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FROM YOUR DIRECTOR-GENERAL 
 
 
Dear Delegates, 
 It is my privilege to welcome you to the Princeton Model United Nations Conference. My name is Justin Curl, 
and I am honored to be your Director General of Crisis Committees this year. I am a sophomore in the Computer 
Science Department with certificates in Statistics & Machine Learning and Engineering Management Systems.  
 On campus, I am a member of the Model UN Team, the Princeton Debate Panel, and a volunteer for the 
Mercer County suicide hotline. This is my second-year staffing PMUNC, I was a crisis director for the Joint Crisis 
Committee last year. I had a wonderful experience last year and am excited to be back again staffing PMUNC this 
year.  
 I am from Los Angeles, California. I am not excited for the cold that awaits us all come November, but luckily, 
we have the heat of lively competition and new friendships to warm our hearts at PMUNC. I first joined the lovely 
activity of Model UN in college, and I have had an amazing experience competing on the college circuit. I hope you 
do not let the thrill of competition to distract you from the chance to learn something from your fellow delegates 
and building strong friendships.  
 Crisis committees are a unique opportunity to form relationships with the 12-15 other students in committee. 
These committees will push you to creatively combine your long-term strategy with short-term events, spinning 
each update to your advantage. Success in crisis will require delegates to think critically and quickly to persuasively 
respond to constant crises coming out of the back room. Constantly balancing the goals of individual delegates with 
the success of the entire committee, delegates in crisis represent Model UN and politics at its best. This year we 
have an excellent slate of topics lined up, including a committee analyzing Orwell’s Animal Farm in the context of 
the USSR, another addressing Venezuela’s humanitarian crisis, and another responding to 9/11 among others.  
 Both myself and my chairs have been working all summer to lay the foundations for the best PMUNC 
experience possible. Please read through the background guide, start thinking about your arc, and get ready to have 
an amazing weekend of fun at PMUNC.  
 
All the best,  

Justin Curl   
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FROM YOUR CHAIR 
 
 
Delegates, 
 Welcome to the United Nations Security Council! My name is Harry Shapiro - I’m a sophomore who’s 
originally from Chicago and who has probably done a bit too much MUN in his life! I’m currently on year six of my 
MUN career, and this will be my fifth PMUNC (my second as a committee chair). I’ve competed from Montreal to 
Madrid, chaired and staffed numerous times, and consider joining MUN to be one of the best choices I have made 
in life. Of all the committees I competed on in the high school circuit, though, PMUNC’s UNSC was my favorite. 
Y’all are the best of the best crisis delegates in your age group, and I believe that UNSC offers the ultimate crisis 
experience. On the Security Council, you play the uniquely delicate art of balancing the nuances of diplomacy 
alongside the wild crisis intrigue of the “deep state.” 
 So, while PMUNC’s UNSC has traditionally been set in the present day, I wanted to choose a topic that would 
challenge and involve all of you. This latter point is why I especially love the Suez Crisis, for it is one of the few 
global incidents where all five P5 nations are heavily involved. Furthermore, the typical East-West blocs are 
fractured - the Americans break ranks with their NATO allies, Khrushchev’s nuclear brinkmanship first appears, 
and the Chinese play a shadowy but important role as well. The true MUN afficionados among you might say “but 
no, Harry. The PRC wasn’t on the UNSC until 1971.” And you would be correct, but to make things a touch more 
exciting, the composition of our P5 will be the same as it was in 1972 (US, UK, France, PRC, USSR). Our story will 
begin on March 15, 1956, shortly after the dismissal of Sir John Bagot Glubb as British commander of the Arab 
Legion, and after the failure of the US’s initial attempts at diplomacy. 
 I also imagine that some of you may have some questions about how I will run committee and what I look for 
as a chair. This committee will be run as a continual crisis with rolling updates. I expect delegates to respond to the 
questions posed in this background packet through directives, and a resolution will most likely not be in order for 
this committee. As a chair, the thing I value most is knowledge about the topic and adherence to your policy. You 
should still have fun and can absolutely play around with your platform, of course! Indeed, among the superpowers, 
there was no complete victor in the Suez Crisis (though Khrushchev certainly thought he won). So, delegates should 
not simply try to rewrite history - there is room for anyone to come out on top this time around. I will be looking 
for people who who genuinely collaborate, are creative in crisis, and are actually having fun with this. I want this 
committee to be a fun and enjoyable experience for everyone involved! 
 Please don’t hesitate to email me with any questions you may have. The 1950s are a wild time in world history 
when many still weren’t sure who would win the Cold War, and they’re one of my favorite periods to study. 
Knowing PMUNC delegates, though, I’m guessing the Cold War won’t stay cold for long... 
 
Until November, 
Harry Shapiro 
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HISTORCIAL UN SECURITY COUNCIL 
 
 
 

TOPIC: 1956 Suez Canal 
 
 

Committee Description 
 
Welcome! The year is 1956. European powers have begun to tire of Egyptian President Gamal Abdel Nasser's 
ambitious attempts to expand Egyptian power at the expense of Western interests. Still, he does not appear to be 
particularly sympathetic to the communist powers, either, preferring to play the East and West against each other as 
the situation requires. Now, though, the situation appears to be rapidly deteriorating. A new arms deal could give 
Nasser the weapons needed to make good on his repeated threats against Israel. Worse still, there are whispers that 
Nasser wishes to seize the strategically-vital, European-owned Suez Canal. As the most powerful arm of the United 
Nations, the UN Security Council will have to navigate Nasser's cunning, Cold War tensions, and the twilight of the 
colonial era to prevent disaster. 
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HISTORICAL 
BACKGROUND

 
 

OVERVIEW 

 On a high level, the historical 
context that led to the Suez Crisis is 
shaped chiefly by three convergent 
developments. First, the relative loss 
of power experienced by Britain and 
France as a result of the turmoil 
wrought by the Second World War 
had massive implications on their 
relations with imperial possessions. 
(This includes “colonies” in the strict 
sense as well as areas where the 
imperial powers long enjoyed unique 
privileges without formal political 
control, like the Suez Canal.) The 
weakening of these two colonial 
powers was plain for many aspirants 
to political power in their spheres of 
influence to see and emboldened 
nationalist movements across the 
Middle East, Africa, and South Asia. 
Second, the creation of the state of 
Israel in 1948 provoked immediate 
tensions between the fledgling state 
and its Western supporters on one 
hand and large parts of the Arab 
world, including Egypt, on the other. 
The tremendous political volatility of 
the post-war Middle East introduced 
new variables into various actors’ 
calculations of the national interest, 
making for a potentially explosive 
situation. Finally, the emergence of 
the United States and the Soviet 
Union as nuclear-armed 
superpowers gave virtually every 
geopolitical conflict a global 
dimension. This final point is the key 
to understanding why bilateral 
conflicts between Britain, France, 
and Israel against Egypt, each having 

their own historical and geopolitical 
context, transformed into the sort of 
explosive issue that would be 
considered by the United Nations 
Security Council. This section will 
cover the first two developments in 
depth, given that the third is 
sufficiently recent as of this 
committee’s start date to fit more 
appropriately in our discussion of the 
“Current Status” below. Before 
examining these issues, however, it’s 
worth asking a much simpler 
question: what is the Suez Canal and 
why is it such a big deal? 
  

THE SUEZ CANAL: 

CONTEXT AND 

BEGINNINGS 

 The Suez Canal is a 120mi 
(193km) waterway that connects the 
Mediterranean and Red Seas.1 Simply 
put, the construction of the Suez 
Canal was one solution to an age-old 
problem, one most students of 
history will immediately recognize 
for its role in shaping dozens of other 
transformative developments: the 
desire to easily conduct sea-based 
trade between the markets of the 
Mediterranean and the markets of 
the Indian Ocean and East Asia. 
After Bartolomeu Dias sailed around 
the southern tip of Africa, becoming 
the first European to do so, the 
Portuguese, then the Dutch, and later 
the British each established a 
monopoly in the 
European/Mediterranean markets 
over the East Indian trade.2 Naturally, 
this inspired contemporary rivals of 
these European powers to look for 
ways to subvert their monopoly. 
Venetian traders and the French 
kings of the 17th and 18th centuries 
contemplated building a canal across 
the Isthmus of Suez.3 Canals joining 

the Nile and the Red Sea, and 
therefore indirectly linking the 
Mediterranean and the Indian Ocean, 
had been part of Egypt’s history for 
centuries: “the first canal in the 
region is thought to have been dug 
about 1850 BCE,”4 and later 
iterations were maintained by the 
Romans and the Abbasid empires. 
However, these canals were much 
less ambitious than one across the 
isthmus would be; their goal 
appeared to be limited to facilitating 
trade between the Nile and the Red 
Sea.5 Other the other hand, a venture 
like the ones the Venetians and the 
French explored would have enabled 
direct sailing between the 
Mediterranean and the Indian 
Oceans, but none of these projects 
came to be. 

 

 A partial breakthrough came 
during the French occupation of 
Egypt in the late 18th century, when 
Napoleon himself commissioned a 
cadre of engineers to investigate the 
possibility of building a canal across 
the isthmus. Napoleon’s engineers 
“erroneously calculated that the level 
of the Red Sea was 33 feet (10 meters) 
above that of the Mediterranean and, 

Figure 1: Ferdinand de Lesseps 
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therefore, that locks would be 
needed,” making the undertaking 
prohibitively expensive.6 Subsequent 
French investigations into the 
feasibility of the canal revealed that it 
would in fact be possible, and in 1856, 
French nobleman and diplomat 
Ferdinand de Lesseps brokered a 
concession from the viceroy of 
Egypt, allowing the Suez Canal 
Company to construct the canal and 
operate it for a 99-year period.7 
 France’s attempts to gain 
control of the Canal Zone and its 
later efforts to fund the company 
that would administer the Canal were 
met by fierce British opposition. The 
Foreign Office lobbied relentlessly 
beginning in 1854 for the project to 
be nixed,8 and prominent British 
engineers denounced the project in 
the press as a technical impossibility 
while politicians warned that its 
completion would constitute a threat 
to national security.9 Surely the true 
“threat” they alluded to was to the 
security of British trading revenues: 
the heyday of the British East India 
Company had passed, and the 
trading behemoth was in persistent 
financial trouble, but the sheer 
volume of world trade it still 
controlled gave Britain considerable 
political clout that it was 
understandably reluctant to cede. 
The Anglo-French dispute over the 
canal even spilled over into the 
company’s initial fundraising efforts 
- Lesseps “was anxious for 
international participation and 
offered shares widely,” but British 
investors refused, leaving France 
with a 52 percent stake and Ismail 
Pasha, Egypt’s viceroy under 
Ottoman rule, with a 44 percent 
stake.10 
 

BRITAIN RETHINKS ITS 

OPPOSITION AND 

EMBRACES THE CANAL  

 In 1874, the British East India 
Company was dissolved after 
multiple government interventions 
failed to drag the company out of its 
financial difficulties.11 Meanwhile, a 
debt crisis hit Egypt, forcing Pasha to 
seek buyers for his stake in the 
company. British Prime Minister 
Benjamin Disraeli, who was surely 
aware of the strategic significance 
that enjoying some power over the 
canal would give the Royal Navy, 
agreed to purchase the Egyptian 
stake in 1875.12 Embracing its ability 
to share the canal rather than 
jealously regarding it as an 
infringement on its East Indian 
monopoly turned out to be a master 
stroke for Britain: its ships eventually 
accounted for three quarters of the 
canal’s total daily traffic and, perhaps 
more importantly, the canal provided 
the Royal Navy with a shortcut to its 
vast overseas empire. Indeed, far 
from loosening Britain’s hold on 
India, it enabled Whitehall to exert 
far greater control over its prized 
colony. Egypt fared much worse in 
the transaction, losing its seats on the 
company’s board and its allotted 
share of the profits, a fact that 
brewed significant resentment within 
Egypt towards France and Britain in 
later years.13  
 Seven years after the purchase, 
Britain consolidated its hold over the 
canal by invading and occupying 
Egypt. British strategic control over 
the shortest link between the 
Mediterranean and Indian Oceans 
understandably frightened other 
major players, including France, 
especially in a world in which the 
prevailing concept of international 

order was a carefully-calibrated 
“balance of power.” This fear 
compelled France to become one of 
the chief architects of the 1888 
Convention of Constantinople, a 
treaty that declared the canal a 
neutral zone – passable by all ships 
during times of war and peace – 
under the protection of Britain, 
which formally agreed to the treaty 
but mostly ignored it for the 
purposes of actual policymaking.14 
For example, in 1904, following a 
diplomatic crisis sparked by Russian 
ships mistakenly firing on British 
ships during the Russo-Japanese war, 
the British barred the Russians from 
passing through the canal.15 Needless 
to say, enemies of the Allied forces 
during the two world wars were not 
permitted military or shipping 
thoroughfare via the Suez Canal, 
either.  
 The beginning of the Twentieth 
Century saw the British Empire 

Figure 2: Map of the Suez Canal Zone in the early 1950s, 
showing towns, infrastructure, and British military bases. 
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beginning to unravel, a process that 
reached its culmination during the 
Suez Crisis. One of the first half-
steps along this path was taken in 
1936, when Britain granted Egypt the 
independence it had been promised 
in 1922 but maintained in the treaty 
that British troops could “continue 
to be stationed in the Suez Canal 
zone to protect Britain’s financial 
and strategic interest in the canal 
until 1956, at which time the need for 
their presence would be re-examined 
and, if necessary, renegotiated.”16 
The need for their presence would 
indeed be re-examined. 
 

BRITAIN, FRANCE, AND 

THE POSTWAR WORLD  

 In the aftermath of the Second 
World War, Britain and France, the 
powers that had shaped the history 
of the Suez Canal since its inception, 
were in a paradoxical position: they 
had been jarringly weakened by the 
horrible conflict, and large swathes 
of their respective empires seemed 
destined to fall. Yet this very same 
fading imperial legacy kept them 
entangled – and influential – in 
power struggles taking place far 
outside of their borders. 
 Great Britain granted India 
independence in 1948, whereupon 
“the canal lost its traditional rationale 
of being critical for the defense of 
India or the empire.”17 But even as its 
traditional strategic significance 
waned, the canal had acquired a new 
importance in recent decades: by 
virtue of cutting the transport time of 
oil from the Persian Gulf to Europe 
in half relative to the alternative route 
around the Cape of Good Hope, the 
Suez Canal had become Europe’s 
primary conduit for Middle Eastern 
oil. In fact, “by 1955 two-thirds of 

Europe’s oil passed through” the 
Suez Canal.18 France and Britain, 
who remained the primary 
shareholders in the Suez Canal 
Company, enjoyed tremendous 
profits from shipping oil from the 
Persian Gulf – profits that were not 
shared with Egypt. This status quo, 
needless to say, gave France and 
Britain plenty of motivation to 
closely guard their control over the 
canal and gave nationalists in Egypt 
plenty to rally against.19  
 France spent the early part of 
the postwar period dealing with the 
disintegration of its own empire. 
Algeria had been a French colony 
since 1830 and many Algerians had 
fought as French soldiers in World 
War II.20 Nonetheless, France 
suppressed the Muslim majority in 
Algeria during and after the war by 
severely diluting its representation in 
the Algerian Assembly. Just as 
France was celebrating VE Day, 
Muslim Algerian protesters, many of 
them former soldiers, took to the 
streets in Sétif to demand 
independence.21 Skirmishes between 
Algerian independence fighters, 

Algerian settlers loyal to France, and 
French colonial forces continued for 
years thereafter. In 1954, France 
suffered a debilitating defeat at Dien 
Bien Phu that essentially marked the 
end of its attempt to retain its 
colonial possessions in Indochina 
(Vietnam). This defeat “emboldened” 
Algerian resistance fighters, who 
proceeded to form the “Front de 
Libération Nationale (FLN), [launch] 
armed revolts throughout Algeria, 
and [issue] a proclamation calling for 
a sovereign Algerian state”22 in 
November 1954. French leaders, 
humiliated by the precipitous 
unwinding of their overseas empire, 
grew extremely suspicious of Gamal 
Abdel Nasser, the ultra-popular Arab 
nationalist who had recently assumed 
the Presidency of Egypt. They 
accused him of covertly backing the 
Algerian rebels, and later studies did 
indeed find that Nasser had been 
“the principal source of support for 
the Algerian rebels.”23 This gave the 
French yet another reason to pursue 
regime change in Egypt at the nearest 
opportunity. 
 

Figure 3: Algerians protest for their independence. The Algerian War become long, bloody, and incredibly costly for all 
involved.  
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THE CREATION OF ISRAEL  

 One final major development 
set the stage for the Suez Crisis: the 
creation of Israel. During the early 
20th century, Britain’s leaders had a 
messy on-again, off-again 
relationship with the idea of a Jewish 
state in the Palestianian territory it 
controlled: Arthur Balfour, in his 
eponymous declaration, articulated 
Britain’s support for a Jewish 
homeland in 1917, but by the 1940s, 
British leaders opposed the creation 
of a Jewish state because they 
“wanted to preserve good relations 
with the Arabs to protect [their] vital 
political and economic interests in 
Palestine.”24 Nonetheless, Britain’s 
Palestinain Mandate was scheduled 
to end in 1948, throwing the issue to 
the United Nations, which adopted 
Resolution 181, endorsing the 
creation of separate Arab and Jewish 
states in Palestine.25 On May 14th, 
1948, Israel declared its 
independence. Immediately, five 
Arab states including Egypt “invaded 
territory in the former Palestinian 
mandate” now controlled by Israel.26 
The United States and the Soviet 
Union immediately recognized the 
Israeli Provisional Government, but 
the former “maintained an arms 
embargo against all belligerents” in 
the Arab-Israeli War.27 Regardless, 
with Czech and other surplus 
weapons, Israel quickly gained the 
upper hand against the Arab armies, 
even gaining territory designated to 
Palestianian Arabs under the UN 
partition plan. 
 The end of the war did not mark 
the end of hostilities between Egypt 
and Israel, however. Gamal Abdel 
Nasser and other Arab nationalists 
considered Israel an artificial state 

created by Western imperialists and 

“launched an unrelenting rhetorical 
campaign against Israel in particular 
and the western world in general” 
after Egypt’s 1949 defeat.28 Nasser 
was as intent upon destroying Israel 
in deed as he was in word: he 
“claimed the right to seal the narrow 
Straits of Tiran against Western 
shipping bound for the isolated 
Israeli port of Eilat [as] … part of a 
plan to bankrupt Israel and 
effectively isolate it from the world 
community.”29 Nasser’s government 
also sponsored the Fedayeen 
terrorist attacks of 1955.30  
 For Britain and France, the 
increasingly nationalist posture of the 
Egyptian government under Nasser 
was a nuisance at best and a threat to 
vital strategic and economic interests 
at worst. For Israel, however, the 
problem was perceived to be 
existential. “Israeli leaders were 
convinced that Nasser intended to 
launch the often-promised war of 
annihilation against the Jewish state” 
and began to consider military 
options for a pre-emptive strike. 

 

 

CURRENT 
SITUATION

 
THE POSTWAR WORLD  

 Whereas World War I was 
followed by a brief era of relative 
global stability, World War II almost 
immediately led to even greater 
global tensions. There were 
numerous reasons for this, ranging 
from the advent of nuclear weapons 
to the complete destruction of most 
of Europe and East Asia, but the 
greatest reason of all stemmed from 
a seemingly small decision made by 
German officials in 1917. In April of 
that year, they allowed an exiled 
dissident to travel from Switzerland 
to St. Petersburg in hopes of 
destabilizing the Russian war effort.31  
That decision turned out to be far 
more fateful than the German 
government could ever imagine. 
That dissident - Vladimir Lenin - led 
a massive, bloody communist 

Figure 4: Czech-made Avia S-199 flighter in Israeli service, 1948.  
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revolution in Russia and established 
the world’s first communist state. His 
populist ideology, derived from the 
works philosopher Karl Marx and 
dubbed Marxism-Leninism,32 was 
extremely appealing to millions of 
disgruntled lower-class people (and 
even more so among certain parts of 
the intelligentsia). While he withdrew 
Russia from World War I, his 
successor - the even more brutal 
Jozef Stalin - led the Union of 
Socialist Soviet Republics (USSR - as 
Russia was known during communist 
rule) to defeat the Nazis at enormous 
cost during World War II.  
 The Russians lost over 
20,000,000 people stopping Hitler, 
according to most estimates, but they 
bore the brunt of the war effort in the 
European Theater.33  Despite this, 
the war (known as the “Great 
Patriotic War” in Russia to this day) 
gave Stalin and the Soviet people a 
renewed sense of superiority over the 
West after years of debilitating 
infighting. In the aftermath, while the 
Western Allies were weary of war, 
Soviets’ militarism remained strong. 
Stalin seized upon this opportunity 
and, over a few years, reneged on his 

promises to the West and annexed 
most of Eastern Europe. Western 
Europe, and especially the United 
States, watched in horror as instead 
of allowing free elections in Poland, 
Czechoslovakia, East Germany, and 
elsewhere, Stalin’s KGB engineered 
“communist revolutions” and 
installed puppet dictators.34  
 Western Europe, which was 
hoping to peacefully rebuild after 
WWII’s destruction, was especially 
horrified as Stalin amplified rhetoric 
about expanding his reach Westward 
and conquering all of Europe. 
Whereas the British and French 
militaries had atrophied following 
Hitler’s defeat, Stalin’s remained 
large. The US had not been sitting 
idly by while all this was happening, 
either. President Harry Truman and 
US Secretary of State Dean Acheson 
were also deeply troubled by Stalin’s 
actions, and in 1949, they created 
NATO to band Western Europe, 
Canada, and the US together against 
communism. In doing so, they 
agreed to bring the allies under a 
collective “nuclear umbrella,” 
meaning that if the USSR attacked a 
NATO power, the US would 

respond with “massive retaliation” 
and a nuclear strike.35   
 Thus, by the 1950s, the world’s 
most influential nations had largely 
divided themselves into two camps: 
capitalism vs. communism. As a side 
note - China and the USSR remained 
close partners at this time, and the 
communist bloc was still primarily 
directed from Moscow. With the 
recent death of Stalin and rise of 
Nikita Khrushchev as Soviet leader, 
though, this was beginning to shift. 
By the 1960s, China and the USSR 
would be in full opposition to each 
other, but as of 1956, Chinese leader 
Mao Zedong was only just beginning 
to exercise his newfound freedom 
from Stalin’s grip.36  Regardless, due 
to nuclear weapons, these two sides 
also found themselves unable to 
wage direct war on each other, since 
an invasion of one side by the other 
would inevitably lead to mutually 
assured destruction. Thus, the two 
found a new battlefield: the Third 
World. 
 

Figure 5: Stalin was known for his exceptional brutality, especially towards members of his own regime. His infamous “purges” spared nobody – even heads of the secret police. For 
example, after NKVD chief Nikolai Yezhov’s liquidation, Stalin’s men tried to erase every trace of his existence.  
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THE THIRD WORLD AND 

DECOLONIZATION  

 Today, the term “Third World” 
carries a number of connotations, 
but during the Cold War, the term 
was coined by the French 
demographer Alfred Sauvy to refer 
to nations that were not actively 
aligned with either the capitalist (First 
World) or communist (Second 
World) blocs.37  Because of the 
reasons noted above, these nations 
became the central battleground for 
the Cold War. The timing could not 
have been better for fomenting chaos 
in Africa, S/SE Asia, and the Middle 
East, either. For around a century, 
countries from Nigeria to Vietnam 
had been ruled by the colonial 
powers of Western Europe. 
Colonialism managed to survive 
WWI and emerged stronger than 
ever, with nearly all valuable holdings 
consolidated in the hands of Britain 
and France. In the aftermath of 
World War II, though, colonized 
peoples’ demands for independence 
became louder, though, and found 
greater sympathy from international 
partners. 
 The ease with which European 
powers relinquished colonies 
depended heavily on three main 
things: the degree to which the native 
population was willing to go to gain 
independence; the ease with which 
the colony could be kept under 
European control; and most 
importantly, the economic and 
geopolitical value of the colony. The 
calculus of this varied enormously 
depending on the region in question. 
In the case of Indonesia, which had 
been seized by the Japanese during 
the war and whose Dutch colonizers 
had been routed by the Nazis, 
independence occurred by 1949 (still, 

this was much to the Dutch’s 
chagrin).38  Some small, strategically-
important areas, such as Gibraltar, 
remain colonies to this day. While the 
Soviets were certainly not benevolent 
liberators, they did help numerous 
Third World nations achieve 
independence in order to weaken the 
NATO powers and showcase their 
own strength. 
 While the overall balance of 
factors was somewhere in between 
for the Middle East, situations were 
often far more tense. That is, such 
colonies were not exceptionally far 
from Europe, so they were far easier 
to control than distant places like 
Vietnam and Indonesia. Likewise, 
their oil made them extremely 
valuable to whoever controlled them. 
This, however, gave both colonizing 
powers and the native population 
enormous incentives to maintain 
control. Furthermore, the primarily 
Muslim natives often had a sense of 
cultural unity against their European 
rulers, which increased the strength 
of their push for self-rule compared 
to some of the more ethnically 
fractured colonies in sub-Saharan 
Africa. Altogether, this set the stage 
for enormously tense conflicts that 
persist to this day. The British 
recognized this early on and elected 
to install pro-British independent 
monarchies in several key nations, 
such as Iraq and Jordan.39  The 
French maintained tighter control 
over Syria in the interwar period, but 
they eventually gave it independence 
in 1946.40  Thus, the main concern of 
the Western powers in the postwar 
era initially was ensuring that Arab 
states did not sway too closely to the 
Soviet sphere of influence. However, 
the independent actions of Arab 
leaders themselves increasingly 

became an equally pressing concern 
for the West. 
 

ARAB NATIONALISM AND 

GAMAL ABDEL NASSER  

 By the late Nineteenth and early 
Twentieth Centuries, there was 
growing resentment among Arabs 
tired of being ruled by foreigners 
(initially the Ottomans, and later 
European colonial powers). 
Throughout the interwar period, this 
sentiment grew, becoming known as 
Arab nationalism. Arab nationalists 
felt that the Arabs were collectively a 
single nation and that, as such, they 
should be unified under their own 
rule and shared religion, language, 
and heritage. The movement gained 
momentum after Arab forces 
working with T.E. Lawrence 
contributed heavily to the defeat of 
the Ottoman Empire in WWI. In the 
years afterwards, attempted and 
successful revolts against European 
powers spread across the Middle 
East. As mentioned earlier, 
opposition to the emergence of the 
Jewish state of Israel served as a 
further rallying point for Arab 
nationalists in the postwar era. Still, 
in the early 1950s, the movement 
lacked a key element: a single, 
charismatic leader or nation to rally 
around. 
 Egypt had nominally been 
independent since 1919, governed as 
a kingdom in a similar manner to 
other British colonies that were 
granted their independence in the 
interwar period. However, the 
Kingdom of Egypt was still a British 
vassal in many regards, with the UK 
directing foreign and military 
matters.41  This angered many Arab 
nationalists and others who desired 
full independence in Egypt, and 
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coupled with the unpopular Egyptian 
King’s weak governance, Egypt 
remained in a chaotic state. In the 
aftermath of WWII, numerous 
Egyptian nationalists sensed an 
opportunity and demanded a full 
withdrawal of British forces from 
Egypt. The final straw for them came 
when Egypt and its allies were 
humiliated by Israel in the 1948 
Arab-Israeli War.42  On July 23, 1952, 
a group of Egyptian military officers 
staged a coup against the King and 
easily took power. In October of 
1954, Lt. Col. Gamal Abdel Nasser, 
the real mastermind behind the initial 
uprising, seized the Presidency in 
another bloodless coup.43 

 

1955-1956: GROWING 

TENSIONS 

 Nasser proved a savvy, 
charming, and effective dictator. He 
fostered Arab nationalist sentiment 
among his people, crushed dissent, 
and took an immediate interest in 
foreign affairs. He adopted a 
relatively neutral stance in the Cold 
War,44 playing both sides off each 
other whenever possible to best suit 
his interests.45  He figured that the 
West would offer him greater 
amounts of military and financial 
assistance if there was a credible 
Soviet offer on the table. By doing 
this, he figured he could bid the two 
superpowers against each other to 
Egypt’s gain. In 1955, he made his 
first major global move by 
negotiating a large arms deal with the 
Soviet-run Czech government 
(ironically, the Czechs had also been 
a principal backer of the Israelis 
during their 1948 war with Egypt). 
The consequences of this deal were 
immense - Nasser gained far more 

high-end weaponry than the West 
would have sold him, and NATO 
powers feared that the Soviets would 
make Egypt the first major Soviet-
aligned nation in the Middle East.46  
 Initially, it seemed as though the 
West was following Nasser’s plan to 
the letter. One of Nasser’s largest, 
most ambitious, and most expensive 
projects was the construction of the 
Aswan High Dam across the Nile 
River. The dam would allow the 
Egyptian government to control the 
Nile’s flood cycles, stabilizing 
agricultural yields and reducing the 
chance of food shortages in years 
with exceptionally low or high water 
supply. After the Czech arms deal 
went through, the US and UK 
offered a combined $70 million in 
grants for the project, in addition to 
a $330 million loan (offered through 
the two powers and the World Bank) 
to lure Nasser away from the 
Soviets.47  The Soviets responded 
with a $1.12 billion loan offer at half 
the Western interest rate (the entire 
project was estimated to cost $1.3 
billion). However, the US and UK 
understood that given the fragile, 
weak state of the Soviet economy, 
this offer was likely more of a 
publicity stunt than a legitimate 
financing plan.48  They left their 
initial offer unchanged, and the 
Soviet offer indeed fell apart. 
 At this point (March 1956), the 
West believes that Nasser can still be 
drawn under their influence, and they 
intend to use the dam funds as a way 
to force him away from militarism 
against Israel and towards domestic 
economic growth. However, secret 
diplomacy between the US and 
Egypt has gone nowhere, and Nasser 
appears disinterested in detente with 
the West.49  It remains unclear what 
actions the US government will take, 

as they have certainly grown tired of 
Nasser’s games and wish to stabilize 
the situation in the Middle East. 
However, Nasser himself is torn 
between whether to pursue detente 
to the West or create his own 
regional Arab alliance. The two 
almost certainly preclude each other, 
and it is entirely possible (although 
unlikely at this stage) that Nasser 
could choose a third option of 
aligning more closely with the 
communist bloc. However, the 
USSR and PRC have numerous 
domestic issues of their own, and 
they are unlikely to be able to provide 
the significant financial aid that 
Nasser needs to boost his economy. 
Still, the Americans wish for a quick 
resolution to the situation, and 
rumors are spreading in Washington 
that Secretary of State J.F. Dulles and 
other top US officials are considering 
pulling their Aswan Dam support to 
force Nasser’s hand. 
 As annoyed as the Americans 
may be with Nasser, the British are 
even more infuriated. One of 

Figure 6: The publicity-savvy, photogenic Nasser 
established himself as a hero to many Arabs.  
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Nasser’s principal aims was toppling 
the Hashemite monarchies installed 
by the British in Iraq and Jordan. The 
British-led Baghdad Pact, which 
attempted to create an arab alliance 
against communism, was one of 
Nasser’s primary targets, as Nasser 
could not lead a pan-Arab nationalist 
movement while the Pact stood. He 
worked tirelessly to draw Syria, 
Jordan, and Lebanon away from the 
Baghdad Pact, frustrating British 
aims in the region. In particular, he 
organized anti-British riots in 
Amman in December 1955 and 
March 1956, which eventually led to 
the dismissal of Sir John Bagot 
Glubb as the commander of the 
Arab Legion, a major British 
foothold in the Jordanian military.50  
With Nasser successfully disrupting 
Britain’s plans to create a Middle 
Eastern anti-communist alliance, 
British leaders see him as an 
increasingly pressing threat. Because 
Nasser directly threatens the 
Baghdad Pact and French control 
over Algeria, the British and French 
see Nasser as far more of an 
imminent geopolitical threat than the 
Americans do. This discrepancy 
appears likely to lead to 
disagreements among the major 
Western powers over how to best 
deal with Nasser. As anger grows in 
Western Europe, some say that the 
English and French general staffs are 
drawing up potential war plans. They 
could certainly find a sympathetic ally 
in Israel, who has a major vested 
interest in weakening Nasser and 
turning Arab nations towards the 
less-bellicose Baghdad Pact. 
 

BLOC POSITIONS
 

UNITED STATES 

 The US is put in a difficult 
situation when it comes to 
decolonization in general. The 
Americans are not particularly in 
favor of colonialism, but they 
understand that colonies are an 
enormous part of their main allies’ 
geopolitical and economic strength. 
As such, their policy is often torn 
between supporting European allies 
and making alliances with newly-
independent nations. At this time, 
the US’s #1 goal by far is halting the 
spread of communism and 
weakening the USSR and, to a lesser 
extent, the PRC. The US’s entire 
involvement in the Third World at 
this stage is primarily hinged on a 
policy of containing communism. In 
the case of Egypt and Suez, this 
means ensuring that Nasser does not 
become aligned with the Soviets and 
ceases his “bidding games” between 
the two sides. While this is also an 
important tenet of Anglo-French 
policy, the key difference here is that 
the US cares very little who actually 
owns the Canal or rules Egypt, so 
long as the Soviets have no local 
friends in the region. They do not 
want any situation that will force 
Nasser into Khrushchev’s arms. A 
key secondary goal for the US is 
ensuring the continued smooth flow 
of oil through the Suez Canal to 
Western markets.  
.   

UNITED KINGDOM AND 

FRANCE 

 While the UK and France are 
also highly concerned with stopping 
communism’s spread, they have 
additional interests in the region due 
to their longstanding colonial 
involvement in the Middle East and 

North Africa. Their primary goals are 
to preserve their former monopoly 
on the Middle East as best they can, 
although they understand that they 
can no longer enjoy their former 
hegemony in the region. 
Furthermore, they (or their citizens) 
own most of the Suez Canal 
Company, so they stand to lose a 
great deal of money if the canal is lost. 
Overall, these two powers are 
inclined to be far more aggressive in 
stopping Nasser than the US is and 
would undoubtedly be the most 
likely to take direct, overt action 
 

USSR 

 1956 was an extremely 
tumultuous year for the Soviet Union. 
Khrushchev has just given his 
“Secret Speech,” in which he 
denounces Stalin in front of the 
entire Communist Party Congress. 
The nation is still struggling from the 
destruction of WWII, as the nation’s 
industry has been almost entirely 
directed towards bolstering industry 
instead of improving living 
conditions and agricultural output. 
Likewise, gross economic 
mismanagement remains a major 
issue, and the situation is tense at 
home. There are rumors that a group 
of powerful Stalinists (who still hold 
most top positions) are planning a 
coup against Khrushchev, although 
his grip on power is fairly strong. 
 Khrushchev sees this as a 
chance to prove himself, especially to 
his own people, by beating the West 
on the world stage. He is aggressive, 
impulsive, and most historians agree 
not particularly intelligent when it 
comes to policy matters. At this stage 
in history, he wields Soviet power 
like a man with little to lose, and he 
is unafraid to make bold promises 
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and proclamations in support of a 
pro-Soviet Nasser. Whether he has 
the resources or appetite for actual 
conflict (he saw Stalingrad’s 
destruction firsthand and hated it) is 
a very different question, though. 
The USSR’s top goal is the antithesis 
of the US’s: facilitating the global 
spread of communism. 

 

PRC  

 Like the USSR, the PRC is 
dealing with enormous internal 
issues at this time, and it has far fewer 
resources to pledge to nations like 
Egypt than the West does. That said, 
Mao is known as a Stalin-esque 
leader with a deep-seated hatred for 
the US and its allies. He is more 
bellicose than Khrushchev, as well, 
but his rhetoric tends to be less 
bombastic. By the same token, 
though, he appears more inclined to 
follow up on his words (as compared 
to Khrushchev’s reputation for 
outright lying to his own people and 
the world).  
 Keep in mind that the PRC is 
still seeking recognition 
internationally, as the ROC remains 
the recognized government of China 
among Western powers. Eliminating 
the ROC’s legitimacy is a top priority 
for Mao. Spreading communism is 
also important to him, but less so 
than it is to Khrushchev. At this 
point in time, Beijing is still 
nominally a Soviet ally/satellite, but 
Mao appears to be quickly on his way 
to breaking off and forming his own 
independent branch of the socialist 
bloc. How Egypt and the Middle 
East could play into this end remains 
to be seen.  
 

CZECHOSLOVAK 

REPUBLIC  

 After World War II, 
Czechoslovakia was almost 
immediately taken over by Stalin, 
who installed a puppet regime. The 
nation is a key part of the Soviet 
Union, considered one of Moscow’s 
“crown jewels” due to its 
exceptionally high industrial 
production among Soviet satellites. 
Czechoslovakia generally tends to 
follow Moscow’s direction when it 
comes to international affairs, but it 
enjoys more autonomy than other 
satellite states do. A major 
component of Czech industrial 
output is weaponry, and the Czechs 
recently executed a significant arms 
deal with Nasser. However, they 
have also been known to be major 
suppliers of arms to Israel in the past, 
and so long as they avoid directly 
confronting Moscow could enjoy 
some freedom in crafting their policy 
towards this particular conflict. It is 
also worth noting that like many 
members of the Eastern Bloc, the 
Czech people do not appreciate 
being ruled by Russians. They have 
more exposure to West Germany 
and Austria than other Eastern Bloc 
nations and envy the greater 
freedoms and quality of life available 
there. That said, even the most 
organized revolt or coup would be 
no match for the Russian military in 
any type of conflict. 
 

AUSTRALIA, CANADA, 

AND BELGIUM  

 These nations have extremely 
close ties to both the US and 
Britain/France. That said, Belgium is 
caught up in dealing with its own 
dissenting colonies, and it could 

certainly benefit from a colonizer 
victory. Still, it is almost completely 
reliant on the US for protection. 
Similarly, Australia and Canada have 
longstanding ties to the UK but 
primarily owe their survival in WWII 
to the US. These nations could 
reasonably be expected to follow the 
Anglo-French policy mentioned 
above, the aforementioned US 
course of action, or somewhere in 
between. 
 

YUGOSLAVIA AND INDIA  

 Yugoslavia is unique among 
communist nations in that it has 
retained a degree of independence 
from Muscovite control. It is ruled 
by dictator Josip Broz Tito, who had 
a notoriously poor relationship with 
Stalin. Yugoslavia is prominently 
involved in the Non-Aligned 
Movement, and it has an extremely 
close relationship with Nasser 
himself. No matter what happens, 
Yugoslavia’s goals will be to preserve 
this relationship, keep Nasser in 
power, and leverage the strength of 
non-aligned countries to prevent this 
from becoming a classic US-Soviet 
proxy war. Similarly, India is also a 
founding member of the Non-
Aligned Movement, although it 
maintains extremely close ties with 
both the Soviets and Nasser. Its 
priorities are similar to Yugoslavia’s, 
although its historical ties to the UK 
are much stronger than Tito’s. As 
such, there are a number of ways that 
either nation could respond to this 
crisis. 
 

IRAN AND LIBYA 

 Iran is currently ruled by a CIA-
installed government that is 
staunchly anti-communist and pro-
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Western. Whether the people of Iran 
feel this way may be a different story, 
as many resent the US ousting their 
elected leader. Similarly, Libya is 
ruled by King Idris I, who assumed 
power under a treaty negotiated 
between the British and UN. He 
remains extremely close to the UK 
and US and maintains military 
alliances with both. That said, he has 
Algerian heritage and is likely to be 
frustrated with France’s involvement 
in the Algerian War, which has also 
led to substantially increased security 
issues on his Western border. The 
sentiments of Arab Nationalism 
resonate among his people, and 
Nasser is a hero to many of them. In 
general, some Arab nations look to 
Nasser as a beacon of hope for the 
future, while others see him as a 
threat to their dominance in the 
region. In this committee, it will be 
crucial for delegates to understand 
that at this time, Arab nations’ 
policies were not as unified or 
friendly towards each other as they 
were in other parts of the Twentieth 
Century. 
 

CUBA, PERU, AND LATIN 

AMERICAN NATIONS 

 Cuba is facing an enormous 
communist revolution of its own, but 
the Batista government is still the one 
represented in the UN. The Cubans’ 
primary goal is undoubtedly gaining 
aid from some other power to help 
crush Castro, and Egypt should be 
seen as a situation that can be 
leveraged to that end. Peru and many 
other Latin American nations are 
also in the midst of turmoil, with 
power alternating between 
democratically elected leaders (in 
often-disputed elections) and military 
juntas. Currently, Peru is run by a 

right-wing, pro-US military 
dictatorship. Many of these regimes 
look fearfully upon the situation in 
Cuba and will wish to follow a similar 
policy. 
 

AFRICAN AND ASIAN 

COUNTRIES  

 These nations are also in the 
midst of turmoil, and their policies 
will depend enormously on who 
currently represents them in the UN. 
Asian countries are especially eyeing 
the rising role of the PRC as a global 
power, noting how it saved North 
Korea (or denied a South Korean 
victory, depending on your 
perspective) in the Korean War. 
Socialist nations could find the PRC 
as a major source of aid, or as a 
Soviet-like stealer of their autonomy. 
Capitalist rulers will likely look on the 
USSR and PRC with fear and follow 
a similar course to Cuba unless their 
leaders can make compelling 
agreements with Eastern powers. 
The same is true in Africa, with the 
exception that the PRC is less 
involved there, and the USSR should 
be seen as the primary communist 
influencer in the region. Note 
how we skipped a line before the 
bolded section heading – please do 
that too!  
 

QUESTIONS TO 
CONSIDER

 
 

1. The UNSC’s primary goal is 
to uphold and maintain 
international security and 
stability. However, what 
does that mean in this 
situation? Is allowing Nasser 
to seize a canal from a 

legitimate international 
company a destabilizing 
action? On the other hand, 
is military action to stop 
Nasser’s bellicose regime 
justified or a greater evil? 

2. How can the situation be de-
escalated before erupting 
into armed conflict? 

3. How can delegates work to 
achieve their nations’ 
interests without simply 
turning Egypt into an 
enormous proxy war? 

4. What should the role of 
superpowers be in the 
Middle East? 

5. Since both sides of the Cold 
War have veto power on 
this committee, how can 
delegates work together to 
ensure compromises and 
pass meaningful directives? 

6. How much will cash-
strapped communist nations 
be able to intervene in Egypt 
without risking their own 
domestic stability and 
prosperity? 

7. How can the US, UK, and 
France reconcile their 
differences to present a 
unified front? 

8. How can non-P5 nations 
make important roles for 
themselves in an especially 
superpower-dominated era? 
(Note: we want all delegates 
to be able to participate on 
equal footing, so we will try 
to be helpful on the crisis 
side regarding this) 
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