What Impact did the Suez Crisis have on the balance of power in the Middle East
[bookmark: _Int_yYtqgRQY][bookmark: _Int_BpBLQ5W7]The Suez Crisis of 1956 was a battle of wills – France and Great Britain with Israel on side versus Egypt. It was a series of political choices which culminated in Egyptian president, Gamal Abdel Nasser ordering the nationalisation of the Suez Canal which prior to the takeover was jointly owned by Britain and France. Nasser who came into power in 1954 after the military had overthrown Egypt's monarchy, had visions of solidarity amongst the Arab states and plans to modernise Egypt's economy. One of his ambitions was to build the Aswan Dam which would help to regulate the flow of the Nile, generate hydroelectric power, and improve agricultural activity in the area. He secured financial aid from both the United States (US) and Britain. However, both countries, withdrew their offer due to Egypt’s associations with communist countries such as brokering an arms deal with Czechoslovakia backed by the Soviets, and its acknowledgement of the Chinese government. Dulles, US secretary at the time and responsible for the decision to withdraw, mistakenly “may have believed that without the American aid, the dam project would fold,” (History.com editors, 2009). Contrarily, Nasser instead seized control of the Suez Canal and nationalised it anticipating that revenues from the canal would provide funding for the construction of the Aswan Dam. Furthermore, funding was secured from the Soviets who saw it as an opportunity to expand their sphere of influence. But the French and British, two fading colonial nations, were facing losing their imperialist foothold in the Middle East and wanted more direct action to protect their interests. France was already in conflict with Algeria who were fighting for their independence. Britain had already signed an independence treaty agreement with Egypt in 1936 for the removal of all British military presence by 1956. But in 1951 Egyptians had had enough and started campaigning to get the British to leave. This left Britain struggling to maintain a firm footing on her key economic advantage – the Suez Canal, in the Middle East. She was losing her place as a leading power on the world stage. Secretly, both France and Britain keen to maintain their status as world leaders, conspired to take action. They saw an opportunity to collude with Israel who were experiencing cross border issues with Egypt and the blockade of the Straits of Tiran.
[bookmark: _Int_bWQIqVCc][bookmark: _Int_SGLKpCtC]The Arab Israeli conflict has been an ongoing throughout its history.  The conflict intensified when Palestine was divided, and the state of Israel was created. The Arab Palestinians refuted the UN decision to partition the land which has resulted in periodical wars with Israel ever since. As soon as the state of Israel was declared the neighbouring states of Egypt, Jordan, Lebanon, Syria, and Iraq declared war on Israel. It was a war that the Arabs lost. During the 1950s Egypt denied Israel use of the canal along the Straits of Tiran affecting their trade, (ADL, 2016). Tensions arising from this was enough to give Israel the impetus needed to join forces with France and Britain to secretly plan an attack on Egypt. The agreement was that Israel would attack first, Britain and France would then warn both Egypt and Israel to cease fighting before their own troops were deployed around the Suez Canal and to then overthrow Nasser. On October 29th 1956, Israel attacked the Sinai region and two days later the British and French attacked. In the US Eisenhower, who had held restraint over the Soviet offering of aid was taken by surprise by the attacks on Egypt. On November 4th 1956 they issued a stiff warning to both French and the British to withdraw their troops otherwise they would devalue sterling as well as the Israelis. The Soviet threaten military action if the three warring nations do not cease fire. The UN voted for a peaceful resolution and so despatched a peacekeeping force to Egypt and were to remain until all invading parties withdrew. The French and the British were forced to withdraw and did so by December 1956 with Israel following suit in March 1957. 
[bookmark: _Int_oXobfFz2][bookmark: _Int_9YxsqSEp][bookmark: _Int_fhJPS0g7][bookmark: _Int_JVRBDOnH]In the aftermath of the Suez Crisis, the canal which had remained blocked due to the ships that had been sunk during the crisis, reopened to traffic in March 1957. Nasser was celebrated for his success throughout the Arab world boosting other Arab nations’ confidence in their fight for independence. The French and British were left nursing bruised egos having to accept that they were no longer leading world powers, those positions were now held by the US and the Soviets. This left France and Britain reevaluating their positions and next steps for them. British Prime Minister Eden resigned as a result. President Eisenhower fearing that the Suez crisis had left an opportunity for the Soviets to swoop in on the Middle East, created the Eisenhower doctrine which offered financial aid to build their economy and support in time of need against Soviet threat, (Voinea, 2011). Where once the Bristish had a strong presence and power in the Middle East this was now lost to the US. As noted by Kyle (1989, p. 129), “America’s refusal to spring to British defence, was the decisive factor which swung opinion in a cabinet caught in the coils of the logical consequences of the intervention story. The withholding of the necessary American rescue effort gave to the United States what has been lacking in an international crisis: the power of inflicting economic sanctions of immediate and devastating effect.” Contrary to Britain's belief that the US would support them in any event backfired. The US had attempted to appease her Western European allies but also not ruffle Egypt's feathers and thus making way for Soviet opportunity. It became obvious that Britain no longer was a world power, and the Suez Crisis had only served to highlight this fact. Still recovering from the financial and economic devastations of WWII Britain was not in a position to stand on her own but had already had to rely on the US for financial aid and believed that as an ally the US would offer their support during the crisis. Both Britain and France were living in a historical bubble, holding on to glories of the past in the belief that they could still wield their power without considering the events of recent history and who was wielding the sword on the world stage. This lack of foresight cost Britain economically and on a worldwide scale they lost face by having their ‘wrists slapped.’ In fact, Lord Harcourt, a British envoy in Washington around the time of the crisis observed ‘My own view is that the feeling within the Administration is considerably more hostile than it is among the general public. They are hurt and piqued at our action which they look on as a blunder and they seem determined to treat us as naughty boys who have got to be taught that they cannot go off and act on their own without asking Nanny’s permission first,’ (Kunz, 1989, p. 227) The US had not been quick to relieve Britain of economic pressure until there was evidence to show that Britain was ready to carry through the UN resolutions.
[bookmark: _Int_aSVAo8SN][bookmark: _Int_UMy4vCGa]Both the US and the Soviets elevation to world superpowers were backed by their both having developed nuclear arms as well as both having strong economies. For the US this was due to their supporting role during WWII and for the Soviets this was due to their rich oil and gas reserves. Britain and indeed France’s future roles on the world stage have been sealed.  They no longer can act independently but would have to act in cooperation with the US going forward. Britain’s mistake was the belief that she could control the outcome in Egypt and regain and retain control of the Suez Canal which as noted previously was a lack of foresight in the presence of two superpowers who held the controls. Beyond the Suez Crisis the US strong economic position reinforced their position of power by being able to extend financial and military aid to the Middle East in an effort to contain Soviet infiltration into the area. In the ensuing years, the US has continued to strengthen its position in the Middle East with the focus turning to access to oil. The Soviets have on six occasions threatened to intervene during conflict but on closer examination it can be seen that the threats could not have been serious since they were delivered after the threat was past its danger point and there would be no need for intervention. This could be seen as a poor attempt by the Soviets to flex their power with no real desire for conflict. This more than likely affected their standing amongst the Arab nations leaving the nations languishing in conflict and left to defend themselves. This has affected the Soviet Arab relations resulting in Arab states pulling away from the Soviets.  This has only served to strengthen US power over the Arab states. 
[bookmark: _Int_BYpR7I6S][bookmark: _Int_5ZlMXObV]The Middle East for various reasons has been a target for occupation throughout its history.  Britain secured Egypt but more predominantly the Suez Canal as it was valuable for economic and shipping reasons.  Giving her the security of access to India. But other nations too wanted the benefit of the use of the Suez Canal. Egypt, on whose territory the Canal lay was losing out on the revenue through the volume of ships passing through. It rightly felt that it should enjoy the benefits and by nationalising the Canal the country would stand to benefit.  
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