To begin with, waterways and straits have always been a point of contention for the world powers as their administrators have grand jurisdiction to close them, restrict them to certain nations or even destroy them to prevent hostile forces utilising them during wartime. We are witnessing this currently with the recent Ukrainian attack on the Kerch land bridge between Crimea and Rostov in October 2022, emphasising the strategic importance of it for Russian forces supply lines to and from Rostov to Crimea. Another historical example comes in World War 1 (WW1) where British forces attempted to capture Gallipoli to prevent the movement of navies and trade between the Ottomans and their Central Power allies. The attack almost succeeded and some small successes were levied through the destruction of the Turkish Naval forts at the entrance to the straits and the sweeping of naval mines providing safe passage for future reinforcements of British forces (Gilbert, 1994, p.136). These straits provide connection between entire continents that facilitate trade across the globe, giving the controlling nations immense amounts of power at the negotiating table. This is because they can and will use access and control of the strait as a bargaining tool to get what they want whether that be economically, politically or militarily. For example, should Panama destroy or enforce stricter passage rules upon its canal (the feasibility of such would not be very likely in the modern political landscape), the U.S Navy groups would have to travel all the way around the southern edge of South America which would make reinforcement of their West Coast bases a lot more tedious and needlessly dangerous should they be intercepted. 
With these examples in mind, it is understandable why the British, French and Israeli governments wished to regain control over the strait in 1956 when Abdul Nasser nationalised the Suez Canal as well as the areas around it. The Suez Canal was administered by the Suez Canal Company through which the United Kingdom (UK) and French government held shares, this granted them a share of power over the economic and military happenings of the Canal which meant it was in their national interests to remain in control for as long as they possibly could. The British, French and Israeli governments had all convened in Paris a few months previous to discuss secret proposals concerning regaining control of the Canal, where Israeli troops would advance to the Canal, have forewarning of the incoming British/French dictat to withdraw to 10 miles to the East of the Canal, and comply in turn (Gilbert, 1999, p. 121). This allowed the British and French to mediate any peace settlement (which had already been finalised internally between the three powers) without the input of Nasser's government, as the British/French coalition were under no illusions of Nasser’s refusal to acquiesce to the ultimatum. In the same vein as the Israelis were told to withdraw 10 miles from the banks, likewise, were the Egyptians (Gilbert, 1999, p. 122). Although Nasser did not relent and, knowing this the British and French had no qualms with enacting their devised plan and on Monday November 5th, 1956, invaded the Suez Canal, occupying Port Said, Ismailia and Suez City. French paratroopers on the same day landed in Port Fuad on the opposite side of the canal, facing the British Paratroopers (Gilbert, 1999, p. 131). This effectively cut Egypt off from their Sinai holdings as the entire canal from the Mediterranean to the Red Sea was occupied. This made the task of the Israelis easier as land routes to Egyptian forces in the Sinai Peninsula were non-existent and supplies could not reach them, all of this, as well as the technological disparity between the Israeli and Egyptian forces, led to Egypt being forced out of the peninsula altogether. 
As an interlude to the Suez Conflict, the balance of power in the Middle East had been changed considerably from the slow decline of the Ottomans from the late 1600s (Britannica, 1999) and the acquisition of this power vacuum from the British and the French in the coming centuries. During WW1, the British/French governments created unofficial plans for the carving up of the Ottoman empire’s Middle Eastern holdings, namely the Sykes-Picot agreement. This contained protocols which would, upon the collapse of the Ottoman Empire, grant the French control of Syria, Northern Iraq and Lebanon, as well as giving Britain a mandate in Palestine, Transjordan and Southern Iraq. This sowed the seeds for future turmoil around the status of Jewish population in Palestine as France consistently refused to assist Britain in their quelling of Arab violence during the 1920s and vice-versa (Barr, 2011, p.3), inadvertently leading to the French being the main component calling for a Jewish State in Palestine. To further this, Britain went on during World War 2 (WW2) to introduce strict immigration laws on Jews who were fleeing the persecution of their people by Nazi Germany. As the Zionists saw before the war, the British were very lax on condemning or even combating Arab terrorism against their rule and so they took advantage of French desires to undermine the British rule in Palestine and collaborated with their shared determination to remove the British from Palestine (Barr, 2011, p. 4). The British in the same time-period also used the Zionists to attempt to thwart French ambitions in the region (Barr, 2011, p. 4) understanding these instances makes the reactions to the colonialist invasion of the Suez by the British/French/Israeli i.e. Jewish and Christian coalition, understandable from the Arab/Muslim perspective. 

Palestinian nationalist Edward Said brings up an interesting point concerning the integration of old world beliefs (a Jewish state in Palestine) with new methods, these methods being the enactment of the Sykes-Picot agreement, two state solutions that have been proposed, and foreign intervention in matters of internal stability within Israel (U.S financial aid and technological upgrades to the Israeli military equipment) (Said, 1978, p. 89). Arguing that the assimilation of different cultures whose relations to the nineteenth century were different led to the devastating consequences of terrorism, colonial stagnation and oppressive regimes coming to power decades after they were forced upon the people of the Middle East. Orientalism in this sense, states that the UK and France believed that they had a divine right in and of themselves to have unopposed hegemony over the Middle East, as they believed that they were the only ones who should be allowed to govern their underdeveloped and uncultured people. However, the chains that the old empires believed they had over the new world (the United States) were irrevocably shattered when the U.S withdrew essential military and financial aid to the Israeli government on October 31st 1956 as a show of diplomatic disapproval, with a small rebellion from the old world in that the Kingdom of Jordan the following day refused to allowed the British staging grounds for attacks on Egyptian forces from their air-bases (Gilbert, 1999, p. 124). Through these acts of defiance, the hegemony of the British and French over the Middle East was beginning to crumble, and in its wake came the behemoth of economic and military projection that is the United States. As was mentioned earlier, the United States rescinded their economic and military support for the Israelis when the Israelis invaded the Sinai, and this in turn eventually led to the withdrawal of British forces from in and around the Suez Canal. French troops were withdrawn when Soviet threats mounted and the pressure of being the only outside forces occupying the Canal became too much to effectively justify any longer. Adding to this, U.N resolutions for a ceasefire, mainly headed by Lester B. Pearson, the Secretary of External Affairs of Canada, and Dag Hammarskjöld, the Secretary-General of the United Nations, were acquiesced to on the 6th of November with the full withdrawal of British and French forces occurring within the week (Gilbert, 1999, p.131) and Israel later agreeing to a ceasefire as well. Nevertheless, Israeli forces occupied the Sinai Peninsula for an additional 10 years after the crisis.
[bookmark: _Int_JKQxeCte][bookmark: _Int_mUa6M5WZ]What the failures of the First Arab Israeli war and the Suez Canal Crisis seemed to instil in the new generation of Arabs was unity in the collective hatred of Israel and the Western powers. During the 1930s and 1940s, the idea of the Ba'ath or the Arab nation was developed by Nuri al-said and Abdullah to incorporate the ideas of a Greater Syria and expansion into the fertile lands of Lebanon, Palestine, Iraq, Transjordan and Saudi Arabia. What this fostered in the subsequent decades were individuals like Gamal Abdel Nasser claiming to wish to be a pan-Arab leader, something which the British did not expect as they believed Egyptian nationalists would have an adverse reaction to the proposal of a state like this in the region challenging Egyptian interests (Ovendale, 1992, p. 146-147). Nasser forebode these assumptions by leading the charge to the creation of the United Arab Republics (States) which consisted of Egypt and Syria as well as the Mutawakkilite Kingdom of Yemen in 1958. 
[bookmark: _Int_nRYyxm3z]The impact that these events surrounding the crisis at Suez had on the balance of power in the Middle East was more gradual than first anticipated, as the United States already had a significant base within the Middle East, namely Israel, at the time as they prided themselves on being the champion of decolonisation. Therefore, they already provided Israel with economic and military aid in order to combat the potential spread of communism through the Middle East. Due to the economic sanctions implemented upon Israel in 1956 the aid provided to them dropped from $41.5 million to just $24 million (Jewish Virtual Library, 2023). By December 22nd of that year, all British and French troops had withdrawn from the Canal Zone, with the final Israeli troops withdrawing in 1957 due to U.S pressure (U.S Department of State, 2001). This effectively made British and French influence in the region nullified, with the great power void leading the way for the U.S to implant itself as the protector from communist influence in the region. 
Although Egypt militarily suffered quite the embarrassment at the hands of the Western powers, within the region, Abdel Nasser’s status as the defender of Arab Nationalism was solidified as he did not bow to the pressure of the colonialist powers. The natural conclusion of the course of events of the Suez Crisis led to the balance of power dramatically shifting across the region. As previously stated, the British and French were removed from the region and embarrassed on the World Stage, gaining a sour reputation from their actions and angering the United States in the process. This instance also marked the definitive end of potential renewal of the British Empire’s hold on Middle Eastern territories as well as a devastating blow to French interests in the area, likewise in the Levant. The Soviets also gained a foothold in Syria as their military aid to Egypt at the time furthered their goal to extricate the Western powers from the region and gain more influence over the already authoritarian governments in the area. This manifested in more arms deals and military adviser liaisons to the Syrian military (U.S Department of State, 2001). Whilst the U.S played a mediating role in the conflict, not directly intervening military on either side, as intervening against their own NATO allies would be seen as compromising the alliance. However, their political support for Egypt, including their withdrawal of financial aid to Israel for the coming few years, cemented that they had the jurisdiction to mediate potential future issues in the region, as was seen in the future territorial disputes between Israel, Egypt, Syria and Palestine. Through this support from the leading world superpower, Egypt also increased its political standing in the region (U.S Department of State, 2001). 
Some grievances with the authors of the references for this essay must be addressed, as political and moral biases are of course present within them. Firstly, Edward Said is a prominent Palestinian Nationalist and activist, therefore introducing biases towards the oppressors of his people in Palestine, as an emotional connection and historical rivalries may have influenced his outlook on the overarching situation. On the opposite side of the spectrum, the U.S Department of State’s assessment of the shifts in the balance of power could also be influenced by their determination to end the centuries-old control of the Middle East by foreign powers such as the British, French and Ottomans, therefore downplaying the still present military presence of the British in states like Jordan and Qatar. The U.S may have had perverse interests of their own in the region, considering they willed the ongoing Hungarian revolution to be the focal point of support for the Western World, rather than clinging onto their old colonial holdings. As was seen further down the line, U.S opposition was potentially also levied to grant them a staging ground for further political incursions in the Middle East.
To conclude, the origins of the Suez Canal began in an age where the balance of power was a world different to how it was after the Canal Crisis rocked the East. With the original balance of power consisting of the Ottomans, French who initially began construction of it and British who de jure owned Egypt at the time. The crisis bringing forth a new age for the region, and new ethnic, miliary and political difficulties with it. Egypt, Israel, the United States and the Soviet Union began to project their power in the region based off the results of the conflict, binding the Egyptians and Syrians closer to the Soviets, whereas Israel were bound tightly to the side of the Americans.
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