His Excellency Mr.Nikita S.Khrushchev
Chairman of the Council of Ministers (Premier) of the Soviet Union
Dear Sir,
I must clarify at the onset of this reply to your letter of April 12th 1959 that the only
reason for the delay in preparing this letter, and sending it to you, was the fact that your
correspondence put forward for consideration many facts and points that took time to
study and revise.
However, I can imagine that the report sent to you by your Ambassador in Cairo
Mr.Dimitry Kisselev, about the meeting during which he delivered your letter and the
conversation we had, even before I had the opportunity to read it, contains a large part
of our current response.
The reason for this is the fact that, as you expressed in your letter, darkness has begun
to enfold our relations, but in all truth and honesty, the reasons that caused this
darkness are clear and apparent.
I feel bound, before I go on to mention our point of view on these reasons, to express
that there is no-one who is sorrier than me at the status of our relations.
I was – and still am – proud of, and hold dear, the friendship that bound our two
countries, and by which we were able to face many challenges that hindered the path of
historical development towards national independence in the Middle East; the
challenges that on many occasions reached the point of dangerously threatening world
peace.
I was – and still am – proud of the fact that in our relations we presented other
countries, such as the smaller nations of Africa and Asia, with an example of
international relations between two countries of disparate strength and social systems,
who managed, despite these variances, to find common ground based on equality.
We felt that the extent of our cooperation was not limited to the boundaries of our
countries alone, but extended beyond, to become an example to other peoples that
have similar circumstances. I believe, Mr. Chairman that you can find, in the
development of your relations with many countries in Africa and Asia, evidence to prove
the effect of the live example we created with the relation between us.
We would not easily accept surrendering this great advantage that we have achieved in
international relations in implementation of the principals of Bandung.
Over and above, as you are aware Mr. Chairman, while the strength of large countries is
measured by their balance of nuclear weapons and cross-continent rockets, the strength
of the smaller countries is measured by their portfolio of international friendships. Our
friendship with you was an important asset in our international balance. It is
unimaginable that we would voluntarily squander any portion of it. This would become
more apparent if you remember what you know – more than me – about the position of
colonialism towards Arab nationalism, and how it lies waiting to ambush it to take back

what the Arab people gained through their victories, in an area it has considered as one
of influence over the ages and to prove this influence after it regains its losses.
Even if this were not the position of colonialism on Arab nationalism, our consideration
for our friendship in itself is enough to ensure that we exert all possible effort to insure
and maintain it.
You are aware Mr. Chairman that our friendship with you was an opportunity for us to
closely cooperate with you. This was not a negotiating tool nor was it a speculative
process to face off two major international blocs of equal strength.
These principals, and what we were subjected to due to our belief in them, were what
facilitated our friendship along the right path. Even though – at the start of our 1952
nationalist revolution – you were affected by what was circulated by the communist
parties in our country against our revolution. You will find in your broadcasts and
newspapers dating back to the first two years of our nationalist revolution, indications
that it was a fascist movement. We were at the time, as you remember, fighting a
relentless battle against British occupation.
However, this initial position towards our revolution, did not change our faith in our
principals, and did not change our appreciation of you when you were convinced – by
logic of the ongoing events themselves – that the picture you received was wrong. We
battled Mr. Chairman, against colonial military alliances. These alliances were directed
at your country and people, and aimed at binding them with military bases and airports
to launch atomic rockets and bombs.
We refused, guided solely by our principals and with no contact with you as you know –
to be a link in the atomic siege around you. You might also recall Mr. Chairman that our
battle against the colonial alliances – whose hostility was directed towards you – was
not limited to the borders of our country, but rather we fought the battle for our
principals in an entire region that surrounds us, a region whose history and destiny is
bound to ours.
At that time, and in those circumstances, accusations were directed towards us, Mr.
Chairman, for no reason, from the colonial and Zionist circles you know well.
We were accused of the time of being unaware of our best interests; our best interest,
according to colonialism, was for us to be transformed into military bases and atomic
airports.
We were accused at the time of destroying the unity of the Arabs; the unity of the Arabs
from the perspective of colonialism was for us to go along with those who formed the
Baghdad Pact or at least to humor them.
We were accused at the time of interfering in the internal affairs of other nations; not
interfering according to colonial logic would be to stand by while one Arab nation after
the other was dragged into the Baghdad Pact and the Arab people dragged into a cold
war, or to be gambled with in armed hostilities, the possibility of which was dangerously
rising, had it not been for the fact that the hostile Baghdad Pact reached its objectives

and achieved its purpose. But our faith, Mr. Chairman, in non-alignment – even before
Bandung – made us stand in the face of the hostile designs of colonialism as a force of
obstinate resistance.
Our faith in Arab nationalism is what made us stretch the boundaries of the battle
beyond the borders of our country, defending a nation to which our constitution states
our people are part of. This was stipulated in the constitution of Syria before the unity,
and it is stipulated in the constitution of Iraq now after its national revolution on July
14th 1958.
You recall that the battles in their different forms have been forced upon us to sway us
from our faith in our principals.
The forces of British occupation, which our people have relentlessly resisted for
decades, have tried to isolate a portion of our land, and so we bore arms in order to
make the lives of the occupation forces in this region an unbearable living hell.
Then British cunning at the negotiating table tried to take from us with the left hand
what they falsely claimed to be giving us with right, but British cunning was forced to
sign the evacuation agreement in 1954.
When we refused the colonial military alliances the attempts to subjugate us with the
monopoly and prevention of arms began, as did the instigation of Israel – exemplified in
the raid on Ghaza on February 28th 1955 – to attack our lands.
This was followed by the economic limitations in preparation for full sanctions, then the
media war against us to distort the purpose and objectives of our revolution; this war
which reached its height during our first battle to bring down the Baghdad Alliance in
the first months of 1955.
During all these events, as you must remember Mr. Chairman, communications
between us did not stop, nor did the cooperation between our two countries.
The issue for us was a matter of principals we believed in, and we found that our
patriotic duty was to defend them with all our might and our ability to sacrifice, as well
as our endurance, even our obduracy; a trait that I find unfortunately is not understood
now as it once was, and has become in your opinion a grave fault, where once in
different circumstances you considered it a great virtue.
If the insistence on sacrifice and endurance – even obduracy – were less than they
actually were, it would have been difficult for us Mr. Chairman, to face colonialism in
the manner in which we faced it; refusal to negotiate our independence, objecting to
the colonial propositions, fighting these projects so they fail in our country, enduring
economic limitations, facing a war of nerves and media and the monopoly of arms.
If it were not for this insistence and endurance – even obduracy – Mr. Chairman, we
would not have been brave enough to reach out and ask you for arms, that you kindly
accepted to sell us at the time, after you realized beyond doubt or hesitation that our
national revolution was rooted only in the land of our fathers.

Such was it Mr. Chairman, that the practical experience and the nature of events were
capable of changing your position towards our revolution. You knew it for what it truly
was, and not as some parties, who raised the communist flag and who attempted to
exploit the national revolution in Egypt, sought to depict it for you.
Consequently this knowledge became apparent in your dealings with us, and relations
between our two countries entered a new phase based on the principals of peaceful coexistence.
You are aware, Mr. Chairman, that colonialism being confronted with the far reaching
effects of the example we attempted to make in international relations, tried with all its
might to cut the ties we had forged between us.
Consequently they accused us of being an area of influence…as well as a colony.
They then attempted to make us suspicious of your intentions; claiming that you only
reached out to cooperate with us in order to engage us as a puppet in the Cold War.
Over and above colonialism attempted to tempt us away from cooperating with you,
during this time, as you know, we were offered contribution and assistance in funding
the High Dam project. These attempts at raising our doubts all failed, and the
temptations – however strong – could not make us give up what we believe to be a
principal and doctrine.
And so our relations with colonialism entered a new violent phase, and attempts began
for punishing us for our insistence, resistance and obduracy. They withdrew the offer of
assistance and contribution in funding the High Dam. Were it not for our concern over
your affairs this withdrawal would not have occurred. The method in which the
withdrawal happened showed a desire to have an influence in the internal affairs of the
Egyptian Republic at that time.
We could either have surrendered, Mr. Chairman, to all these forms of pressure and
consequently lost all we have so far achieved, which would lead to the collapse of the
principals of the national revolution in Egypt which is the strong pillar of Arab
nationalism, and have the region as a whole return to being as it was a region of colonial
influence and a military base for the hostile military alliances.
Or we could have endured and resorted to our determination, sacrifice and endurance –
even obduracy – to foil the colonial plan and thwart their objectives.
The Suez Canal returned to its rightful owners; the people who dug it with toil and
sweat. It returned to contribute to their growth and prosperity. This, as you know, was a
not only a hit to colonialism but to all the powers that govern it; at the forefront of
which are the various monopolies of nineteenth century thought.
We took this step alone, as you remember, we did not consult you nor did we burden
you with the consequences that we might face. We were aware from the beginning that
the battle would be severe, but to us it was a defensive battle that we could not avoid.
There was no choice unless we surrendered to the status quo which colonialism wished
to enforce.

Our gratitude was deep and appreciation extreme when you announced after thirty six
hours of us nationalizing the Suez Canal that you support our position.
We were aware during the hours that preceded your announcement that it was your
right to study the great development that was a surprise to you, and to weigh the
consequences yourselves before determining your position.
After the nationalization we tried hard to explain our position to international public
opinion. We tried to thwart the hostile colonial plans that began to fill the air and we
went to the United Nations for reasonable arbitration, so as not to resort to cannons
and how this might endanger world peace.
We cannot, Mr. Chairman, analyze the issue this closely without referring to the credit
you have, amongst other friendly nations such as India, for exerting the effort to try to
reach a peaceful solution to the situation which had begun to illicit the sounds of war.
Colonialism, which had lost its base in our country, and lost its influence in the region
surrounding us, and lost through all the defeats the logic of truth and justice, found the
only resort left was that of taking arms.
I beg your pardon, Mr. Chairman, for repeating all this to you, but I find it unavoidable at
this phase of our relations, if we sincerely and honestly want to disperse the darkness
that enfolds us.
All issues were not clearly portrayed, and not put in context to avoid confusion. I will
portray what I believe we were subjected to of misunderstanding or miscommunication.
I will not hide the fact that I after I finished reading your letter of April 12th I was amazed
at parts of the content; some parts gave me the impression that I was reading an article
in a Western newspaper, with facts being distorted, and gaps between events being
filled with assumptions, and where writers cannot be bothered to write the truth and
resort to fiction.
The only explanation I have for this situation is that unforgivable mistakes of
misunderstanding or miscommunication or translation have occurred. I think you will
remember Mr. Chairman that you told me once during a meeting in May 1958 that
errors in translation were amongst the most important factors in the disagreement
between you and Marshal Tito, the President of the Socialist Federal Republic of
Yugoslavia.
It seems that this reason – most likely translation, has returned to have the same
disastrous effect on relations between our two countries.
This is why; as I told you – keen on not wasting this opportunity in these critical
moments – that I wanted to explain in detail my opinion as I see it and record it in
writing on paper, and not leave it to your memory or mine, or to the ability of a
translator who might succeed or fail in his chosen expressions.
My dear Sir
You might remember how we were subjected to aggression unexpectedly, at a time
when we believed – and the information you sent us at the time supported this belief –

that the climax of the crisis had peacefully passed, and that the negotiations planned for
Geneva on October 29th under the supervision of the United Nations had ended the
possibility of armed military intervention.
But as you remember the aggression occurred at exactly the same time we were
preparing for the Geneva negotiations.
We found ourselves subjected to dreadful aggression. I cannot find words more
expressive or accurate to describe the hostilities than the ones you used in your
speeches that were sent to us during that very difficult time that had an everlasting
effect of appreciation and loyalty on the people of Egypt, the people of the Arab world,
and on me as an Arab citizen.
Let me at this point Mr. Chairman clarify a point of argument between us.
I said in a speech I gave in Damascus that we stood alone on the battlefield and faced
the tripartite aggression waiting for aid from no-one.
I have felt from your speeches and your statements that you did not appreciate this
phrase.
I would like to say that it did not occur to me, nor did it occur to any member of my
government to undermine the importance of the warning issued by the Soviet Prime
Minister at the time. This does not mean however, that the fact I stated in my speech in
Damascus is not to a great extent true.
We were alone in the battlefield.
Our soldiers were in the Sinai fighting on the battlefield of Sinai alone.
Our army and people were in Port Said fighting on the streets of Port Said alone.
We hoped only for help from God.
You probably remember Mr. Chairman, that during the tripartite aggression on Egypt,
Mr. Shoukry Al Kuwaitli - the President of Syria – was coincidentally visiting the Soviet
Union. He found that he was loyally bound out of sincere brotherhood and Arab
solidarity to discuss with the powers in your government what could be offered to Egypt
in aid.
As you remember Sir, the tripartite aggression on Egypt began on Monday October 29th
1956. The visit of President Kuwaitli began on October 30th. He was able to meet with
the Soviet Prime Minister Mr. Nikolai Bulganin and a number of highly placed officials
and generals from the military. I received a letter from Mr. Kuwaitli where he outlined
your position on the tripartite aggression which he was able to determine after his
meeting with Soviet officials.
It was clear from this letter that:
The Soviet Union is not ready to enter a world war
Consequently the Soviet Union cannot go for a military intervention not even through
volunteers
The most that can be offered is equipment to be sent to Egypt accompanied by a
number of technicians

I assure you Mr. Chairman that I appreciated the contents of this letter to the utmost,
and it did not occur to me in the slightest – even in the midst of the desolate
circumstances we were in – to burden you with more than what you decided you could
bear.
All that I did – and permit me to mention this secret now – is that I removed this letter
from the file and put it in my pocket because I did not want anyone whose morale might
be affected to read it.
This letter did not leave my pocket until the battle had ended and I ordered it replaced
in the file as a state document and historical documentation of events.
I still believe that this document is a great honor to us because it is the best proof that
we went to battle. We were not only alone on the battlefield, but we were also aware
that we would remain alone.
You might be aware, Mr. Chairman, that the Soviet ultimatum – the effect of which
cannot be denied by anyone – was suddenly issued to us by Moscow, after nine days of
us being alone on the battlefield. We could have lost our will, and given way to despair.
It is possible Mr. Chairman that we would have surrendered in the face of a surprise
attack from three nations, two of which are leading world powers. We could have
surrendered after two or three days, or a week, or perhaps we could have surrendered
on the morning you issued your ultimatum from Moscow. What would have been the
benefit of the ultimatum Mr. Chairman if its purpose was over and done with?
Therefore, the truth of the matter is not only that the Egyptian people fought alone on
the field, knowing not only that they would remain alone, but that everything –
including the Soviet ultimatum issued nine days after the start of battle – depended on
the ability of the Egyptian people to endure, and their readiness to sacrifice, and
furthermore their insistence on obduracy.
Even so, we applauded the Soviet ultimatum and its effects, and we never tired of
referring to it in gratitude and acknowledgment.
Our applause of the ultimatum was one of the reasons that caused us after the
aggression to be subjected to a stringent campaign during which we were accused of
forgetting the position taken by the United Nations, and forgetting the role of
international conscience in stopping the aggression.
The issue that necessitated the remarks – of which you did not approve – on the truth
about the aggression, was that many broadcasts in your name and newspapers issued in
your country, began – during discussions between us and the communist party – to give
all the credit to this ultimatum, as if the Egyptian people did not fight and the Syrian
people did not hold arms in readiness, and the Arab nation as a whole was not on the
alert, as if they all stood silently and motionlessly by, waiting for the ultimatum to save
them.
It was my duty to tell the truth and to put the matter in its proper perspective and put
the role of our people in its true place, since it was the real army, actually the only army

in the battlefield. I do not see that it is possible to deny this fact, as I do not see it
possible to diminish its value or ignore it.
As for the discussion about the role of God in this battle and the questions that were
raised in your letter – and repeated before your letter in some of your broadcasts –
about what God did as opposed to what the Soviet Union did, I allow myself to say that
the role played by God in our battle is not separable from the role we played ourselves;
our faith in the spirit of God in our hearts reinforcing our will and our strength.
This is not Mr. Chairman, an attempt at propagating religion; it is however an attempt at
highlighting the fact that practical measures are not always sufficient to weigh issues in
many circumstances.
If these practical measures alone were applied in the circumstances of the aggression it
would have been imperative that we surrender and put up no resistance. What logic
would accept that the people of a small country stand to face two major powers and a
third country of their own making, who surrounded them from every side and
obstructed the entrances from the sea, which was bound to happen with their fleets.
They controlled the air, which was also bound to happen, you will remember that the
information you had at the time, which you also broadcasted, stated that the enemy
planes that participated in the aggression against were more than one thousand five
hundred.
We were facing all of this alone Mr. Chairman, even from the geographical perspective.
If we say for the sake of argument that at the time you wished to send your armies to
save us, how would they have reached us while we are separated by seas and countries
with no stake in the crisis?
Let me reiterate that we appreciated your position and understood its motives. It did
not occur to us at any time to ask you or expect you to enter a world war for our sake.
We know that you weigh matters well, and no logic would accept that the circumstances
of our country should impose the time of a third world war on you. Your circumstances
have their own considerations, and your measures have their own reasons. Your friends
must be the first to appreciate and understand this. We did and still do Mr. Chairman,
consider ourselves your friends, and consequently tried to be the first to appreciate and
understand.
As you remember after the aggression we were subjected to other methods with the
same objectives though more subtle and quiet.
However, the objective of colonialism remained the same; to destroy our country and
the pillar of Arab nationalism on which it stood.
The only difference between the two attempts is the difference between killing
someone with a bullet and killing someone by depriving them of food.
Maybe the killing with the bullet was noisier, but killing by hunger is crueler.
At the same time as you remember the attempts began to isolate us from our Arab
neighbors.

The economic embargo was tightened, and seeds of deception sown between us and
our brothers, over and above false evidence being fabricated against us.
So much was said at the time about us intervening in the internal affairs of this country
or that.
At the time it was said that we interfered in the internal affairs of Lebanon, as well as
those of Jordan. The allegations went as far as to accuse you with us in a conspiracy to
control Jordan as a step to overthrowing the national government.
It was said at the time that we interfere in the internal affairs of Saudi Arabia, Sudan,
Libya and Tunisia.
It is amazing dear sir that in your letter dated April 12th you completed the above by
accusing us of interfering in the internal affairs of the Soviet Union.
What a long way it has been, since we began our alleged interference in Jordan ending
up with us having the audacity to apply this to the Soviet Union!!
In any case your position in the past towards the accusations of interference that were
directed at us is different from your position today. It was clear in the past that you
knew the role of colonialism and were aware of its plan. Your broadcasts and
newspapers, even your personal statements at the time were one of the greatest and
most potent factors in revealing the conspiracy aimed at isolating Egypt from the Arab
world; known as the Eisenhower Project.
You even at the time, cooperated positively with us in facing the danger of this attempt
to achieve the objectives of the aggression with its various means, when you agreed to
receive a delegation from our country, headed by Field Marshal Abdel Hakim Amer, the
Commander in Chief of the Armed Forces and Vice President of Egypt, asking you to
participate in funding our industrial projects, that we found were imperative to face the
economic embargo and our war on hunger.
Due to the spirit of cooperation that our delegation found in your capital city, and due
to the efforts you personally exerted, we were able to reach an agreement on economic
cooperation that was signed on November 18th 1957, by which we received a long term
loan of 62 million pounds to be allocated to economic development projects in our
country.
I must mention here – while we are discussing in all honesty in an attempt to eliminate
the darkness that has begun to envelop our relations – that the Egyptian delegation to
Moscow faced some things that caught their attention. There was a talk between
Grigori Zaitsev the Head of the Middle East desk at the Soviet Foreign Ministry – he
holds the post of Soviet Ambassador to Iraq now – and three members of the Egyptian
delegation; General Hafez Ismail Deputy to the Military Joint Chiefs, General Abdel Aziz
Mostafa and General Gamal Afifi Air Force Operations Commander. During this
discussion which took place at the Kremlin the three members heard the following from
Mr. Zaitsev:
That international neutrality is a myth

That Egypt should choose an international camp to be part of, and that it would not find
true strength until it joined a strong camp
Mr. Zaitsev went on to tell them:
“Why are you afraid of communism? Accept it and we will strengthen you and defend
you. Neutrality is walking the tight rope and will not last.” Field Marshal Abdel Hakin
Amer heard of this discussion when the delegation returned. He decided it was best for
this not to spread in fear of its impact on our relations. He preferred – and so did I when
this was relayed to me – not to allow it to create an issue that would strain our
relations.
In all cases, we were convinced by the cooperation – that began during the negotiations
of economic cooperation and the results achieved – that Mr. Zaitsev was expressing his
own personal opinion. Unfortunately recent developments, as well as the efforts
exerted by Mr. Zaitsev as Soviet Ambassador to Iraq, are giving the impression that the
matter is more than just the personal opinions of an Ambassador.
However, the program of economic cooperation between us proceeded and began to
achieve its objectives. It was discussed in the Egyptian National Assembly and we took
this opportunity to once again express our thanks to the Soviet Union.
I must answer at this point, Mr. Chairman, the point you raised in your letter about the
fact that you do not force economic aid on those who do not want it.
I would like to stress Mr. Chairman that we strove for your economic aid and requested
it with courage and honor.
I also stress that we are still keen on having it and do consider it as a restriction to our
freedom and we say this again with courage and honor.
This will always be our position; with no allegations and no weakness. I imagine that
through your knowledge of our history you will agree to this opinion.
In any case, our work together commenced with the implementation of the economic
cooperation agreement.
In this instance as well we were keen on portraying it to international public opinion as a
live example of the implementation of the spirit of Bandung; unconditional international
cooperation with the objective of economic development.
Press statements, speeches, newspaper articles and broadcasts of the United Arab
Republic all acclaimed your loyal cooperation based on peaceful co-existence with differ
from you in their social systems.
We attempted, and succeeded, to wipe from our minds the effects of Mr. Zaistev’s
words, but unfortunately recent developments reminded us once more. What occurred
in Moscow began to closely resemble what occurred in Damascus when the
constitutional union between Egypt and Syria was implemented in the beginning of
1958.

We had the right to question the truth of your position towards this step that made an
immortal Arab dream an implemented reality after a long and hard struggle that lasted
for centuries.
It was our right, Mr. Chairman, to question; evidence seemed to point to the direction
that the union did not suit your tendencies or desires.
This was indicated by the statements and comments of your embassy personnel in
Damascus. You might remember, Mr. Chairman, I sent to you examples of what was
repeated by these people from your embassy. You might also remember that I asked
you if this was an expression of the opinion of the Soviet government, which was
negated in the reply I received.
The position of the Communist Party also indicated your direction regarding the union.
It would not accept the unanimous vote of the Syrian people. The Communist Member
of Parliament was the only one who decided to leave the country so as not to see the
people achieve their aims.
It was proved to us that the actions of this Communist Member of Parliament indicate
your direction when we found him fleeing to countries in the Socialist Bloc. This was
further proved by the fact that he stood beside you at the 21st Conference of the
Communist Party, when he attacked the government of his country which increased our
worry and distress. The worry and distress were not caused by the effect that the words
of this fugitive might have, since the result of the referendum on the union could be
considered as a final answer to his words, but rather because the values of peaceful coexistence were being violated in public and the feelings of a whole nation were being
wounded for the sake of one man who had proved that he did not represent his people
in any way.
Also, the direction of the Soviet Union was further clarified by the fact that after the
union was announced at the beginning of February in Cairo, you did not offer any
opinion or comment for two weeks, neither through official personnel nor through your
media and broadcasts which always pronounce the official opinion.
In any case, the will of nature, history and the future were bound to take their course
and the union was achieved.
I began to look forward to an opportunity for us to meet and exchange opinions and
together understand the perspective of each one of us. That is why I was so happy to
have the opportunity of visiting your great country in April 1958. This was my first
international visit since the United Arab Republic was established.
I was looking forward to beneficial talks and serious discussions and stability in relations
between our two countries based on the foundation of enlightened understanding.
It is strange, Mr. Chairman, that I returned to my homeland under the impression that a
large part of that had been achieved, but lately I have realized that I was under the
wrong impression.

It amazed me Sir, I can assure you, to read in your last letter, some of what it seems you
understood from our meetings in your country.
I assure you that I cannot imagine that translation errors – no matter how drastic –
could lead to this discrepancy between how I perceive what occurred between us during
the meeting and how you perceive it, as is evident from your letter.
I must tell you in all honesty that I did not find myself, or the opinions I believe in,
expressed in your letter. I did find however, and I beg your pardon for saying this, what
is closer to the fiction written by Western newspapers in their severe campaigns that
aimed at distorting our image.
An example of this is what took place during our discussion in Moscow on the situation
in the Arab countries around us.
You recounted how I asked you what could be done to change the situation in these
countries by force and that I asked your help in this, and you advised me to refrain from
interfering, and so on to the end of this issue in the letter.
I was amazed - I can assure you Mr. Chairman – by this story as it was recounted in your
letter; its context and facts are as far as possible from the truth.
What actually happened – and you can reinvestigate with the translator that was
interpreting our conversation – was that I asked you:
What would be the position of the Soviet Union if there were attempts for change
originating internally in the countries that are close to us that are under the influence of
colonialism?
I defined my question more honestly later in the discussion:
Suppose there is a revolution in Iraq or Jordan, and this is followed by Israeli
intervention in cooperation with colonial powers, what would be the position of the
Soviet Union in such a situation?
You might remember Mr. Chairman – I definitely do – that you answered:
We prefer that nothing happens and that any change is done through peaceful
methods.
And I said to you:
The probability of peaceful change occurring in these countries controlled by
colonialism and regression is minimal. The concern here is that we are taken by surprise
by a status quo enforced by enthusiastic nationalist groups who cannot allow
colonialism to wipe out their dreams.
You told me:
If you can contact these groups then use your influence with them to convince them not
to take action.
And I told you:
Whoever is contemplating such actions does not contact me, what I am afraid of is us
being surprised by a status quo we were not prepared for.

Our discussion ended without me getting – as you might remember – a constructive
response to the problem I posed and that we were clearly going to face one day in the
Middle East, and what we expected actually happened. Developments also proved that
we were not jumping the gun.
The strange thing is that your letter shows that you understood the matter contrary to
my intentions. It did not occur to me at all that we would take the role of assailants; I
did however want to secure our defense. How could I imagine, for example, initiating a
forceful attack on the situation in countries controlled by the Baghdad Pact with the
military capacity of its member states.
It also did not occur to me that Arab weapons could be directed against an Arab country
that has faced the constant, limitless provocations of colonialism over a long period of
time; provocations that were thwarted one after the other.
It amazes me that you thought I wanted your help in a military adventure against an
Arab country. How can this be possible when we consider any threat to any Arab
country, whatever its situation might be, as a threat to us? How can we send you to a
place where we will find ourselves forced to face you – in cooperation with the people
of our nation – when they are threatened by you?
If changing the situation by force in Iraq or in Jordan was something that occurred to
me, it would have been easy to at least make an attempt with the Syrian army in Jordan
by simply giving the order to fight. However, it is a concept that we refuse on principle,
and denied by every drop of Arab blood running through the veins of our people.
I also imagine Mr. Chairman, that you also find it far-fetched that the discussion
between us went as you recount it in your letter, and that in my opinion, is the reason
why you insist on repeating that you depend upon the transcripts of the translators
during your meetings, as for me, I depend upon my memory.
In truth, I do not over burden my memory with more than it can withstand,
consequently after each one of our meetings I hold a meeting with members of our
delegation and I tell them what transpired between us and we record it officially.
Members of this delegation were amazed at some of the contents of your letter, such as
Mr. Akram Hurany the Vice President of the United Arab Republic, who was surprised
that you mentioned in your letter that I had complained about him to you, this is not
likely to happen, not only because of the principles I believe in, but also because of my
ethics, which I never disconnect from my politics. Maybe most of our hardships in our
political encounters were caused by the fact that we did not compromise on our
principles nor did we trade our dignity for benefits.
I remember fully, and so do my colleagues, what I dictated for the records immediately
after our meetings, the discussion that we had in which the union was mentioned.
I did not think that you did not voice your approval and that I did not have the means to
convince you. You spoke to me about the leaders of the parties in Syria, and I told you
that all the nationalist elements were in the government and I listed you some names. I

asked you if there were any others that you would have me assign in the government,
and you replied Al Atham. I understood that you were referring to Mr. Khaled Al Atham.
I did not allow myself to continue discussing people with you, and so we went on to
another topic. If I was shocked by the contents of your letter after our first meeting in
Moscow, I was even more amazed by this letter regarding the second meeting in
Moscow on July 16th after the revolution in Iraq.
Meeting with you was the first thing that came to mind after the revolution in Iraq, I
would have expected it to be along the lines of our discussions during our first meeting
in Moscow.
Nationalist elements within the Iraqi Armed Forces did what we expected them to do. It
was not possible for us to allow colonialism to thwart the revolution at its onset. Our
position was clear; we would support this revolution regardless of the consequences.
As for your position towards the revolution, and towards us as well in this case, it
occurred to me that the situation was appropriate – after the new developments – for
me to hear a clear response to the hypothetical question I had posed during our first
meeting in Moscow, especially since circumstances had changed it from a hypothetical
question into a reality.
This was the direct reason why I asked to meet you, wherever at your convenience, and
you decided that the meeting should take place in Moscow. Unfortunately I was unable
to get a clear response to the hypothetical question I had posed before in April, and
which the development now posed as a reality in July. Now you are reluctant to give me
a reply because you fear that it might encourage me – knowing that you would give
limitless assistance – to charge into military action that would increase the danger of the
situation.
Although this explanation does not convince me, I would still like to ask; what exactly is
the military action that I could have charged into? At the time – when the revolution in
Iraq was in its beginnings - we were in a purely defensive position, with the American 6th
fleet docked off the coast of Lebanon and British paratroopers landing in Jordan, is it
possible to imagine that we were capable of attack?
Is it possible to imagine for example Mr. Chairman, that if we had known of your
readiness to support us, we would have taken the initiative and attacked the American
6th fleet which is armed with nuclear warheads and rockets?
Or is it imaginable for example that we could have attacked the groups of British
paratroopers in Jordan or their base in Cyprus.
You might agree with me Mr. Chairman that all such explanations are cause for much
amazement. What is also surprising is what you referred to in your letter regarding your
understanding of our military requests at the time.
I had asked you for a number of bomb launchers, this is true, and it is a normal weapons
request.

I had also asked for some medium range rockets. In your letter you stated, correctly,
that I had asked for rockets with a range of 50 to 70 miles, and I was surprised also by
your comment that the Soviet Union only has medium range rockets of a range of 2000
to 4000 miles. I defined what I wanted and I defined the range, and maybe the
misunderstanding in translation came from the word “rockets” which is what I asked
for, as opposed to “missiles” which is not what I asked for. This might be the reason
behind the mistake, although it is difficult to come to terms with this explanation, in
light of the discrepancies between what actually happened and your account of what
happened in your letter dated April 12th.
In any case I returned after our meeting in Moscow to Damascus and summarized the
situation to the ministers of the United Arab Republic when I met with them.
We should work for the best case scenario and prepare for the worst. We always
believed in peace, even if not on principle then at least because we do not have the
weapons for war. However, our belief in peace, and the weapons we lack, did not
prevent us from safeguarding ourselves against any attack on our country.
The revolution in Iraq coincided with the crisis in our relations. Your letter, however,
opened our eyes to the fact that some of the reasons behind the misunderstanding
between us – unbeknown to us, unintentional from our side and unfounded – went
back to before this revolution. I attempted to clarify this to you, in the discussion on
what you recounted of our first and second meetings in Moscow, and the conflict
between your account and the truth, which is supported by the logic of the events
themselves, without having to depend upon your memory or mine.
I imagined that you would be the first to appreciate our unselfish position in supporting
the revolution in Iraq. You personally witnessed our readiness for sacrifice, and you
were the first to draw our attention to the dangers we were facing at that time. I can
now recall the effort you exerted to ensure my safe return to my homeland, and how
you presented the issue of my safety to your intelligence bureau to prepare a plan
under the supervision of General Sirov Minister of Security at the time. I can also recall
your warm welcome to the extent that you drank a toast in my honor as the leader of all
the Arabs. I must comment here in all honesty and sincerity that I considered the toasts
to be a compliment to me no more and no less; leading all the Arabs is not my aim. I
mentioned this occurrence because it too contradicts with the contents of your letter
regarding my attempt to enforce a form of leadership over Iraq after its revolution and
that this is the cause of the conflict between the United Arab Republic and the Republic
of Iraq, which in turn is one of the reasons of the darkness that enfolds our relations.
I told you Sir, that I believed you would be the first to appreciate our selflessness in
supporting the revolution in Iraq. I believed this not only because you were close to the
events or the consequences that suddenly developed into a revolution, but also because
I imagined that you were more capable than others to understand the nature of events

in the region, and to understand the major historic trends and the deep psychological
and social interactions that created these developments.
Our first and foremost practical evidence of this was your apparent position towards us
during crises fabricated by colonialism, when they accused us of doing to certain Arab
countries what the Communist Party in Iraq is accusing us of today.
In these past experiences when facing such campaigns as the one we are now facing,
your position reflected a true awareness of the motives that move colonialism to launch
such slanderous campaigns.
On the other hand Mr. Chairman, I imagined that the opportunities I had to discuss Arab
nationalism with you enabled me to portray a clearer picture of the reality of our faith in
Arab nationalism.
It is amazing that we are now hearing from different circles an attack on Arab
nationalism on principle.
From the scientific perspective – if I might take the opportunity of this letter for a
scientific discussion – what are the elements of nationalism?
In my opinion, in brief, they are a common mind and conscience.
As for the mind of the nation; it is their language.
And as for its conscience; it is the history.
In the case of Arab nationalism you will find that the people of the region – over and
above many practical and spiritual considerations – share the greatest things that pave
the way for unified nationalism; one mind and one conscience.
I am also sure you remember – and I told you – and I repeated what I said in many of
the speeches that I gave in various occasions, that Arab nationalism in my opinion is a
form of solidarity and is in no way a constitutional framework. It could – by consensus –
be transformed into a constitutional framework, but solidarity is its first basis.
I do not feel that the record of our readiness for solidarity with the Iraqi revolution is
something to be proud of. This solidarity began many years ago, I am confident Mr.
Chairman that you know that many leaders of the Iraqi revolution – including General
Abdel Karim Qassim the head of the Iraqi government – contacted us before the
revolution and asked for our assistance in the planning and asked for guarantees from
us in case it failed. Our advice to them was not the advice of someone who wished to
intrude on the affairs of others or enforce our mandate. Our advice to them was to keep
their secret – even from us – and not to ask for help from anyone save their own people,
and for the planning to be done by those who would carry the burden of
implementation. I also told them that the revolution in Iraq must remain an idea, plan,
effort and initiative that is purely Iraqi.
After the success of the Iraqi revolution – we did all we could to safeguard it – our
opinion did not change. Our sincere and brotherly advice remained as it was. Mr. Kamel
Al Chaderji was the last of the Iraqi leaders to hear this advice; do not concern

yourselves at the present time with the forms of constitutional unions. It would be more
productive for them and for the whole Arab nation that they succeed in the revolution
by directing its just objectives towards serving the people. The most we require from
them is Arab solidarity in the form of economic, cultural and military agreements,
coordinating the activities of both our peoples for the mutual benefit of both countries
and the Arab nation.
Unfortunately the Communist Party in Iraq Mr. Chairman – whose members returned
from their hiding places to which they had escaped during the rule of Nouri Al Saeed –
wanted to take this opportunity to control the revolution and direct towards their own
inclinations. They used a personal conflict between General Qassim and his deputy
Colonel Aref to create an atmosphere of unrest to achieve their aims. This conflict in our
opinion – practically evident from our actions – should have been left to General Qassim
the leader of the Iraqi revolution to handle the way he saw fit and most suitable to the
objectives of the revolution. The Communist Party in Iraq began to incite dissonance not
only between Qassim and Aref but also between the Republic of Iraq and the United
Arab Republic. This was done by arousing a discussion to compare between unity and a
union, which in no time turned into a vicious attack against the idea of unity, which
showed that the purpose was to affect the situation in Syria. This was most evident
during the strong collaboration between the Syrian Communist Party and the Iraqi
Communist Party; this collaboration took on the form of brazen actions in the Syrian
region of the United Arab Republic and in the Iraqi Republic
Dubious activities started in the Syrian region aiming at disrupting stability. These
activities took on forms that were at first unbelievable, such as the Syrian Communist
Party attacking the law of land reclamation – which aimed at giving the opportunity to
the largest number of farmers in Syria to own land, as well as eradicating feudalism. The
activities of the party against the union were not activities directed against colonialism, I
am sure you will agree with me Mr. Chairman that the establishment of the United Arab
republic was what crowned the struggle against colonialism and it was the safe haven to
which all the liberation movements of the Arab nation went to for support and
protection.
The leader of the Syrian Communist Party went as far as to make public statements,
which were published in newspapers that acted as the voice of colonialism, as well as
broadcasts publicized by some socialist countries. These statements portrayed a strong
attack against the union with the intention of weakening its pillars, a matter which
nobody in the Arab nation believes can be considered as a war on colonialism.
At this time Mr. Nur Eldin Mohieldinov was visiting Cairo, and I allowed myself to broach
this topic with him in all honesty and ask him if the activities of the Communist Party in
Syria and in Iraq reflected the opinion of the Soviet Union and he denied and negated
this fact.

You must have known what passed between us during discussions, and you might
remember that the issue of the activities of the local Communist Parties in our region
was brought up in a discussion between us in our first meeting in Moscow in April 1958.
You might remember Mr. Chairman that I referred in my talk with you to the activities of
the Communist Party in the United Arab Republic which we considered to be an activity
often out of line with the direction of nationalism since it served the purposes of the
enemies to our nation. I feared that any action taken against these parties would be
interpreted as an action against the Soviet Union. Consequently I found that – out of
care and respect for them – I should open the subject with you first in Moscow, and I
told you at the time:
“I hope that no action we take against the Communist Parties in our country is
interpreted as a hostile action towards the Soviet Union.”
I told you that many of them in reality come from feudalist or capitalist families and it is
not enough for any one of them to carry a sign over his head proclaiming himself to be a
communist for him to actually be a communist. I added that we have in our country for
example three communist parties – or so they call themselves – who in their pamphlets
accuse each-other of political deviance and hypocrisy and the insults banded amongst
them sometimes escalate to accusations of treachery. We cannot define who amongst
them the true communist is, and at the end we tend to believe (of all of them) what
they say about each-other.
I remember you looked at me that day and nodded your head. I saw fit not to prolong
this discussion and I considered that I had informed you of the reality of my situation, so
that we are not one day surprised, when we need to take action against their activities
that are detrimental to the best interests of the people, and then have this falsely
interpreted. At this time colonial newspapers will attempt to put our actions in a certain
light to show coldness in our relations.
It amazed Mr. Chairman, that in your speech of April 12th you discussed what I said in
one of my speeches that the communists are followers receiving their orders from
abroad. You referred to what I had told you in Moscow about the communists in our
region being divided into three parties and you commented “if they were receiving
orders from abroad then the first thing they would have been ordered to do was to
become united.”
It is strange that as soon as the communist activity escalated in the United Arab
Republic the three parties united and forgot their differences.
This is what forced me on the day of the celebration of the evacuation from Port Said on
December 23rd to comment on the unpatriotic activities of the communist groups – or
those who claim communism – and I limited my comment to the groups within the
United Arab Republic. My comment was no more than ten lines, which I intended as a
clear warning that I was not prepared to accept any activities that only served the aims
of colonialism within the United Arab Republic. In this context I was addressing the

communist parties in the United Arab Republic, and at the time I even refrained from
referring to the communist activity in Iraq, which was not directed against colonialism
but unfortunately focused all its energy and sided with colonialism in order to attack not
only the United Arab Republic but also the concept of Arab nationalism.
If you asked for a report on what was published in the newspapers in Iraq at that time,
you would imagine that it was the United Arab Republic and not Britain that had
occupied Iraq before the revolution, and that it was the United Arab Republic that
bound the Iraqi people with the chains of the Baghdad Pact.
They had a truce with colonialist powers and were at war with the nationalist elements
in the region. This is a fact that cannot be denied nor can it be negated by simply
claiming that the communists were standing at the front lines in the war against
colonialism. Communists like any other human beings are prone to error and at times
deviance.
I felt from a report I received from our ambassador in Moscow on a discussion he had
with Mr.Mohi Eldinov regarding my reference to communist activity in the United Arab
Republic in the speech of December 23rd, that my words were misconstrued, and so I
sent to our ambassador and asked all media that we explain our viewpoint to avoid
misunderstanding.
Consequently we exerted much effort to explain that our attack was not against
communism as a doctrine – this does not concern us – and we prefer to explain our own
doctrine and formulate it, and we do not believe we gain much by attempting to destroy
other doctrines.
We exerted much effort to explain that our attacks do not go further than those who
claim communism in our country and whose actions are perceived as a threat to the
unity of our people. It does not go further to attack any other communists; we
enumerated many excellent communists who are people appreciate, and you Mr.
Chairman are at the top of that list.
Unfortunately once again it seems that our attempts were not sufficient in explaining
our viewpoint. We find that you still tackle the issue in your speech at the opening
ceremony of the 21st Conference of the Communist Party.
Out of a sincere wish not to deepen the conflict between us we decided not to tackle
the speech in a way that would increase the misunderstanding. This is despite some of
what was said in your speech, and despite the circumstances in which the speech was
given – you were joined on the podium by some of the communist escapees from our
country, one of whom acted inappropriately towards the Vice President of the United
Arab Republic. A journalist published an article discussing your speech with all
appreciation and respect, and he conformed to objectivity and accuracy. Whereas the
official newspapers and broadcasts in your country accused him of being an American
agent, but still, we decided not to open the door to a conflict that would benefit no-one
save the colonialists.

This was also my motive when I sent you a letter with Mr. Kisselev explaining that the
friendship of the Arab people towards you is not related to the activities of the
communist parties, rather it is despite these political parties. In my opinion it does not
make sense for you to be biased towards a minority in our country who hardly represent
any percentage of the total population and risk the positive consensus that you have
from the majority of the people.
This was also my motive when I received a letter from you through your Charge
D’Affaires in Cairo on February 20th 1959 in which you replied to some comments that
you received through your ambassador in Cairo. I took the initiative of using some
phrases from your letter immediately, before 24 hours had passed, in my speech on
February 21st, to finally close the door to any misunderstanding between us. I am
convinced that colonialism, aided unfortunately by the communist parties in our
country, was trying its best to keep this door to misunderstanding wide open.
It was said – as you know – that you supported us to face the Baghdad Pact, and that
when it fell there was no benefit to supporting us anymore.
It was said – as you know – that you only used Arab nationalism for tactical purposes in
the Cold War, and when your purposes were served you changed your position.
It was said – as you know – that you accepted the idea of non-alignment when the
battle was between colonialism and Arab nationalism, but when colonialism took a fatal
blow, after the revolution in Iraq, communist activity escalated in the region. And you
began to go back on your acceptance of the idea of non-alignment in the region.
We refused to believe all this, despite of indications to the contrary being published in
Iraqi newspapers, and being publicized by the Communist Party in the Syrian region, and
what was written in newspapers and broadcasted in the Socialist bloc.
That is why Mr. Chairman, I chose some phrases from your speech that showed good
intentions on your side, and I repeated them in my speech of February 21st. My motive
was to bridge the gap between us as I explained to you, and to deny colonialism the
opportunity of a victory they imagined they had in hand.
I travelled after the speech to Syria, and gave more than twenty speeches, in which I
referred to the friendship with the Soviet Union, and I tried my best to refrain from
referring to the communist organizations, so that we can all come to terms with the fact
that we must work to bridge the gap and build complete trust between us again.
We exerted all our efforts at the time to clear any needless and baseless conflicts, which
were fabricated between us and General Qassim. We went as far as to suggest many
times meeting with General Qassim to clear the tension and to have the opportunity to
explain to him that we do not want to force anything that he does not want, and to
practically prove that our only motive is Arab solidarity, and we are willing to go along
with any Arab country as far as that country wishes. Our relations with Yemen before
the union are a live example of what we are saying.

This meeting unfortunately did not take place. Our intentions were distorted in Iraqi
newspapers – writing with the pen of the communist party, to the extent that we were
accused of wanting to bring back the times when the destiny of a people was decided by
the meeting of rulers. This never crossed our minds.
We also tried in public speeches, which were broadcasted to the entire Arab world, to
beseech General Qassim to close his ears to the voices of contention, to prevent there
being any conflict between us – and here I will refer to many speeches I made in the city
of Menia and in Cairo and Damascus.
It was then that the events of Al Mosal occurred, the details of which all point to it being
motivated by strong emotion rather than organized conspiracy. A group of young
officers were provoked into their actions, and we were surprised that the Communist
Party in Iraq, even before an opportunity was given for full investigations into the event
and its motives, immediately accused the United Arab Republic. This worsened the
relations between us and only served the purposes of colonialism.
Unfortunately the Iraqi government followed this trend through some official channels
such as the Baghdad Broadcast and the military court, and so we found ourselves in the
midst of a severe conflict of grave proportions.
At the time, your speech at the honoring of the Iraqi delegation on March 16th 1959, I
find it my duty to tell you, was not only in conflict with the facts, but also in conflict with
your position before the Iraqi revolution.
We could not ignore the effect of the speech on our morale, and the injustice it
contained, and we were left without a doubt that it constituted a serious turning point
in our relations.
I must honestly tell you that the probabilities that this speech posed seemed dark and
grave.
One of these probabilities was that you had changed your position completely. Before
the revolution in Iraq and before the communist parties were a prominent part of the
equation you dealt with the nationalist elements, once the communist parties began
their publicized activities you preferred to deal with them, no matter how minor their
representation in the general public.
Also among these probabilities what seemed clear to our people was that you strongly
sided with the communist parties. Our people heard and witnessed the extent of the
damaging activities that these parties engaged in against their countries. Although we
were patient for long months, starting immediately after the revolution in Iraq, when
we exposed their activities and highlighted them on March 12th, it was only four days
later that you announced your support of them, not only did you support them but also
you accused the nationalists of being the voice of colonialism, you then attacked Arab
nationalism itself, as well as the internal affairs of our country.
This means that you accepted their attacks on us, but if, after long patience, we
retaliated, you jumped to their defense.

Among the possibilities was also that you believed that progressive ideology was
monopolized by the communists, forgetting that progressive thought can flourish in
societies that do not believe in communism, a fact of which I am sure you will agree, if
we both manage to refrain from ideological bias.
It is amazing that the communists in Syria would exert so much effort to oppose
agricultural reform, and I do not think that by any measure this could be considered
progressive thought.
I can also not imagine that bowing to colonialism, which is what the Iraqi Communist
Party is still doing in broad daylight, can be considered as progressive action.
If these actions of communists in our country are strange, what is stranger is that you
would personally support them, defend them and excuse their actions, even though you
know how highly regarded you are amongst our people. There was no escaping the fact
that this would tie them to the Soviet Union in the minds of the people, with
consequences that could not be positive for relations between our two countries.
Your speech of March 16th, and your letter to me on April 12th, included a defense of the
communist theory and a detailed explanation of it.
I do not want to argue with what you said; the respect of other ideologies is one of our
traits. Let me however assure you that we try – maybe with a different methodology
than yours – to meet the basic demands of our people.
Maybe you agree with me that this takes work, effort and thought that prevent us from
entering redundant discussions. You understand Mr. Chairman, that after forty years,
the October Revolution has still not achieved all its purposes in meeting the demands of
the people.
Our attempts here progressed along the methodology of cooperative, socialist
democracy less than seven years ago, a lot of which was spent facing the hostilities and
conspiracies of colonialism, despite this what has been achieved for the farmers and
workers, can be considered a start towards positive development, especially since we
were able to fully end the control of feudalism and capitalism on the government.
If during this period we prevented the establishment of political parties to maintain the
unity of the people, and mobilize their national efforts within the national union, this
should have met with understanding on your part, especially since you passed through a
similar experience in the Soviet Union. It is not possible Mr. Chairman to say that having
no political parties in the Soviet Union is because your society has eradicated class
differences. You might remember that after the October Revolution the Soviet
revolution was subjected to internal storms and external threats, and it is impossible to
say that the class system was abolished over night.
It is worth questioning why the Communist Party in Iraq – your defense of which was
part of the reason behind the conflict between us – and it is the party that constantly
condemns our internal affairs because we do not allow the establishment of political
parties – did not find anything to say about the official speech of the head of the Iraqi

government, who attacked the idea of political parties, and asked – as do we – for a
transition period during which the whole nation is as he calls it “God’s Party”.
You also praised more than once Mr. Chairman our efforts in developing production and
culture as a basis for a liberated society.
That is why we were so surprised by what you said in your speech that we were facing
extreme difficulties that we thought we could overcome by waging a crusade against
communism.
I assure you Mr. Chairman that we are not facing extreme difficulties but rather we are
facing hard work.
The true difficulty is for one to stray and not find his way – the difficulty is not when you
find the way and discover that it is a long one.
We understand that the road before us is difficult – and our only way through it is by
hard work and enlightened diligent action.
Our attack against the communist is not a shortcut – we agree with you on that – but
our attack against the communists was because the attempted to put obstacles in our
way forward.
I felt Mr. Chairman, that a large part of what upset you about our attack on the
communists was your concern for the ideology that they belong to being harmed by the
attack against them.
I truly do not know how we could have exposed their actions without labeling them with
the label they themselves use.
I assure you – and I do not believe I need to – that I care for your feelings – not only as a
friend – but also as a man who believes in the communist ideology – but I do not know
how I can tackle the actions of the communists without calling them communists?!
Your statements and those of the newspapers and broadcasts only served to complicate
matters. We found ourselves facing an organized widespread campaign starting from
the Daily Worker published in London to the Red Flag published in China.
Despite all of this we were always keen on confining the area of conflict; you might
notice that we have not attempted to tackle all that was directed at us by the People’s
Republic of China.
In the small area that we attempted to respond to attacks against us, our position was
always purely defensive in the face of hostile actions that were not limited to media
campaigns but reached the extent of actual hostility. I think you would agree that the
attempts to break the union between Egypt and Syria and destroy the foundations of
the United Arab Republic can be considered as complete hostility against our country.
Consequently Mr. Chairman, the situation can be summarized as follows:
1. We found ourselves forced to defend our country against the activities of the
communist organizations within the borders of the United Arab Republic, and this
was the aim of my talk on December 23rd.

2. Then we found we were forced to defend ourselves against your personal
support of this party. This was apparent in your speech at the 21st Conference of
the Soviet Communist Party. It is clear that our self defense in this instance did
not exceed one article published by a journalist.
3. We then we found were forced – after provocations that we patiently bore for a
long time – to defend ourselves against the attacks and accusations of the Iraqi
Communist party, and their attempts to cloud relations between us and the
people of Iraq.
4. We then found we were forced to defend ourselves against your support of the
activities of this party, which was evident in your speech of March 16th.
5. We then found we were forced to defend ourselves against a war waged on us
from the communist parties and organizations worldwide – and it is a war that is
still on to this moment.
Consequently we are now going round in a vicious circle.
It is clear that we cannot keep quiet about what is waged against our principles and
beliefs, and also against the safety of our nation.
We cannot keep quiet about it, when it is done by individuals from our country, nor can
we keep quiet about it, when we find that these people are being supported by a
foreign power. It is pointless Mr. Chairman, and does not lessen the impact, for us to
express sorrow that you followed these individuals. It is also pointless - and sorrowful to question the excuses that these individuals gave you, that lead you to take this
position which is a difficult one to take in the eyes of Arab public opinion, and the public
opinion of Africa and Asia. Doubtless they were excuses that were unfounded and
information that was not proven. Unfortunately to remove the effects of the damage
done will take great efforts.
It is obvious that our attack on communism is not an attack on the ideology but rather it
is self defense from a harsh campaign waged against us.
It is also obvious that we have no choice but to describe those who are attacking us in
our attempt to defend ourselves.
It is also obvious that you consider any attack on the communists as an attack against
you, and you find yourself obliged to participate in the battle, which I can assure you is
something we are neither striving for nor want.
We attacked Nuri Al Saeed, and he is a Muslim, we even attacked the Iraqi royal family
who are descendants of the Holy Prophet. We were however attacking individual
deviances and we did not mean to attack the ideologies to which they belonged. Our
issue with them was more complicated than our issue with you, because the religion
they belonged to is the same religion we are honored to follow.
And so we go round in a vicious circle.
I assure you in all sincerity that nothing is dearer to me than getting out of this circle
into s status of stability that would maintain relations between our two countries; these

relations which I have assured you before, and assure you again, are dear to us and
make us proud.
I do not think it is necessary to repeat the reasons that make me want to have relations
resumed peacefully between us; the reasons are clear enough and do not need
repeating.
We believe in peaceful coexistence, and we believe in friendship between nations, and
we refuse war, because it contradicts with our principles, whether a military war or a
cold war, as you know we do not have the weapons for military warfare, and we do not
have the time to waste in a cold war; colonialism has pushed us behind the curve of
human development.
We also greatly appreciate your positions towards ever since we began cooperating in
1955 until the unfortunate events at the end of 1958 and beginning of 1959.
You are aware that there are two parties in this affair, and you used Mr. Chairman a well
known Russian saying in your letter, so allow me to use a well known Arabic saying “one
hand alone cannot clap”.
We felt we were honest and sincere and wanted your friendship.
We want to feel that our outstretched hand is not left hanging in the air.
I hope that calmness can envelop our relations to give each of us the opportunity to
exert the utmost effort in productive work towards development and peace.
Kindly accept Mr. Chairman my utmost respect and sincere wishes for the success and
prosperity of the great people of the Soviet Union.
Sincerely,
Signature (Gamal Abdel Nasser)
May 12th 1959

