Israel, but
something that approached a full-scale military operation.

On 30 October, M. Mollet and M. Pineau of France ar-
rived in London, and later that day, Britain and Prance issued
a joint ultimatum to Israel and Egypt. Britain and France
demanded that both belligerents cease all military actions and
withdraw their forces to a distance of 10 miles from the Suez
Canal (Israel's advance unit was still 30 miles from the Canal).
Additionally, Egypt was asked to allow British and French troops
to "temporarily"” occupy the Canal Zone in order to separate the
belligerents and guarantee freedom of navigation +through the

szlnnorandu- Report on Egyptian-Israeli Tensions, American
Friends of the Middle East, Cairo: 26 January 1957 (ﬁnpublished).

5319. New York Times, 30 October 1956.
64101d4., 31 October 1956.

-

Canal. Egypt and Israel had 12 hours in which to answer. If
one or both parties did not agree, then British and French
forces would intervene to insure compliance.65
Regardless of Egypt's reply, Britain and France were
determined to occupy the Canal Zone. Israel accepted the ulti-
matum, but Nasser flatly rejected it, stating that it "ecan
under no circumstances be accepted, and that it constitutes an
aggression against the rights of Egypt and her dignity, and is
a flagrant violation of the United Nations Charter".®® The
next day, 31 October, British and French planes began the syste-
matic bombing of Egyptian airfields and other targets, some
civilian. Between 1 and 5 November, British and French aircraft
continued to bomb and strate Egyptian targets, and to assist
Israeli ground forces in Sinat. Nasser retaliated by ordering
ships sunk in the Suez Canal, thereby blocking all traffic.
Finally on 5 November, British and French forces invaded Port
Said, causing neavy casualties among the populace and severe
damage to the ecity. The Anglo-French forces prepared to move
south along the Canal, but a cease-fire was declared at midnight
of 6 November through the eftrorts of the United Nations. The
shooting in Egypt was over, ending in dismal failure for France
and Britain.

When first reports of the Israeli mobilization reached

65y.5. Dept. of State, U.5. Policy in the Middle East,
p. 139.

6654yptian Gagette, 31 October 1956.
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Washington, President Eisenhower sent a personal message to
Prime Minister Ben Gurion "expressing my grave concern and
renewing a previous recommendation that no tforcible initiative
be taken which would endanger the peace".67 On 28 October,
President Eisenhower wrote to Ben Gurion again, applying strong
pressure on Israel not to act.68 The same day he called 1or a
meeting of the signatories of the 1950 Tripartite Declaration
to discuss the matter. Israel claimed that the Arabs were get-
ting ready to attack, but in reality Israel was the only country
1in the Middle East preparing tor a military operation.69
The Tripartite committee met on the aay of the Israeli
attack, but France and Britein refused to take any action under
the agreement. America immediately asked for a meeting of the
Security Council.70 At almost the same hour as the French and
British were delivering their ultimatum to Egypt and Israel, the
security Council began aebating the U.S. resolution for a cessa-
tion of hostilities and the return of Israeli forces to their
T1

own borders. The resolution was vetoed by Britain and France.

On 31 October, President Eisenhower addressed the nation on the

67'illiam R. Polk, "A Decade of Discovery: America in the

Middle East", St. Anthony's Papers, No. II, (London: Chatto
& Windus, 19617, p. 68.

8U.5. Department of State Bulletin, 5 November 1956.

690abvle from Hutchison, AFME, Cairo to AMIDEAST, New York,
28 October 1956.

70y.s. Dept. of State, U.S. Policy in the Middle East,
pp. 137-138.

71&he New York Times, 31 October 1956.
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events in Hungary and Egypt. In his address, he summed up the
American position when he said:

"The United States was not consulted in any way
about any phase of these actions. Nor were we informed
of them in advance. . .we believe these actions to
have been taken in error. . .The actions taken can
scarcely be reconciled with the principles and pur-
poses of the United Nations to which we have all
subscribed. And beyond this, we are forced to doubt
even if resort to war will for long serve the perma-
ment interests of the attacking nations. . . There
can be no peace - without lLaw. And there can be no
law - if we were to invoke one code of international
conduct for those who oppose us and another for our
friends."72

On 1 November, the United States brought the matter
betore the U.N. General Assembly where no veto operated. The
General Assembiy adopted the U.S. resolution calling for an
immediate cease-tfire and withdrawal of all tr00p5.7j But on
3 November, the three attacking nations rejected the resolu-
tion.74 As a result of this rejection, diplomatic activities
hit a fever pitch.

Negotiations were conducted by the Secretary-General
with Egypt and Israel. On 4 November, Russia delivered a note
of protest to Great Britain, placing the responsibility for the
possible consequences of the Suez War upon the governments of
Britain and France. In the United Nations, the United States
supported a resolution for the creation of the United Nations

75

Emergency Force. On 5 November, Soviet Foreign Minister

72y,3, Dept. of State, U.S.Policy in the Middle East,
pp. 148-151.

731b1d., ppo 157-1580

T4The New York Times, 4 November 1956.

75U.8. Dept. of State, U.S. Policy in the Middle East,
pp. 175=176.
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Shepilov sent a cable to the United WNations offering "“the air
and naval forces necessary to derend Egypt and repulse the ag-
gressors".76 Simultaneously, Eisenhower received a note from
Soviet Premier Bulganin, proposing "joint and immediate use"
of the two nations' armed forces to end the aggression by Bri-
tain, France and Israel.77 At the same time, Britain, France
and Israel received Soviet notes threatening the use of force
if hostilities were not ended.78
On the same day, the white House issued a statement,
rejecting the Soviet proposal, saying that "neither Soviet nor
any other military forces should now enter the Middle East area
except under United Nations mandate. . .The introduction of new
forces under the circumstances would violate the United Nations
Charter, and it would be the duty of all United Nations members,
incluaing the United States, to oppose any such erfort".79
America had rejected the Soviet offer, but more important was
the fact that she retused to side with her NATO allies when
they were threatened by Russia. In the eyes of the Egyptian
people, this was a show of real concern ror their weliare. They
had given America credit when she sided with Egypt against Bri-

tain, France and Israel, but when she still refused to side with

the three attacking nations after they had veen threatened by

T61pid., pp. 178-180.
T1pia., pp. 180-181.
"81vid., pp. 183-188.
M91pid., p. 182.
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Russia, American prestige went to an all-time high in Egypt.so
It was not to remein so for long, as shall be shown in the
next chapter.

American policy toward Egypt remained as before the
Suez dispute, despite ner intervention on behalf of Egypt.
Throughout the disyute, the United States maintained a correct
but minimum level of diplomatic contasct with Egypt. To support
her aliies and to pressure Nasser into a compromise, America
exerted every economic pressure against Egypt. At the same
time, America was sympathetic to Britain and France, but they
were angered by America's vacillating policy.81 The United
States desired a peacerul solution but was not in a hurry, nor
did she think a solution had to be only on French and British
terms. British and French action, in collusion with Israel, to
bring about the overthrow of Naaaeraz put the United States in
an embarrassing position, especially in light of NATO and the
1950 Tripartite Declaration. During the dispute American poliey
had been vague and weak, but once the Suez War began, America
took a strong and firm position that left no doubt as to what
her policy was or what her actions would be in order to preserve
peace.

The Suez War was at an end, having failed to achieve
its purpose. Nasser's position had only been strengtﬁened, and

8OE.H. Hutchison, Director of American Friends ot the Mid-
ale East, Cairo, in a personal interview on 2 February 1962.

459 81!he New York Times, 2 April 1957; Eden, op.cit., pp. 458-

sztna New E%rt Times, 9 November 1956 & 17 March 1957;
Childara’ gn.c .9 ppo 207"'211.
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the world situation complicated. There was still the problem
of effeeting a withdrawal of British, French and Israeli forces
from Egypt. The Suez Canal, which Britain and France were
supposedly trying to keep open, had to be cleared of ships
sunk by Egypt. America had to re-assess her ties with her
traditional allies and her policies toward Israel and Egypt.
The shooting had stopped, but now came the most difricult part
- seeing what could be salvaged from the aftermath of war.



CHAPTER Iv

THE AFTERMATH
NOVEMBER 1956 - FEBRUARY 1958

The United States now bent her efforts toward the with-
drawal of troops from Egypt, and the settlement of the status
of the Canal. She sought to bring her allies once more into
the "respectability" of Western nations, and to fill the poli-
tical vacuum created by their actions. The United States was
poised on the edge of opportunity in the Middle East - the ef-
fecting of a true modus operandi with Egypt and the Arab World
which would have resulted in firm friendship for America. The
United States tailed to capitalize on this moment in history,
because of her continued misjudgement of Arab Nationalism and

her hardheaded, counter-Soviet preoccupation.

WITHDRAWAL OF FORCES FROM EGYPT

On 2 and 7 November 1956, the United Nations passed
resolutions calling upon Britain, France and Israel to with-
draw their forces from Egyptian territory.1 In a resolution

on 5 November, the United Nations established a United Nations

1Por resolutions, see U.S. Department of State, United

States Policy in the Middle East: September 1956 - June $
Department o¥ State Publication 6505 !'aaﬁlng%on: GPO, ;g?;;,

- 78 &
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Emergency Force (UNEF) to "secure and supervise the cessation
of hostilities".2 The passage of the resolutions was rather
simple; effectively implementing them was quite a aifferent
matter.

The Secretary-General of the United Nations worked out
an agreement with Egypt on the basic points concerning the pre-
sence and functioning of the UNEF in Egypt.3 The first troops
of the UNEF began to arrive in Abu Soueir, the Egyptian staging
area, on 15 Hovember.4 Despite these United Nations etforts,
the quiet pressure of the United States, and the constant de-
mands of the Egyptian Government, Anglo-French torces made no
move to withdraw. The ofticial reason they gave was that the
UNEF was still in the process of being built up and was not in
a position to carry out efrectively the functions assigned to
1t.5 Finally, on 5 December, Great Britain and France announced
that they would begin the withdrawal of their torces from Egypt.6
The last ot the Anglo-French troops were evacuated on 22 Decem-
ber 1956.7 Washington ofticials breathed a sigh of relief.

Unlike Britain and France, whose military operation had
fizzled, Israel was in general control of Sinai after having

2For resolutions and generai functions of UNEPF, see Ibid.,
pp. 175-176, 227-231.

31b1d., pp. 223-226.
3512_1an Gazette, 16 November 1956.

5U.5. Dept. of State, U.S. Policy in the Middle East,

p. 236.

Ibid., p. 243.
T1bid., p. 248.
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won a well-executed orfensive operation, and, therefore, was
harder to dislodge. On 7 November 1956, President Eisenhower
wrote to Ben Gurion to express "deep concern" at Isrzel's
refusal to withdraw from Sinai.® In the face of American
pressure, Ben Gurion replied the next day that Israel would
comply and withdraw her tforces "upon conclusion of satisfactory
arrangements with the United Nations®. He went on to indicate,
however, that evacuation was only one problem and should be
preceded by the United Nations requiring Egypt to end the eco-
nomic boycott of Israel, the blockade of her ships, and to
enter into peace negotiations with Israel.9

The Israeli demands were generally received with sym-
pathy in Washington, but United States officials realized that
to back these demands would be tantamount to approval of the
use of force to bring about a solution. America's desire to
maintain peace in the world would not allow her to support
Israel in this matter, no matter how justified the Israeli
cause may have seemed. Consequently, in public and private,
the State Department assured Israel of all the help within its
power in settling the differences between Israel and her Arab
neighbors, but insisted that withdrawal of forces must precede
any eitfort to establish permanent peaceful conditions in the

area. 10

81bid., pp. 211-212.
91bid., p. 213.
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Negotiations within the United Nations for the final
withdrawal of Israzeli forces from Sinai continued until 1 March
1957, when Israel finally agreed to a complete and unconditio-
nal withdrawal.11 Throughout these negotiations, America's
poliey had been consistent and firm - Israel must withdraw comp-
letely and unconditionally from Egyptian territory before any
discussion of problems in the area could take place.

Despite the success of achieving the withdrawal of
forces from Egypt, there still remained the basic problem - the
Suez Canal. The clearance of the Canal, authorized by the U.N.
General Assembly, was started on 26 December and was finally
completed in April 1957.12 The cost of this clearance operation
was approximately $8,376,000 which was paid by the United Nations
from the contributions of 11 governments. These governments were
reimbursed by the addition of a surcharge of 3% of canal tolls
on ships passing through the Oana.l.13 On 24 April 1957, after
consultations with the United States, Egypt published and pre-
sented to the United Nations a "Declaration on the Suez Canal
and the Arrangements for its Operation". The document was pre-
sented as an international instrument, outlining the arrange-

ments for the operation of the Suez Canal. It reiterated Egypt's

"1vid., pp. 328-332.

12y,5. Department of State, U.S. Participation in the U.N.
- Report by the President to the Gongress for e Year
epartment o ate cation ashington: ) 5,
p. 242.
1Ipia.
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ownership of the Canal, and her respect of and determination

to uphold the 1888 Convention. Thne Declaration generally fol-
lowed the six principles agreed upon by the Security Council

in Octobper 1956.14 The United States objected to the document
in that it did not provide tor organized and systematic cooper-
ation between Egypt and the User Nations. America, however,
gave “provisional" approval until the "arrangements" could be
tried out in practice.

The Security Council debate on the Egyptian Declaration
began on 26 April and lasted until 21 May, without any final
action being taxen.15 The "User Nations" resumed use of the
Canal when it was cleared, paying tolls to the Egyptian Suez
Canal Authority. They maintained, however, that this did not
constitute final acceptance of the Egyptian Declaration on the
Canal.16 Technically, the dispute continued, but, in fact,
Egypt had successfully nationalized the Canal. The efforts of

the West had gone for naught.

EISENHOWER DOCTRINE

Prior to 1956, British and French influence in the Arab
World had been waning. As a result of their actions in the Suez
War, both countries were discredited among the Arab States. In

view of this, American policy-makers felt that there existed a

14For text, see U.S. Dept. of State, U.S. Policy in the
Middle East, pp. 386-390.

U.S. Dept. of State, U.S. Participation in the U.N.,
Pp . 78-82 -

16The New York Times, 1 May 1957.
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political vacuum in the area, which had to be filled quickly in
order to prevent the Soviet Union from gaining dominance.17 On
27 December 1956, it was reported in Washington that President
Eisenhower was considering asking Congress for standing autho-
rity to use American troops in the Middle East in case of foreign
aggression.18 By 29 December, it was definitely decided to pro-
pose to Congress a new doctrine aimed toward filling the politi-

19

cal vacuum in the Middle East area. In Cairo, official sources
stated that Egypt would be willing to accept United States in-
fluence in the Arab World in place of that of Britain and France.
These same sources, however, stated that Egypt would continue her
neutralistic policy and would not accept any doctrine that would
require her foreign policy to be aligned with that of the West.20
Part of Britain's justification for her actions in the
Suez War had been "Soviet mischief making" in the lliddle Eaat.21
Although America did not consider this sufficient reason for
British use of force, she too was worried about the Soviet
threat to the area. On 5 January 1957, while Israel still
occupied parts of Egyptian territory, President Eisenhower pre-
sented to Congress his proposals for security in the Middle

Bast. In the course of his address, the President stated the

M1pig., 2 April 1957.

181yi4,, 28 December 1956.
191bid., 30 December 1956.
2071144,

21pipes (London), 4 December 1956.
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reasons for his proposals:

"Persistent cross-currents of distrust and fear
with raids beck and forth across national boundaries
have brought about a high degree of instability in
much of the Mid East (sic). Just recently there have
been hostilities involving Western European nations
that once exercised much influence in the area. Also
the relatively large attack by Israsel in October has
intensified the basic differences between that nation
and its Arab neighbors. All this instability has been
heightened and, at times, manipulated by International
Communism. . .The reason for Russia's interest in the
Middle East is solely that of power politics. Consi-
dering ner announced purpose of Communizing the world,
it is easy to understand her hope of dominating the
Middle East. . .It the nations of that area should
lose their independence, if they were dominated by
alien forces hostile to freedom, that would be both
a tragedy for the area and for many other free nations
whose economic life would be subject to near strangu-
lation. Western Europe would be endangered just as
though there had been no Maershall Plan, no North At-
lantic Treaty Organization. The free nations of Asia
and Africa, too, would be placed in serious jeopardy.
And the countries of the Middale East would %888 the
markets upon which their economies depend."

The President went on to state that the United Nations
could always be helptul “but 1t cannot be a wholly dependable
protector of treedom when the ambitions of the Soviet Union *
are involved“.23 The President then made nhis proposals, which
would: 1) “Authorize the United States to cooperate with and
assist any nation or group of nations in the general area of
the Middle East in the development of economic strength dedi-
cated to the maintenance of national independence®; 2) "Autho-

rize the Executive to undertake in the same region programs of

22pne President's Address to Congress, 5 January 1957 (U.S.
Dept. of State, U.S. Policy in the Miadle East, pp. 16=-17.)

231pid., p. 18.
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military assistance and cooperation with any nation or group
of nations which desires such aid"; %) "Authorize such assis-
tance and cooperation to include the employment of the armed
torces of the United States to secure and protect the terri-
torial integrity and political independence of such nations,
requesting such aid, against overt armed aggression from any
nation controlled by International Communism". To accomplish
the tirst of his proposals, he requested "the authorization of
$200,000,000 to be available during each of the tiscal years
1958 and 1959 tor discretionary use in the area, in addition
to the other mutual security programs tor the area hereafter
provided for by the Congress".24
His proposals were not to be a cure-all for the Middle
East situation, but rather to deal only with the possibility
of Communist aggression, direct and indirect. As Eisenhower
stated:
"This program does not solve all the problems
of the Middle East. Neither does it represent the
totality of our policies for that area. There are
the problems of Palestine and relations between
Israel and the Arab States, and the future of the
Arab refugees. There is the problem of the future
status of the Suez Canal. These difficulties are
aggravated by International Communism, but they
would exist quite apart from that threat. It is
not the purpose of the legislation I propose to
deal directly with these problems. The United Na-
tions is actively concerning itself with all these

matters, and we are supporting the United Nations.
The Unitea States has made clear, notably by

241pia., p. 20.
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Secretary Dulles' address of August 26, 1955,25 that

we are willing to do much to assist the United Na-

tions in solving the basic problems of Palestine."?2

There was never much doubt that the resolution would

be passed by Congress, but debate on the proposals lasted from
January through February. Some of the objections were strictly
of a domestic nature, but most of them went right to the heart
of the matter. The Congressmen questioned: whether it was wise
to build a policy on the contingency of "overt armed aggresgion"
which would probably not take place; the fact that the doctrine
of fered no sure defense against the more probable attack through
subversion; the unilateral character of the doctrine, in that it
by-passed the United Nations; the limitation to protection only
against Communist aggression while overlooking the real danger

27

of other contlicts, as shown by recent events.

251n an address to the Council on Foreign Relations, Mr.
Dulles outlined America's offer as: 1) Refugees need to be re-
settled and possibly repatriated. Compensation is due to them
from Israel, but Israel may not be able financially to do it
unaided. America, therefore, would loan the money for compen-
sation, and also provide the money 1or irrigation projects
to facilitate resettlement of retugees; 2) The U.5. believes
that boundary lines can be settled and is willing to help in
gearch ror a solution it the parties to the dispute desire;
and 5) Given solutions to the above problems, the U.5. would
join in formal treaty arrangements with all parties to guaran-
tee their boundaries. Also America hopes to have other coun-
tries join in such a security guaranty and to have it spon-
sored by the U.,N. (U.3, Department of State Bulletin, 5
September 1955). The Arabs saw only one flaw in his propo-
sals - the continued existence of Israel as a State (Ihe New
York Times, 4 September 1955).

€%y.s. Dept. of State, U.S. Policy in the Middle East,
p. 21.

27J.C. Campbell, Defense of the Middle East (New York:
Frederick A. Praeger, y PP. 122=125.
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Secretary Dulles aerended the proposals end stated
that they were merely a continuation of policy which was begun
years before with the Truman voctrine in 1947. He said that
Russia had the means of aggression and he prererred not to
wait unt1l Russia attacked; the proposals would reduce fear
of attack in the area, build adequate local security forces,
and provide economic progress, thereby reducing the causes of
discontent which allow subversion. Finally, he felt that ag-
gressions within the area not launched by International Commu-
nism could be suitably handled within the United Nations.Z®
The proposals, popularly known as the Eisenhower Doctrine,
were.finally passed and signed into law on 9 March 1957.29

The same day, President Eisenhower appointed James P.
Richards to rally support for the new doctrine.50 It was essen-
tially for this purpose that he gset otf on a trip which took
him from Pakistan to Morocco. The results of his efforts were
rather uninspiring, as he achieved public endorsement of the
doctrine only from those states which had previously expressed
their friendly attitude to the doctrine's purpose in other dis-
guises.51 The United States had merely come up with another
anti-Soviet policy without actually changing the alignment of

any country.

28y.5. Dept. of State, U.S. Policy in the Middle East,
pp - 30-3&;

29por text of final resolution as signed into law,see Annex F.
300he New York Times, 10 March 1957.

31gouncil on Foreign Relations, Documents on American Foreign
Relations, 1957 (New York: Harper & Bros., 1058), pp. 211-218.
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In Egypt, the Eisenhower Doctrine was received with
coolness. At one time, supposedly, Egypt announced that
Richards' mission would be welcome in Cairo, and the Foreign
Ministry began preparations,32 but according to Washington of-
ficials, Egypt never issued an invitation to Richards to visit
Cairo. The United States had requested an invitation, and
Egyptian ofticials had said that it would be forthcoming. The
invitation, however, never materialized, even after reminders
by the State Department. In either case it would have made
little difference, as Egypt would never have accepted the doc-
trine. As Nasser said: "We retused to accept the Eisenhower
Doctrine, because to adopt that policy would have meant we would
have to align our foreign policy to that of the United States."33
Furthermore, the wording of Eisenhower's address to Congress
and the tone of the entire speech led Nasser to believe that
"any nation controlled by International Communism" meant Egypt.
He further felt that the doctrine was aimed at isolating him
from the other Arab States. The visit of King Saud to the
United States in early 1957, and his subsequent support of the
doctrine, did nothing to change Nasser's suapiciona.34

In Egypt, as well as in other Arab States, the Eisen-

hower Doctrine seemed to have no relevance to the current

32Keith Wheelock, Nasser's New E t (New York: Frederick
A. Praeger, 1960), p. 250.

33Naaser's Speech, Alexandria, 26 July 1957 (The New York
Times, 27 July 1957.

40f. Campbell, op.cit., pp. 126-127.
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situation. At a time when aggression had been committed against
Egypt by two of the signatories of the Tripartite Declaration
and while Israel was still occupying Egyptian territory, the
United States was warning of the danger of aggression irom the
Soviet Union, a government which had otfered to fight Egypt's
attackers and was presently giving Egypt tfood and economic aid.
As the Secretary-General of the Arab League, Hassouna, summed
it up:
"fe think it could have been a tine thing, but

it is untortunate that it seems directed only against

the Soviet Union and only against aggression by Com-

munists. Our people do not believe that they will be

attacked by the Soviet Union because when we asked

them for help they gave it to us. Our people do know

thet Israel has attacked us and they are convinced

Israel will attack again. So it is only aggression

trom Israel that we fear. It President Eisenhower

had said in his doctrine that the United States would

oppose any aﬁgression in the Middle East we would have
accepted it."55

RECONCILIATION

When the tighting in Suez stoppea on 6 November 1956,
American prestige was high. Although Nasser made only a 1lee-
ting remark of thanks to the United States (and Russia) for her
3551stance,’6 Egyptians recognized American help and were thank-
tul. Accoraing to the Director of the American Friends of the

Middle East, who was in Cairo at the time, they realized that it

35Artic1e by Jameson U. Campaign, Indianapolis Star, 29
April 1957.

’sNasaer'a Speech, Al-Azhar Mosque, Cairo, 9 November 1956
(Bgyptian Gazette, 10 November 1956).
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nad been the United States, and not Russia, who had truly
stopped the tripartite aggression.37

The Suez War created a serious internal problem for
Egypt and her people. Port Said was short of water, electricity
and manpower.38 Egyptian, British and neutral observers esti-
mated that there were at least 5,000 persons homeless in Port
Said.39 Outside the war areas of Port Said and Sinai, it was °
finally estimated that there was a total of 37,000 refugees who
had fled the advancing armiea.40 Egypt needed food, clothing,
blankets, medicine and kerosene in order to care for these
people.

Egypt turned to America and requested 435,000 tons of
wheat, plus medicine and kerosene. America had shipped to Egypt,
under Public Law 480, approximately $19 millions worth of wheat

before the Suez Crisis.41

Now, under the pretext that Egypt had
received her quota of P.L. 480 wheat, America flatly refused
Egypt's request.42 Authorigzation tor the 1956-57 CARE program
for $55 millions worth of food to feed some 4 million Egyptians

was bogged down in official red tape.43 American otfficials

37E.H. Hutchison, Director of American Friends of the Middle
East, Cairo, in a personal interview on 6 February 1962.

58pne New York Times, 13 November 1956.
391bid., 21 November 1956.
40y tchison interview, 6 February 1962.

41Uaually the payment for P.L. 480 food is in local currency,
and part of it is turned back to the local government for deve-
lopgental projects. This was not done in the case of Egypt in
1956,

42pp6 New York Times, 17 March 1957.

43"heel°Ck, 0 ocito, P 2490
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further refused to recognize that there were refugees in Egypt,
despite reports from the American Embassy and other independent
agencies in Cairo.%* While the United States was giving publi-
city and aid to Hungarian retugees, pleas for American assistance
in helping the Egyptian refugees went unanswered.45
Nasser then turned to the Soviet Union tor food, medicine
and kerosene. While the Soviet Union announced her own shortage
of these items, she said that she would be willing to provide
what she could. Within 15 days of Nasser's request, Russian
ships started arriving with the needed supplies. Most of it was
of an inferior grade and some of the wheat was unusable, but to

46 America

the starving and homeless it made little ditference.
might have saved Egypt trom foreign conquerors, but Russia had
saved her from starvation and disease. In the eyes of the Egyp-
tian, Russia was his savior, not America.

On the official diplomatic level, there was talk of pos-
sible reconciliation between Egypt and America.47 There were,
however, few indications that America had changed her basic

attitude toward Nasser, nor was there any indication that Nas-

ser had changed any of his anti-Western policies.

44gutenison interview, 6 February 1962.

45Gable trom Hutchison, AFME, Cairo to AMIDEAST, New York,
¢6 January 1957.

4GHutchiaon interview, 6 February 1962; Cf. The New York
Times, 18 November 1956.

7The New York Times, 28 November & 11 December 1956.
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At the time of the nationalization of the Canal, America
had cut oft all aid to Egypt and had teken other economic mea-
sures against her, which have been previously mentioned.48
America maintained her freeze on Egyptian assets throughout
1957, altnough in November, $10 millions were released to enable
Egypt to pay her Embassy expenses and to meet otner commitments
made prior to the Suez dispute.49 In general, the State Depart-
ment continued its economic blockade of Egypt, waiting for
"friendly actions" on the part of Nasser.50 Great Britain and
France gladly joinea in the economic campaign against Naaaer.51
Politically, America tried to isolate him trom the other Arab
countries. Tne visit of King saud to the United States, the
Eiseﬁhower Doctrine, Vice-President Nixon's trip to the other
North Atrican Arab States, and the Richards mission all had the
effect of driving a wedge between Egypt and the other Arab coun-
tries. By the summer of 1957, the Middle East was divided into
pro-West and anti-West camps.

Nasser, meanwhile, continued his anti-Western campaign,

along with his other activities in the Arab countries and Africa.

48yhen Israel attacked Egypt in October 1956, and even du-
ring the period of November 1956 to March 1957 when America was
trying to force Israel to withdraw tfrom Sinai, America did not
suspend aid to Israel but merely stated that she would not con-
gider any new aid programs (Ibid., 3 November 1956). In June
1957, America was actively planning new economic aid to Israel
but was still maintaining the freeze on such aid to Egypt
(Ibid., 27 June 1957).

Ibid., 21 November 1957.
5OIbid., 15 January 1957.
211pid., 2 June 1957.
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This continued to cause consternation in the West and among

2 By July, however, Nasser was showing

other Arab leaders.
signs of a desire to improve his relations with the West, and
America was finally learning to judge Nasser by his deeds
rather than by the violence of his oratory.53
By September, Nasser was seriously seeking to improve
American-Egyptian relations, indicating that he was afraid
that he could become too dependent on the Soviet Bloc. America
was cautious in responding to his overtures, but she did con-
sider them to be sincere. ©State Department officials had been
heartened by the fact that, despite association with the Soviets,
Egypt had not joined the Soviet Bloc and, in fact, had set up a

strong bulwark against internal Communism. The difficulty in

effecting a rapprochement, however, lay in the fact that both

sides had so hardened their positions that any concession by
either side would appear to be a retreat in the face of the
other.54
In the winter of 1957, both sides began to ease their
positions slightly. Nasser instructed all Egyptian agencies to
present Egypt as a strictly neutral country, and in November,
Radio Cairo practically ceased its anti-American campaign.55

Dulles, at the same time, raised Egyptian hopes by remarking

°21pid., Sect. IV, 17 March, 4 May & 12 June 1957.

231bid., 27 July 1957.
541bid., 7 September 1957.
551bid., 10 October & 26 November 1957.
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to the Egyptian Ambassador thet he would be happy to see a
basis tor an improvement in United states relations with Egypt?6
In November, America quietly released 2 part of the frozen
Egyptian assets, and gave $600,000 to recommence the joint-
fund project of the suspended American-Egyptian Rural Improve-
ment Service.s7 On 9 December, secretary Lulles met with Dr.
Mahmoud Fawzi, and, at the end of their conference, they an-
nounced that they had discussed questions of mutual concern

and that the discussion had proved to be "mutually useful".58

All signs pointed to improved relations between Egypt
and the United States. America, however, was still unhappy
abqut Nasser's rather active anti-West and pro-Soviet policies.
His additionsl loans from Russiz and his allegations of Western
(mostly British) plots against him,59 caused America to hesi-
tate in effecting an outright reconciliation with Egypt.

Despite the hesitation of the United States and the con-
tinuea suspicion of the West by Nasser, United ptates-Egyptian
relations began to improve, but it would be April 1958 before
a full reconciliation was finally achieved. State Department
officials had come to realize that "neutralism" - even Nasser's
type - did not mean that the neutral country was necessarily

in the camp of Russia.

561pid., 12 October 1957.
5TI0id., 21 November 1957.
58Ibid., 10 December 1957.
591bid., 24 December 1957.
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American-Egyptian relations were entering an entirely
new phase. The difficult, almost hostile relations of 1956
and 1957 were past. The cordial relationship of 1954-55, how-
ever, was not to be attained again. America would resume €coO-
nomic aid, mostly in food and agricultural assistance. She
would not efiect naruénip on Egypt's people, but, at the same
time, she would ao nothing to promote Nasser's ambitions. The
United states had come to respect Nasser, even though she did
not Like everything about him. Her policy now pecame one of
amicable tolerance towara Nasser and nis "positive" neutraliity.

Furthermore, & new factor was injected into American-
Egyptian relations by the union of Egypt and Syria on 1 Feb-
ruary 1958. Altnough American reeling toward Nasser's leader-
ship was not overly afrected by the union, the United btates
now had to deal with Egypt and Syria in the rorm of the United
Arab Republic.



CHAPTER N

CONCLUSIONS

It nas peen seen that Unitea States policy toward
Egyot trom 19%5 to 1958 went through several stages. At the
peginning of 195H, American-Egyptian relations were extremely
cordial, but following Nasser's profession of "positive" neut-
rality and the Czech arms deal, America began to entertain
some doubts about Nasser's regime. Nevertheless, she took no
adverse action toward Egypt. From the winter of 1955 to July
1956, American-Egyptien relations steadily deteriorated until
they reached rock-bottom, as expressed in the withdrawal of
the -Aswan Uam loan. This was the turning point in American-
Egyptian relations. From the nationalization of the Suez
Canal, through the Suez War and into the autumn of 1957, the
relations of the two countries remained at this correct, but
minimum level. The winter of 1957 brought the tirst real
signs of a thaw. The beginning of the yéar 1958 found the
two nations approaching an amicable, yet cautious adjustment.

American policy was limited by her support of Israel
and her NATO allies, Great Britain and France. Furthermore,
in acquiring a role in the liddle East, the United States
inherited the legacy of European "Imperialism" with all its
inherent complications. In dealing with Egypt, America

- 96 -
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guffered another limitation - her inability to compete with
Russia. Granting that in specific cases America could have
used a more liberal approach, she was still hindered by legis-
lative limitations, and, in most cases, by the need tfor the
support of Congress and the American public. Nasser's anti-
Western activities made it difficult to obtain this required
backing. Russia, on the other hand, had no Congress or popu-
lace to answer to ror her actions, and therefore could be
guided strictly by expediency. Also, Russia, unlike America
and her allies, had no vested interests in the Middle East,
which she was required to protect. This allowed her to tol-
low any course of action she deemed teasible as she eould lose
nothing and might gain everything.

The proposal of a "northern tier" glliance and the sub-
sequent formation ot the Baghdad Pact showed that, in dealing
with the Arab States, American policy-maekers ignored, or at
least tended to under-rate Arab Nationalism. The constant
hammering insistance tor an Arab-West military pact completely
violated this Nationalism. America tailed to realize that,
while she might have been dealing with only one Arab govern-
mgnt, the results of any action would be felt throughout the
entire Arab World.

The threat of the Soviet Union and International Com-
munism had become so great in the minds of American officials
that all other issues paled into insignificance. The security

of the “free world" had become uppermost in the minds of
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policy-mekers and found expression in the grand alliances and
military pacts of the Western Allies. Especially after the
Korean War had started, military pacts became the ultimate
means to the end of halting Russian advances. Opposition to
the Soviet Union, however, was neither a gsutficient guide nor

a basis for a coherent foreign policy, especially in the Middle
East, where sionism and not Communism was the enemy.

It appears that America's reason ior not supplying arms
to kLgypt in 1955 was the fear of developing an arms race in the
Middle East and increasing the already existing border inci-
dents between Egypt and Israel. If Egypt had accepted Ameri-
can conditions for the arms purchase, 1n all liklihood, the
request would have been granted. Without conditions, America
did not dare sell the arms because of her firm belief that the
gale would only worsen Arab-Israeli relations. Zionist prés-
sure on washington officials probably played a part, but the
desire to keep peace in the area seems to have been the pre-
vailing tactor. This same tactor caused America to refuse
arms to Israel. America, rightly or wrongly, felt that the
best guarantee for peace, security and a solution to the
problems in the area lay within the framework of the United
Nations.

America's failure to supply arms merely speeded the
process of Egypt's developing closer ties with Russia. Regard-
less of the course followed by America, Egypt would have in-

creasea her Commercial ties with the Soviet Bloc countries.
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Egypt, with a single money Crop - cotton - could never have
progressed economically without markets, and these were not
available in the west. If Egypt was to progress at the am-
bitious rate desirea by Nasser, she also would have reqguired
economic aid iun amounts that the West was not likely to pro-
vide. ‘he policy of "positive" neutrality was the natural
outgrowth of this need, although there were other reasons for
it. Nasser's concept of "positive" neutrality was to balance
the two great power blocs against each other, and to encourage
rivalry between them in support of Egypt's development.
Nasser's concept seemed valid, and initial indications
were that it would work. He, however, over-played his hand by
undertaking an anti-Western campaign. While Nasser was proba-
bly more truly neutral than most observers were willing to
admit at the time (at least in his desire for independence of
action), he was not content to concentrate his energies on
the enormous task of Egypt's internal development. Instead
he diverted his attention to the turbulent affairs beyond
his borders, and he consciously went about intensifying that
turbulence. While he played the game of international poli-
tics with some notable successes, in the long run he alienated
the West and thereby destroyed the hoped-for rivalry of econo-
mic competition between East and West. His apparent anti-West
and pro-Soviet policy caused Dulles to withdraw the Aswan loan.
While Lulles may have given Nasser and Egypt an unnecessary

rebuft, in the final analysis it was Nasser's actions which
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caused the postponement of the Dam project for at least two
years, and the loss of all American economic aid for over a
year. These results Nasser could blame on no one but himself.
In light of Nasser's violent anti-West campaign and
his commitment of the Egyptian economy to Soviet arms and other
aid, America telt justified in withdrawing the Aswan Dam loan.
But, in her manner of withdrawal, she completely ignored the
gsensitivity of "Arabism". loreover, the affront of the with-
drawal was such that any Egyptian leader, whether Nasser or
anyone else, would have had to act in a similar manner to pre-
gerve national honor. It is because of this degrading refusal
that the United States must accept a large measure of responsi-
biiity for precipitating the nationalization of the Suez Canal.
At the same time, America was possibly indirectly res-
pongible tor the Suez War. Mr. Lulles' many statements (which
were not always clearly understood) seemed to be a definite
pronouncement of American foreign policy. Dulles hedged on
the possibility of a final resort to force to solve the Suez
dispute, probably to apply pressure on Egypt to eftect a com-
promise. This did not have the desired result in Cairo, but
may have convinced British, French and Israeli leaders that
the United States would not strongly oppose military action.
After the Suez War, American prestige became high in
Egypt. The possibilities for a rapprochement definitely exis-
ted. America might have taken advantage of it except for the
fact that Nasser showed no signs of changing his previous
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policies, and the fact that a true reconciliation was not
really possible without widening the already existing breach
between America and Britain and France. America had no rea-
son to choose an antagonistic Nasser over her traditional
allies. The one completely unjustifiable move, however, on
the part of America was her refusal to send food and medicine
to help the people of Egypt. This action gave the impression
that the United States was using food as a weapon for political
reprisal and political discipline. It was a poor decision on
the part of America and gave Russia an undeserved propaganda
victory.

The Eisenhower Doctrine was designed strictly as an
enti-Soviet detense. America never claimed it to be more than
this. While America recognized the other problems in the Mid-
dle East and stated that these were being handied in the United
Nations, the Eisenhower Doctrine showed a curious lack of timing
end lack of relevant Middle East content, coming as it did imme-
diately atter the Suez War and while Israel was still control-
ling parts of bSinai. The Doctrine is completely unexplainable
except in the light of what nas peen stated concerning America's
overwhelming pre-occupation with the threat presented by the
Soviet Union and "any nation controlled by International Commu-
nism", and the fact that the Loctrine had a secondary domestic
purpose of attempting to gain support for greater Executive
flexioility in administering aid programs. To think of the

Doctrine in terms other than these would be a mistake.
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Other than the manner of the Aswan loan retusal and
the trailure to send food and medicine to Egypt, it must be
conceded that American actions (although influencea at times
by the desire to preserve Israel) were undertaken in good
taitn and in the sincere belief of what the policy-makers
considered to be best for American national interests and
the general interests of the Middle East area, at least to
the pest of tneir knowledge and understanding.

In the tinal analysis, American-Egyptian difticulties
were due to the fact that, although both countries used the
same wordas and ideas, neither one truly comprehended the mea-
ning, purpose, or goals of the other. Each railed to properly
aésesa tne similarity of vital interests, and to allow ror the

complications of the other's political situation.



ANNEX "A"

TRIPARTITE (BRITAIN, FRANCE AND THE UNITED STATES )
DECLARATION ON SECURITY IN THE ARAB-ISRAEL ZONE
25 MAY 1950

The Governments of the United Kingdom, France, and
the United States, having had occasion during the recent
Foreign Ministers meeting in London to review certain ques-
tions aftecting the peace and stability ot the Arab states
and of Israel, and particularly that of the supply of arms
and war material to these states, have resolved to make the
following statements:

1. The three Governments recognize that the Arab
_states and Israel all need to maintain a certain level of
armed rorces ror the purposes of assuring their intvernal
security and their legitimate self-detense and to permit
them to play their part in the defense of the area as a
whole. All applications for arms or war material tor these
countries will be consideréd in the light of these principles.
In this connection the three Governments wish %o recall and
reaffirm the terms of the statements made by their represen-
tatives on the Security Council on August 4, 1949, in which
they declared their opposition to the development of an arms
race between the Arab states and Israel.

2. The three Governments declare that assurances
have been received trom all the states in question, to which
they permit arms to be supplied from their countries, that

the purchasing state does not intend to undertake any act of
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aggression against any other state. Similar assurances will
be requested from any other gtate in the area to which they
permit arms to be supplied in the future.

3, The three Governments take this opportunity of
declaring their deep interest in and their desire to promote
the estaplishment and maintenance of peace and stability in
the area and their unalterable opposition to the use of torce
or threat of torce between any of the states in that area.
The three Governments, should they rind tnat any of these
states was preparing to violate frontiers or armistice lines,
would, consistently with their obligations as members oi the
United Nations, immediately take action, both within and out-

' gide the United Nations, to prevent such violation.



ANKNEX "B"

PACT (BAGHDAD) OF MUTUAL COOPERATION:
TURKEY AND IRAQ
24 FEBRUARY 1955

Whereas the friendly and brotherly relations existing
between Iraq and Turkey are in constant progress, and 1n or-
der to complement the contents of the Treaty of Friendship
and Good Neighbourhood concluded between His Majesty the King
ot Iraq and his Excellency the President of the Turkish Repub-
lic signed in Ankera on March 29, 1946, which recognized the
tact that peace and security between the two countries is an
integral part of the peace and security of all the nations
of the world and in particular the nations of the Middle East,
and that it is the basis for their foreign policies;

Whereas Article 11 of the Treaty of Joint Defence and
Economic Cooperation between the Arab League States provides
that no provision of that treaty shall in any way affect, or
is designed to affect, any of the rights and obligations ac-
eruing to the Contracting Parties from the United Nations
Charter;

And heving realised the great responsibilities borne
by them in their capacity as members of the United Nations
concerned with the maintenance of peace and security in the
Middle East region which necessitate taking the required
measures in accordance with article 51 of the United Nations

Charter;
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They have been fully convinced of the necessity ot
concluding a pact fulfilling these aims...

Art. 1 Consistent with article 51 of the United
Nations Charter the High Contracting Parties will cooperate
for their security and detence. Such measures as they agree
to take to give effect to this cooperation may form the sub-
ject of special agreements with each other.

Art. 2. In order to ensure the realisation and etf-
fect application of the cooperation provided tfor in article
1 above, the competent authorities of the High Contracting
Parties will determine the measures to be taken as soon as
the present pact enters into force. These measures will
' become operative as soon as they have been approved by the
Governments of the High Contracting Parties.

Art. 3. The High Contracting Parties undertake to
refrain from any interterence whatsoever in each other's
internal affairs. They will settle any dispute between
themselves in a peaceful way in accordance with the United
Netions Charter.

Art. 4. The High Contracting Parties declare that
the dispositions of the present pact are not in contradiction
with any of the international obligations contracted by
either of them with any third State or States. They do not
derogate from and cannot be interpreted as derogating trom,
the said international obligations. The High Contracting

Parties undertake not to enter into any international
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obligation incompatible with the present pact.

Art. 5. This pact shall be open for accession to
any member of the Arab League or any other State actively
concerned with the security and peace in this region and
which is fully recognized by both of the High Contracting
Parties. Accession shall come into force from the date on
which the instrument of accession of the State concerned is
deposited with the Ministry tor roreign Aftairs of Iraq.

Any acceding State party to the present pact may
conclude special agreements, in accordance with article 1,
with one or more States parties to the present pact. The
competent authority of any acceding State may determine
measures in accordance with article 2. These measures will
become operative as soon as they have been approved by the
Governments of the parties concerned.

Art. 6. A Permanent Council at ministerial level
will be set up to function within the tramework of the pur-
poses of this pact when at lLeast four Powers become parties
to the pact.

The Council will draw up its own rules of procedure.

Art. 7. This pact remains in force for a period of
tive years renewable tor other tive-year periods. Any Cont-
racting Party may withdraw from the pact by notifying the
other parties in writing of its desire to do so six months
pefore the expiration of any of the above-mentioned periods,

in which case the pact remains valid for the other parties.
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Art. 8. This pact shall be ratified by the contrac-
ting parties and ratitications shall bpe exchanged at Ankara
as soon as possible. Thereatter it shall come into force
trom the date of the exchange of ratifications.

In witness whereof, the said plenipotentiaries have
signed the present pact in Arabie, Turkish and English, all
three texts being equally authentic execept in the case of
doubt when the English text shall prevail.,



ANNEX "C"

i

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF STATE NOTE TO THE GOVERNMENT OF EGYPT
WITHDRAWING U.S. ASSISTANCE FOR THE ASWAN HIGH DAM,
WASHINGTON, 19 JULY 1956.

At the request of the Government of Egypt, the United
States joined in December, 1955, with the United Kingdom and
with the World Bank in an offer to assist Egypt in the con-
struction of the High Dam on the Nile at Aswan. 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 repre-
gsent local currency requirements. It involves not merely the
' rights and interests of Egypt, but of other states whose waters
are contributory, including the Sudan, Ethiopia, and Uganda.
The December offer contemplated an extension by the United
States and the United Kingdom of grant aid to 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 a sa-
tisfactory resolution of the question of Nile water rights.
Another important consideration bearing upon the feasibility
of the undertaking and thus the practicability of American
aid was Egyptian willingness and ability to concentrate its
economic resources upon the vast reconstruction program.

Developments within the succeeding seven months have

not been favorable to the success of the project, and the
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United States Government has concluded that it is not feasible
in present circumstances to participate in the project. Agree-
ment by the riparien states has not been achieved, 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.

This decision in no way reflects or involves any
alteration in the friendly relations of the Government and
people of the United States and the Government and people of
Egypt. The United States remains deeply interested in the
welfare of the Egyptian people and in the development of the
Nile. It is prepared to consider at an appropriate time, and
' at the request of the riparian states, what steps might be
taken toward a more effective utilization of the water res-
ources of the Nile for the benefit of the peoples of the re-
gion. Purthermore, the United States remains ready to assist
Bgypt in its efforts to improve the economic condition of its
people and is prepared, through its appropriate agencies, to
discuss these matters within the context of funds appropriated
by Congress.



ANNEX "D"

DECREE OF THE PRESIDENT OF THE REPUBLIC OF EGYPT (NASSER)
ON THE NATIONALIZATION OF THE SUEZ CANAL COMPANY,
CAIRO, 26 JULY 1956.

President of the Republic Order Concerning the issuance
of Law No 285 of 1956 on the Nationalization of the Universal
Company of the Suez Maritime Canal.

In the Name of the Nation

The President of the Republic,

Considering the two firmans issued on November 30, 1854
and January 5, 1856 (respectively) concerning the preferential
rights relating to the administration of the Sues Canal Transit
Service and the establishment of an Egyptian jointstock company
to operate it;

and Law No. 129 of 1947 concerning public utility conces-
sions;

and Law No. 317 of 1952 concerning individual labour
contracts;

and Lew No. 26 of 1954 concerning jointetock companies,
limited partnerships by shares and limited liability companies;

with the advice of the State Council;

has issued the following law;

ARTICLE I

The Universal Company of the Suez Maritime Canal
(Egyptian jointstock company) is hereby nationalized. All
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its aseets, rights and obligations are transferred to the Nation
and all the organizations and committees that now operate its
management are hereby dissolved.

Stockholders and holders of founders shares shall be
compensated for the ordinary or founders shares they own in
accordance with the value of the shares shown in the closing
quotations of the Paris Stock Exchange on the day preceding the
effective date of the present law.

The payment of said indemnity shall be effected after
the Nation has taken delivery of all the assets and properties
of the nationalized company.

ARTICLE 1II

An independent organization endowed with juristic per-
sonality and annexed to the Ministry of Commerce, shall take
over the management of the Suez Canal Transit Service. The
composition of the organization and the remuneration of its
members shall be fixed in an order of the President of the
Republic. In so far as managing the Transit Service is con-
cerned the organization shall have all the necessary powers
required for the purpose without being restricted by Government
regulations and procedures.

Without prejudice to the auditiﬁg of its final accounts
by the State Audit Department, the organization shall have an
independent budget prepared in accordance with the rules in
force for commercial concerns. Its financial year shall begin

on July 1 and end on June 30 each year. The budget and final
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accounts shall be approved by an order of the President of the
Republic. The first financial year shall begin on the effective
date of the present law and end with June 30, 1957.

The organization may delegate one or several of its
members to implement its decisions or to discharge any duty
assigned to these members.

It may also set up from among its own members or from
among other people, a technical committee to assist it in its
own research work and studies.

The chairman of the organization shall represent it
before the courts, government agencies, and other places, and

in its dealings with third parties.

ARTICIE III

The assets and rights of the nationalized company in
the Republic of Egypt and abroad, are hereby frozen. Without
specific permission obtained in advance from the organization
provided for in Article II above, banks, organizations and
private persons are hereby prohibited from disposing of those
assets or making any payment requested them or due by them.

ARTICIE IV

The organization shall retain all the present officials,
employees and laborers of the nationalized company at their
posts; they shall have to continue with the discharge of their
duties; no one will be allowed to leave his work or vacate his

post in any manner and for any reason whatsoever except with
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the permission of the organization provided for in Artice II

above.
ARTICLE V

All violations of the provisions of Article III above
shall be punished by imprisonment and a fine equal to three
times the value of the amount involved in the offense. All
violations of the provisions of Article IV shall be punished
by imprisonment in addition to the forfeiture by the offender

of all rights to compensation, pension or indemnity.

ARTICLE VI

The present order shall be published in the 0fficial
Gazette and shall have the force of law. It shall come into
force on the date of its publication. The Minister of Commerce
shall issue the necessary administrative orders for its imple-
mentation.

It shall bear the Seal of the State and be implemented
as one of the State laws.

Given this 18th day of Zull Heggah, 1375 A.H. (July
26, 1956)

GAMAL ABDEL NASSER



ANNEX "E"

CONVENTION (CONSTANTINOPLE) ON THE FREE NAVIGATION
OF THE SUEZ CANAL: THE EUROPEAN POWERS AND
THE OTTOMAN EMPIRE, 29 OCTOBER 1888.

ARTICLE I

The Suez Maritime Canal shall always be free and open,
in time of war as in time of peace, to every vessel of com-
merce or of war, without distinction of flag.

Consequently, the High Contracting Parties agree not
in any way to interfere with the free use of the Canal, in
time of war as in time of peace.

The Canal shall never be subjected to the exercise

of the right of blockade.

ARTICLE II

The High Contracting Parties, recognising that the
Fresh Water Canal is indispensable to the Maritime Canal,
take note of the engagements of His Highness the Khedive
towards the Universal Suez Canal Company as regards the Fresh
Water Canal; which engagements are stipulated in a Convention
bearing the date of 18th March, 1863, containing an expose
and four Articles.

They undertake not to interfere in any way with the
security of that Canal and its branches, the working of which
shall not be exposed to any attempt at obstruction.

ARTICLE III

The High Contracting Parties likewise undertake to
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respect the plant, establishments, buildings, end works of
the Maritime Canal and of the Fresh Water Canal. |

ARTICLE IV

The Maritime Canal remaining open in time of war as
a free passage, even to ships of war of belligerents, accor-
ding to the terms of Article I of the present Treaty; the
High Contracting Parties agree that no right of war, no act
of hostility, nor any act having for its object to obstruct
the tfree navigation of the Canal, shall be committed in the
Canal and its ports of access, as well as within a radius
of three marine miles from those ports, even though the 0t-
toman Empire should be one of the belligerent Powers.

Vessels of war of belligerents shall not revictual
or take in stores in the Canal and its ports of access,
except in so far as may be strictly necessary. The transit
of the aforesaid vessels through the Canal shall be effected
with the least possible delay, in accordance with the Regu-
lations in force, and without any other intermission than
that resulting from the necessities of the service.

Their stay at Port Said and in the roadstead of Suez
shall not exceed twenty-four hours, except in case of dist-
ress. In such case they shall be bound to leave as soon as
possible. An interval of twenty-four hours shall always
elapse between the sailing of a belligerent ship from one of
the ports of access and the departure of a ship belonging to

the hostile Power.
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ARTICLE V

In time of war belligerent Powers shall not disem-
bark nor embark within the Canal and its ports of access
either troops, munitions, or materials of war. But in case
of an accidental hinderance in the Canal, men may be embarked
or disembarked at fhe ports of access by detachments not
exceeding 1,000 men, with a corresponding amount of war

material.

ARTICLE VI

Prizes shall be subjected, in all respects, to the

same rules as the vessels of war of belligerents.

ARTICLE VII

The Powers shall not keep any vessel of war in the
waters ot the Canal (including Lake Timsah and the Bitter
Lakes).

Nevertheless, they may station vessels of war in the
ports of access of Port Said and Suez, the number or which
shall not exceed two tor each Power.

This right shall not be exercised by belligerents.

ARTICLE VIII

The Agents in Egypt of the Signatory Powers of the
present Treaty shall be charged to watch over its execution.
In case of any event threatening the security or the free
passage of the Canal, they shall meet on the summons of
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three of their number unier the presidency of their Doyen,
in order to proceed to the necessary veritications. They
shall inform the Khedival Government ot the danger which
they may have perceived, in order that that Government may
take proper steps to insure the protection and the free use
of the Canal. Under any circumstances, they shall meet once
a year to take note of the due execution of the Treaty.

The last-mentioned meetings shall take place under
the presidency of a Special Commissioner nominated ror that
purpose by the Imperial Ottoman Government. A Commissioner
of the Khedive may also take part in the meeting, and may
preside over it in case of the absence of the Ottoman Com-
missioner.

They shall especially demand the suppression of any
work or the dispersion of any assemblage on either bank of
the Canal, the object or etfect of which might be to inter-
fere with the liberty and the entire security of the navi-

gation.

ARTICLE IX

The Egyptian Government shall, within the limits of
its powers resulting trom the Firmans, and under the condi-
tions provided ror in the present Treaty, take the necessary
measures for insuring the execution of the said Treaty.

In case the Egyptian Government shall not have suf-
ficient means at its disposal, it shall call upon the Imper-

ial Ottoman Government, which shall take the necessary
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measures to respond to such appeal; shall give notice thereof
to the Signatory Powers of the Declaration of London of the
17th March, 1885; and shall, it necessary, concert with them
on the subject.

The provisions of Article IV, V, VII, and VIII shall
not intertfere with the measures which shall be taken in vir-

tue of the present Article.

ARTICLE X

Similarly, the provisions of Articles IV, V, VII,
and VIII shall not interfere with the measures which His
Majesty the Sultan and His Highness the Khedive, in the
name of His Imperial Majesty, and within the limits of the
Firmans granted, might find it necessary to take for secu-
ring by their own forces the defence of Egypt and the main-
tenance of public order.

In case His Imperial Majesty the Sultan, or His
Highness the Khedive, should find it necessary to avail
themselves of the exceptions for which this Article provides,
the Signatory Powers of the Declaration of London shall be
notified thereof by the Imperial Ottoman Government.

It is likewise understood that the provisions of
the four Articles atoresaid shall in no: case occasion any
obstacle to the measures which the Imperial Ottoman Govern-
ment may think it necessary to take in order to insure by
its own forces the detence of its other possessions situated

on the eastern coast of the Red Sea.
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ARTICIE XI

The measures which shall be taken in the cases
provided for by Articles IX and X of the present Treaty
shall not intertere with the free use of the Canal. In
the same cases, the erection of permanent tortitications

contrary to the provisions of Article VIII is prohibited.

ARTICLE XII

The High Contracting Parties, Dby application of
the principle of equality as regards the free use of the
Canal, a principle which forms one of the bases of the
present Treaty, agree that none of them shall endeavour
to obtain with respect to the Canal territorial or commer-
cial advantages or privileges in any international arrange-
ments which may be concluded. Moreover, the rights of Tur-

key as the territorial Power are reserved.

ARTICLE XIII

With the exception of the obligations expressly
provided by the clauses of the present Treaty, the sovereign
rights of His Imperisl Majesty the Sultan and the rights and
immunities of His Highness the Khedive, resulting trom the

Firmans, are in no way affected.

ARTICLE XIV

The High Contracting Parties agree that the engage-
ments resulting from the present Treaty shall not be limited
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by the duration of the Acts of Concession of the Universal

Suez Canal Company.

ARTICLE XV

The stipulations of the present Treaty shall not

jnterfere with the sanitary measures in force in Egypt.

ARTICLE XVI

The High Contracting Parties undertake to bring
the present Treaty to the knowledge of the States which

have not signed it, inviting them to accede to it.

ARTICLE XVII

The present Treaty shall be ratitried, and the
ratifications shall be exchanged at Constantinople, within
the space of one month, or sooner, if possible.

In faith of which the respective Plenipotentiaries
nave signed the present Treaty, and have affixed to it the

geal of their arms.

Done at Constantinople, the 29th day
of the month of October, in the year
1888.



ANNEX "F"

JOINT (CONGRESSIONAL) RESOLUTION TO PROMOTE
PEACE AND STABILITY IN THE MIDDLE EAST,
APPROVED BY THE PRESIDENT MARCH 9, 1957.

Resolved by the Senate and House of Representatives
of the United States of America in Congress assembled,

That the President be and hereby is authorized to
cooperate with and assist any nation or group of nations in
the general area of the Middle Bast desiring such assistance
in the development of economic strength dedicated to the
maintenance of national independence.

Sec. 2. The President is authorized to undertake,
in the general area of the Middle East, military assistance
programs with any nation or group of nations of that area
desiring such assistance. Furthermore, the United States
regards as vital to the national interest and world peace
the preservation of the independence and integrity of the
nations of the Middle East. To this end, if the President
determines the necessity thereof, the United States is pre-
pared to use armed forces to assist any such nation or group
of such nations requesting assistance against armed aggres-
gsion from any country controlled by international communism:
Provided, That such employment shall be consonant with the
treaty obligations of the United States and with the Constit-
ution ot the United States.

Sec. 3. The President is hereby authorized to use

during the balance oi fiscal year 1957 for economic and
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military assistance under this joint resolution not to exceed
$200,000,000 from any appropriation now available for carrying
out the previsions of the Mutual Security Act of 1954, as
amended, in accord with the provisions of such Act: Provided;
That, whenever the President determines it to be important to
the security of the United States, such use may be under the
authority of section 401 (a) of the Mutual Security Act of
1954, as amended (except that the provisions of section 105
(a) thereof shall not be waived), and without regard to the
provisions of section 105 of the Mutual Security Appropriation
Act, 1957: Provided further, That qbligations ineurred in car-
rying out the purposes of the first sentence of section 2 of
this joint resolution shall be paid only out of appropriations
for military assistance, and obligations incurred in carrying
out the purposes of the first gsection of this joint resolution
shall be paid only of appropriations other than those for mili-
tary assistance. This authorizatién is in addition to other
existing authorizations with respect to the use of such appro-
priations. None of the additional authorigation contained in
this section shall be used until fifteen days after the Qcmmit—
tee on Foreign Relations of the Senate, the Committee on
Foreign Affairs of the House of Representatives, the Commit-
tees on Appropriations of the Senate and the House of Repre-
sentatives and, when military assistance is involved, the
Committees on Armed Services of the Senate and the House of

Representatives have been furnished a report showing the object
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of the proposed use, the country for the benefit of which such
use is intended, and the particular appropriation or appropri-
ations tor carrying out the provisions of the Mutual Security
Act of 1954, as amended, from which the funds are proposed
to be derived: Provided, That funds available under this sec-
tion during the balance of fiscal year 1957 shall, in the
case of any such report submitted during the last fifteen
days of the fiscal year, remain available for use under
this section for the purposes stated in such report for a
period of twenty days following the date of submission of
such report. Nothing contained in this joint resolution
shall be construed as itselt authorizing the appropriation
of additional funds for the purpose of carrying out the
provisions of the tirst section or of the tirst sentence
of section 2 of this joint resolution.

Sec. 4. The President should continue to furnish
facilities and military assistance, within the provisions
of applicable law and established policies, to the United
Nations Emergency Force in the Middle East, with a view to
maintaining the truce in that region.

Sec. 5. The President shall within the months of
January and July of each year report to the Congress his
action here-under.

Sec. 6. This joint resolution shall expire when
the President shall determine that the peace and security

of the nations in the general area of the Middle East are
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reasonably assured by international conditions created by
action of the United Nations or otherwise except that it
may be terminatea earlier by a concurrent resolution of the

two Houses of Congress.
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