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ABSTRACT

Authoritarianism has been the main political feature of Third World countries.
Particularly, military authoritarianism — praetorian regimes — prevailed in newly independent
countries. With the demise of colonialism in the aftermath of both World Wars, many
overdeveloped military sectors in newly independent countries came to the forefront of power
by means of military coups. This research focuses on two of the most salient examples of
military authoritarian regimes in 1950s and 1960s — Nasser’s Egypt and Park’s Korea.

This thesis compares between Nasser’s and Park’s leaderships and both regimes in
terms of legitimacy, leadership characteristics, ideology and concrete output of economy. In so
doing, a basic framework for classifying the representative military authoritarian regimes in the
Middle East and East Asia can be invented. This thesis classifies Nasser’s authoritarian regime
as an ‘inclusive — extrovert’ regime founded by Nasser’s pro-populace attitude and his strong
passion to gain regional hegemony. In diametrically contrast, Park’ regime is described as an
‘exclusive — introvert’ regime due to Park’s exclusive administering without encouraging people.

This thesis is-divided into six chapters. The first chapter deals with the theoretical
framework and proposes the framework of comparison as a research proposition. The second
chapter is a historical overview of Egypt and South Korea and in the following chapter; the
legitimacy issue and leadership characteristics are explored. In chapter IV and V, both
leaderships’ ideological attitude and its application into domestic policies and economic policies

are dealt with in a concrete way. In the last chapter, conclusive remarks and final word are
proposed. Findings of this research provide us with reevaluation of the nature of two

outstanding military authoritarian leaders’ epistemologies and their performances.
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N.U.: The Egyptian National Union
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P.R.P.: The People’s Revolutionary Party in Korea
R.C.C.: Revolutionary Command Council
S.K.L.P.: South Korean Labour Party

U.A.R.: United Arab Republic

U.K.: United Kingdom
U.N.: United Nations
U.S.: United States

U.S.A.LD.: The United States Agency for International Development
U.S.AM.G.LK.: The United States Army Military Government in Korea
U.S.S.R.: Union of Soviet Socialist Republic; the former Soviet Union

Yushin: Special system of reform for national revitalisation of Park’s administration

NOTE ON TRANSLITERATION OF KOREAN NAMES

In this dissertation, a western-style appellation for Korean names is used.

Ex) Chung Hee Park and Il Sung Kim (instead of Park Chung Hee and Kim 1l Sung)
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l. INTRODUCTION

1. The Objectives of this Research

With regard to taxonomy, this dissertation may be classified as a case study in
comparative politics. As the term suggests, the basic methodology of comparative politics 1s to
compare one polity with other political entities. The primary purpose of comparative politics is
to widen and deepen the knowledge of certain political situations and to broaden the scope of
paradigms of political analysis by comparing more than two polities in terms of political
attributes such as political institutions, laws, political culture, performance of the regime, and

leadership.

One of the most popular subjects of comparative politics is the comparison of the

hardware of political systems, such as their institutions and organisations. Comparative research
into the various political institutions and organisations of certain regimes is an effective tool in
understanding the peculiarities of different types of politics. In addition, the software of politics,

such as political culture and the process of political socialisation, should also be considered to
be an important subject for study.

When it comes to theorisation of politics, one of the most beneficial outcomes of
comparative research is the building of an epistemological bridge between the peculiarities of
specific cases and theoretical generalisation.! In addition to this, comparative research can
construct guidelines to keep the facts within the relevant theoretical range, and it contributes to
the verification and articulation of theory by examining the concrete cases in detail.

As a matter of fact, the primary purpose of comparative research is to develop a

‘middle-range theory’, rather than to create a grand theory which comprehends the whole range

of political phenomena. This attribute of comparative research does not seek and examine the

general causality of every single political phenomenon in certain areas, but focuses on specific

comparable cases with the relevant comparative criteria, and traces trends of similarities or

-—l-——.__—_-_.____—.___—___

 Paul Diesing, Patterns of Discovery in the Social Sciences (Chicago: Atherton, 1971) p.184.



differences in order to find some consistent phenomena.
Thus the comparative study of two authoritarian regimes, with which this dissertation
is concerned, is not intended to establish a general theory, but rather to examine the differences

between the two regimes, and to set up relevant models, in order to make a contribution towards

related areas of research in comparative politics.

A considerable amount of research has already been done on the role of military

regimes in the newly emerging countries of the 1950s, when Nasser took power, and the 1960s,
when Park came to the forefront of Korean politics.2 This dissertation adds to the existing
corpus of knowledge, by making a comparison between Nasser’s military regime in Egypt from
1952 to 1971 and Park’s regime in Korea from 1961 to 1979,

In the aftermath of World War II, as existing colonial orders in international politics
collapsed, newly independent countries emerged in many parts of the world. These newly
emerging countries faced serious difficulties in controlling their frequent political upheavals,
since they did not have any internalised democratic experiences, which have usually been
gained through the long and painful process of resolving such political conflicts and struggles.
They transplanted political systems imported from outside without making any adjustments in .
line with the peculiarities of their own political situations. In these unstable political conditions,
the military sectors of certain countries which had experienced colonial invasions were
exclusively developed while the other sectors were not. This overdeveloped military sector
tended to intervene in politics, justifying their intervention as a sacred mission to achieve
stability and save the country from chaos. Free Officers in Egypt who were educated and trained

by the British army, and Park and his colleagues, who were influenced and disciplined by the

Japanese military system, are examples of this.
These military regimes confronted the chaotic and unpredictable political atmosphere
of a typical non-institutionalised and non-modernised newly emerging country. Thus, when it

comes to analysing military authoritarianism in unstable newly emerging countries, it 1s less

common to focus on formal features, such as the institutional factors of a political entity or

2 Some researchers have regarded the military regimes of the Third World as the vanguard of modernisation of the
developing countries; Lucian W. Pye, “Armies in the Process of Political Modernisation,” in John J. Johnson,
(¢d.), The Military and Society in Latin America (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1964); Morris Janowitz,
The Military in the Political Development of New Nations (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1964); Manfred
Halpern, The Politics of Social Change in the Middle East and North Africa (Princeton: Princeton University
Press, 1963). On the other hand, a negative view of the military regimes is expressed in Eric Nordlinger, “Soldiers
in Mufti: The Impact of Military Rule upon Economic and Social Change in Non-Western States,” American
Political Science Review, Vol.64, No.4 (1970) pp.1131-1148. For a comprehensive discussion of this matter, see
Olatunde Odetola, Military Regimes and Development: a Comparative Analysis of African States (London:

George Allen and Unwin, 1982) Chapter 1, and Mary Kaldor, “The Military in Development,” World
Development, Vol.4, No.6. (1976) pp.459-482.



general factors of the democratic system than to look at their informal features, such as the
leader’s peculiar personality, or the particular sentiments of the people towards their leader.
Although the military sector may have been overdeveloped, its functional role was still under

the influence of a patriarchal system, due to the overall holding back of modernisation, which is

related to patrimonial traditions.

With regard to the military regimes of Egypt and Korea, strongly personalised
leaderships dominated the entire society, particularly the military sectors. Nasser’s and Park’s
regimes could both be described as being highly personalised, and hence it is important to
concentrate on, and to look closely into the leadership characteristics and the performance of the

two Presidents.

There are a number of reasons why the regimes of Nasser and Park were chosen as the
subjects for this comparison.

First of all, Nasser and Park’s regimes were both extremely long-term examples of
military government, which took power by means of a military coup in the 20" century. Over
eighteen years, they maintained their regimes and carried out their own specific policies. These
cases are enormously different from the fragmentary short-term military regimes which
disappeared after carrying out a few improvised policies. Nasser and Park maintained their
regimes for almost two decades without facing any seriously fatal challenges to their power, and
hence it is possible to follow regime developments and changes in policy, and to determine the
characteristics of their forms of leadership.

Secondly, the Nasser and Park’s regimes may be considered to be the representative
military governments of the Middle East and East Asia. Overall, Nasser’s Egypt and Park’s
Korea are the most remarkable cases when it comes to doing research into military interventions

in Third World countries for academic purposes. Indeed, Nasser could be described as a

prominent figurehead in the Middle East, and the most influential figure in the Middle East and

North Africa at that time. His ideology and performance have been the popular subjects of
research.

Park’s regime, however, has not yet been thoroughly researched in worldwide level of
academic arena, and it is therefore particularly worthwhile to examine the regime’s makeup. In
the region of East Asia, which is famous for its dramatic economic growth, Park’s regime was
the only regime which took power by means of a military coup. His regime achieved dramatic
development in a short space of time.

The third reason for choosing these two regimes is that there are similarities between

them. Nasser and Park enjoyed absolute power for about the same length of time, albeit with a



ten year gap between the appearances of each regime.? In terms of historical background and

career backdrops, Nasser and Park show remarkable similarities. They had both been through
the colonial experience as adolescents, witnessed the hardships of their own countries, had a

vocational background as high-ranking military officers, and had both come from lower-middle
class social groups. Most of all, the processes of planning and executing their respective

military coups, and taking the seat of the presidency were extremely similar.

Lastly, despite the many similarities between Nasser and Park’s regimes, as mentioned
above, the outcomes of ideologies and policies that the regimes performed were remarkably
different. Nasser’s main ideology could be described as ‘Arab Nationalism and Arab Socialism’,
which came to be the form of Arab unity movements and economic drives in accordance with
state capitalism. Whereas Park’s ideologies were ‘Economic Nationalism and Anti-
Communism’, and focused exclusively on economic development by means of the repressive
drive of a strict anti-communist sentiment. Details of these remarkable differences are dealt with
in Chapters IV, and V.

This dissertation thus attempts to compare the leadership, ideology and performance of
the two regimes. In order to do this, the key factor to consider as an independent variable for
differentiating the two regimes is the matter of ‘personal legitimacy’.

Generally speaking, politically developed states have their own institutionalised
political system which has been established by a long process of trial and error in order to find
the most appropriate system of politics. In most cases, the adopted systems are ostensibly

democracy. Being outside the institutionalised democratic system, military regimes assuming

the reins of government by means of a military coup have always been troubled by a lack of
legitimacy, since any leadership established in this violent manner has obviously not gone
through the process of consensus and agreement in selecting a leader. In the unstable political

situation resulting from such a lack of legitimacy, it is obvious that achieving legitimacy is

essential for the establishment of a stable government.

Therefore, this dissertation assumes that there must be correlations between legitimacy
and regime performance, such as ideology formation, and the policy-making process. In this
context, the main purpose of this study is to compare Park’s regime, which began with a serious
lack of historical and personal legitimacy, with Nasser’s regime, which had no serious problems
of personal and historical legitimacy. In so doing, this dissertation attempts to highlight certain
variations between each regime’s ideology formation and detailed outcomes of policy-making.

When it comes to comparative research, it is obvious that a consideration of all the

m—_“

3 Nasser’s term in power was 18 years 2 months and § days (from 23 of July 1952 to 28" of September 1970).




potential factors in the ‘cause-result relation’ would be the best method of achieving a reliable
result. Practically, however, it is impossible to consider every single variable in this way. In this
context, it 1s essential to control the variables in order to determine the most relevant factor.
First of all, the environment of international politics, which was dominated by the Cold War

system, acts as an important independent variable. In addition, both leaders’ personal

inclinations and characteristics, and the cultural background of both countries are notable
variables.

However, as will be shown in the following chapter, it was the nature of Nasser’s and
Park’s personal legitimacy that was the most influential factor in shaping their leadership
characteristics. These differences in terms of leadership characteristics meant the two regimes’
attitudes towards international and domestic affairs were in striking contrast to each other. In
this dissertation, the personal legitimacy of both leaders is placed as an independent variable

and the outcomes of both leaderships’ different character, ideology formation, and regimes’

performance are considered as dependent variables.

Park’s was 18 years 5 months and 10 days (from 16" of May 1961 to 26" of October 1979)



2. Theoretical Framework

In this section, theoretical basis related to Nasser’s and Park’s regime is proposed.

After the World War II, representative feature of political leadership in the Middle East and
East Asia had been non-democratic authoritarianism. In this context, Nasser’s Egypt and Park’s
South Korea were not exceptional. Both regimes are described as an ‘authoritarian military
regime’. Thus, the basic exploration into the authoritarianism and its consequence would be
necessary in order to carry out more relevant analysis. In addition to the basic theoretical
reviews of authoritarianism, one of the concrete forms of authoritarianism — Praetortanism,

which indicates authoritarian regime based on military interventions, is dealt with.

2.1. Authoritarianism as an Applicable Theory and Its Reflection in
Egypt and Korea.

2.1.1. The Concept of Authority

The term ‘authority’ has its origins in the Latin word ‘auctoritas’. The meaning of

‘auctoritas’ is the personal influence which is based on the property and various activities of the

Auctor (creator, founder, pioneer). Nowadays, this meaning has slightly changed to ‘a certain

person’s influence and dominance (potestas and imperium) over individuals and groups’.*

According to Weber’s definition, the notion of authority implies the ‘right to

command’, and the first necessity in gaining authority is legitimacy. For rulers, possession of

this authority guarantees the probability of the people’s obedience.?
The source of authority varies. Certain factors such as a specific position in an

organisation, property and financial capabilities, fame and eminence, and professional

knowledge can be the basis for gaining authority. In political terms, authority can be used when

it indicates the influence and dominance of sovereignty, such as with the president, premier,

* E.D. Watt, duthority (London; Croom Helm, 1982) p.11.
> Max Weber, Economy and Society (New York: Bedminster Press, 1968) p.53.




monarch, and other forms of the apex of political power. Even though this sovereignty itself can
guarantee authority for a while, the more important factor in maintaining sovereignty is

legitimacy, which can be influenced by the process of power attainment and the performance of

the regime.

Weber proposed the sources of legitimacy to be tradition, charisma (personal

characteristics), and rationality. Generally, the traditional source of legitimacy is seen in the
feudal system, rationality is emphasised in modern states, and during a period of political-social
upheaval, charisma is the most important factor in legitimising a regime. In a chaotic society,
crisis consciousness due to the instability of the central regime and feelings of ineffectualness
caused by the non-institutionalisation of the political system prevail amongst the people. Those
who have such a feeling of crisis require a charismatic leadership, able to break the anomic
situation.

The common way of gaining legitimacy in Third World countries is by achieving a
mixture of traditional authority and charisma. Particularly in a praetorian society, charismatic
leadership could be the easiest way to gain legitimacy. In this context, military interventions in
Third World countries occurred frequently in order to break the anomic situations of society,

and these interventions brought about strictly charismatic authoritarian regimes.

2.1.2, Authoritarianism

2.1.2.1. The Authoritarian personality

In contrast to the notion and the usage of ‘authority’, the term ‘authoritarianism’ has a

slightly negative image. The general definition of authoritarianism - not in a political sense - is
the character and attitude of reigning over others through force. It frequently shows
overconfidence and misappropriation of authority, ¢ According to Theodor Adorno, the
authoritarian attitude and behaviour internalised in certain leaders originate from an
authoritarian personality. This personality has a double-sided character. In the face of superior

authority, the authoritarian personality would take a stance of absolute obedience, while it tends
to reign mercilessly over inferior authority.?

Consequently, if the majority of the people in a particular society have an authoritarian

___—-ﬁ———__________—____

S E.D. Watt, op.cit., pp.20-21.



personality, which has been internalised by cultural or political inheritance, that society could be
characterised as a strict hierarchical authoritarian society, which is operated by the mechanism
of ‘command and obedience’ instead of ‘compromise and negotiation’, In addition, the political
system tends to have a strict authoritarian hierarchical structure, far removed from the
democratic system.

In the case of Korea, aspects of the cultural background, such as the strict social strata
system, caused the society to internalise this authoritarian hierarchical structure of politics as a

matter of necessity for social stability and economic prosperity.

2.1.2.2, The Authoritarian Regime

1) Definition and General Characteristics of Authoritarianism

According to the definition of Juan Linz, authoritarianism may be described as a
political system in which a political leader or a certain small group exercises power without any
formal limits. Authoritarian rule does not allow the people to have the two basic rights of a
democratic system. These rights are the right to compete for power and the right to participate in

the political process as citizens. Juan Linz categorised non-democratic systems as authoritarian
if they were,

Political systems with limited, not responsible, political pluralism,

without elaborate guiding ideology, but with distinctive mentalities,
without extensive nor intensive political mobilization, except at some
points in their development, and in which a leader or occasionally a small

group exercises power within formally ill-defined limits but actually
quite predicable ones.?

In an authoritarian regime, it is difficult to form an effective political organisation by

method such as creating political parties, and existing vested parties and political groups are
usually dissolved, suspended or banned from performing any political activities. The regimes

vary in the degree of institutionalisation of political organisations.

Authoritarian regimes do not institutionalise a legal opposition for free political

competition, but sometimes permit different forms of opposition on the premise of guaranteeing

7 Theodor W. Adorno, The Authoritarian Personality (New York: Harper & Row, 1950) pp.1-11.

8 Juan J .‘Linz, “An Authoritarian Regime: The Case of Spain,” in Erik Allard and Stein Rokkan (eds.) Mass Politics:
Studies in Political Society (New York: Free Press, 1970) p.255.




the security of the regime. However, some authoritarian regimes face strong opposition within
the regime from those who have different goals, such as those who want to restore the extremely

conservative ancien regime, or those who want radical democratisation.

Authoritarian regimes limit people’s freedom and engage in the political repression of
their opponents. Frequently, in the authoritarian military regimes of Third World countries,

political offenders are charged with criminal offences against the nation’s security. These
political offenders are put on trial through military tribunals, which do not provide the same
protection of legal rights as civil courts do, and which can impose much heavier penalties. Even
when applied by civil courts, authoritarian codes of law define certain actions as criminal
actions that are legal in liberal democracies, for example, political propaganda, membership in
progressive parties, and participating in strikes.

Authoritarian regimes can be categorised according to a variety of factors, such as the
regime’s characteristics, political actors, guiding ideologies and so on. Amos Perlmutter
examined the political dynamics of five authoritarian models - the Bolshevik, Nazi, Fascist,

Corporatist and Praetorian models — according to the criteria of political support and
mobilisation patterns.?

In order to be able to analyse fully Egypt and South Korea under the rules of Nasser

and Park, the praetorian model'® (personal-oligarchic rulership related to military intervention in
politics) is deemed to be the most appropriate one to follow.

2) The Ideological Attitudes of Authoritarianism

Amos Perlmutter specified certain ideological attitudes characteristic of most

authoritarian regimes. The ideology of most modern authoritarian movements, parties, and

regimes has certain characteristic ideological attitudes. Amongst them, two noticeable features

? Amos Perlmutter, Modern Authoritarianism: A Comparative Institutional Analysis (New Haven: Yale University
Press, 1981) pp.31-44.: In addition to Perlmutter’s categorisation, Linz defined the more detailed subtypes of
authoritarian regimes as follows: i) bureaucratic-military regimes, ii) organic statist regimes, iii) mobilisational

regimes including post-democratic and post-colonial societies, iv) personal rulership and v) post-totalitarian
regimes with the criteria of the subject of rulership.

19 This model is strongly linked with the military base, which has the potential to dominate political system. The
practorian state draws its major support from the military establishment, though the military may not interfere in
the administration of the state, the economy, the police, or the military party. It means that in a practorian state the
military plays a highly significant role in key political structures and institutions. Arab practorians typically either
create a military party or harness an established nationalist or radical party. In Latin America, the practorians may

tolerate a populist political party, although they retain the right to move from the barracks to the presidential

palace if the party fails to comply with their demands. It is obvious that the military is the locus of power in the
practorian state, even if only a few officers are visible.




are: i) radical nationalism, and ii) anti-liberal democracy and anti-parliamentarism*!

When it comes to mobilising people, the first characteristic - radical nationalism - 1s
one of the most effective and one of the easiest tools for the authoritarian regime to use. It was
taken to extremes by Nazism and Fascism in the form of a malignly distorted resentment of
other ethnic identities. Particularly for the military praetorians, nationalism is the most efficient
instrument for controlling the people and society. The sentiments of xenophobia and radical
nationalism have played a role as the fundamental platform of military regimes in the Middle
East and North Africa.l2 Most military coups in the Middle East between 1936 and 1976 were
carried out under the slogan of ‘genuine independence from the foreign powers’.

Nasser and Park utilised this nationalist sentiment when they were designing and
carrying out their respective military coups. After each coup, in the process of putting into
practice domestic and foreign policy, nationalism was the deciding factor in persuading and
mobilising the people to stand on the regime’s side.

The second ideological tendency of authoritarianism highlighted by Perlmuter was that

of anti-liberal democracy, in the sense of the avoidance of genuine democracy.!* The notions of
liberal democracy and authoritarianism contradict one another. While liberalism suggests a
concept of human enlightenment and unfettered development and self-expression,
authoritarianism strictly prohibits resistance and protest against the despotic regime. It usually
censors public opinion, and sometimes even fabricates facts in the interests of the regime.

In this context, the concepts of non-interference of the state and laissez-faire are
unacceptable to authoritarian regimes. Liberal democracy has rarely gained a foothold in the
Middle East and Asia, where praetorian authoritarianism has been more the order of the day.!!

The parliamentary system is one of the most representative features of modern liberal
democratic countries. For the authoritarian regime, this system is an unwanted instrument which
would obstruct the regime’s arbitrary methods of administration. Even though, ostensibly, most

authoritarian regimes actually have their own party system and parliament, the major

characteristic of modern authoritarianism in the Middle East, Asia, and Africa is its profound

contempt for genuine parliamentarism and party-centred government, which are considered
tools of colonial rule and have been denounced as corrupt, irresponsible, reactionary, and

contrary to the Arab cause. This attitude is reflected in Nasser’s statement:

LA Perlmutter, op.cit., pp.78-84. Originally Perlmutter enumerated five features of the ideological attitude of

modern authoritarianism: radical nationalism, anti-liberalism, anti-parliamentarism, anti-bourgeois ethos, and
anti-Semitism and racism.

12 Ibid., p.80.
13 1bid., p.81.
4 Ibid., p.82.
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The dictatorship from which we have suffered under the name of
democracy was the dictatorship of capital, feudalism, under the name
parliament. Political democracy cannot be a reality unless there is social
justice and social democracy and unless there are equal opportunity
between the capitalist and the worker and between the feudalist and the
agricultural labourer. One has plenty of money and can have a good

dinner and one has no money to pay for dinner. Capitalists and feudalists
want to hold general elections according to Western methods adopted by
capitalist countries in which the minority enjoys all the influence and has

an abundance of money. The political parties serve the interests of
feudalists and capitalism.!

While Nasser hardly mentioned liberal democracy in his political discourse, Park took
up the subject of liberal democracy frequently. However, his reference to democracy was just
for show, and did not contain any genuine intention to put it into practice. Nasser did not allow
the establishment of a multi-party system and managed domestic politics with dominant mono
institutions such as the Liberation Rally (L.R.), the National Union (N.U.), and the Arab
Socialist Union (A.S.U.). These were not actual political parties, but apparatuses for mass
mobilisation and control. In contrast, the appearance of the political organisations early on in
Park’s regime give the impression that Korean politics were similar to those of the U.S.’s
democratic system, which permits a multi-party system, and which has an electoral system
which allows for direct election of the President and members of Congress. Yet, operationally, it
could be defined as only a quasi-democratic system. Especially after the enactment of the

Yushin constitution in 1972, the political system in Korea was reduced to an absolute
dictatorship - the Fourth Republic.

2.1.3. Authoritarianism, Dictatorship and Totalitarianism

There is a variety of concepts related to authoritarianism such as dictatorship, tyranny,

autocracy, totalitarianism and fascism. All these concepts are used primarily as antonyms for

‘democracy’ and as sub-forms of authoritarianism. Amongst these terms, dictatorship and

totalitarianism are representative features of authoritarian regimes.

The etymological origin of dictatorship is ‘dicere’ (speak), implying that a certain

'3 President Gamal Abdul Nasse's Speeches and Press Interviews, January-December 1961 (Government Publication,

1961) p.396. quoted in Amos Perlmutter, Egypt: The Praetorian State (New Brunswick: Transaction Books,
1974), p.139,
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person or group has the exclusive right to speak. The audience has to listen to whatever the
supreme power says and the orders have to be strictly obeyed. In other words, the practical
meaning of the term dictatorship is that one particular leader monopolises the state’s power
exclusively and wields this absolute power arbitrarily without any hindrance.!¢ The exclusive
possession and arbitrary exercise of power are the principle characteristics of a dictatorship.

An outstanding example of dictatorship is the practorian system of the ancient Roman

Empire. In case of war, rebellion, economic crisis or natural calamity in the Empire, dictatorship

was tolerated by the people of Rome as a legitimate political action for the security of the
Empire. 1 The offspring of the Roman practorians in the modern world justified their

dictatorships as necessary for the preservation of national security, and as being the only means

for achieving economic development.

Another of the sub-forms of authoritarianism is totalitarianism. Totalitarianism is
associated with the characteristics of the political system itself in the authoritarian regime.
Many scholars have tried to distinguish the concept of totalitarianism from that of

authoritarianism. According to Linz, an authoritarian regime is a totalitarian system if it has the
following attributes:

1) There is a monistic but not monolithic centre of power, and whatever
pluralism of institutions or groups exists derives its legitimacy from that

centre, 1s largely mediated by it, and is mostly a political creation rather
than an outgrowth of the dynamics of the pre-existing society.

11) There is an exclusive, autonomous, and more or less intellectually
elaborated ideology with which the ruling group or leader, and the party
serving the leaders, identify and which they use as a basis for policies or
manipulate to legitimise them. The ideology has some boundaries beyond
which lies heterodoxy that does not remain unsanctioned. The ideology

goes beyond a particular program or definition of the boundaries of

legitimate political action to provide, presumably, some ultimate meaning,
sense of historical purpose, and interpretation of social reality.

1) Citizen participation in and active mobilisation for political and
collective social tasks are encouraged, demanded, rewarded, and

channelled through a single party and many monopolistic secondary
groups. Passive obedience and apathy, retreat into the role of ‘parochial’

and ‘subjects’ characteristic of many authoritarian regimes, are

—_— — e

'® Franz L. Neumann, “Notes on the Theory of Dictatorship,” in Roy C. Macridis and Bernard E. Brown,
Comparative Politics (Chicago: The Dorsey Press, 1986) p.161.

17 Mark N. Hagapian, Regimes, Movements, and Ideologies (New York: Longman, 1978) p.49.
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considered undesirable by the rulers.!®

Neumann described the distinctive features of totalitarianism as follows: i) a police
state, ii) centralisation of power, iii) mono-party dictatorship, iv) a hierarchical relationship

between state-society, and v) the frequent use of violence and terror as legal political

instruments.!?

In brief, totalitarianism is a more concrete and harder form of authoritarianism in terms
of the extent of rigidity, simplicity, subordination, uniformity, monism, and verticality.
However, these distinctions are just conceptual. In reality, it is impossible to draw a clear
distinction between authoritarianism and totalitarianism. Thus, it may be said that

authoritarianism and totalitarianism are not different types of political regimes, but rather that

they are synonymous in the context of a non-democratic system.

2.2. The Praetorian Model of Authoritarianism

2.2.1., Military Intervention in the Third World and Its Role in
Modernisation

One of the most prominent trends in Third World countries is that of military

intervention in politics. This trend is not a specific symptom in a certain region of the Third

World, but a general tendency, which characterises the current political situation in a number of
Third World countries.

In the developing countries in the 1950s and 1960s, military coups occurred frequently.
Some research focused on the fact that military interventions in politics were linked to the
modernising and industrialising process, and there have been some critical arguments about the

advantages and disadvantages of military interventions for the development and modernisation
of Third World countries.

Bae Ho Han considered military intervention in some cases to be a positive political
action. According to him, because the military system is equipped with a well-organised

mechanism of order, regulation, and control, the military sector could provide the political

'8 Juan Linz, “Totalitarian and Authoritarian Regimes,” in F. Greenstein and N. Polsby (eds.) Handbook of Political
Science: Macropolitical Theory (Reading: Addison-Webley, 1975) pp.191-192,
' Franz Neumann, op.cit., pp.165-166.
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regime with stability and security. With consistent and firm instructions, the military leadership

could control the chaotic situations which were rampant in the Third World due to the ceaseless

political conflicts.?®

Particularly, the military leadership which had been influenced by colonial legacies of
modernised sectors like military officers trained by colonial government - as a factor of

overdeveloped state - played a crucial leading role in propelling modernisation by providing

organised management skills and know-how in planning and programming projects.?! Lucian
Pye asserts that after a coup, military officers were able to lead the government effectively with
their modernised organisations and well-disciplined techniques.?? This capability of military
leadership made the state stable, and this stability raised the level of the state’s creditworthiness
and gave the state opportunities to attract foreign investment.? In addition, Henry Bienen points
out that, generally speaking, military leadership did not lean towards a particular ethnic
background or political faction but sought the state’s interest as a whole,2* though there are
some exceptions such as Sadam Hussein’s Iraq and Hafez al Assad’s Syria.

The opposing point of view of the military’s role in modernisation is that military

leadership did not affect the state’s development. While positive interpretations of the military’s

role in the state’s development came up mainly in the 1960s, negative viewpoints emerged in
the late 1970s and 1980s.

One of the outstanding analyses regarding this viewpoint was made by Eric

Nordlinger.?’ Nordlinger analysed seventy-four cases of military government in the Third World
and concluded that there were no significant correlations between military intervention and
socio-economic modernisation. He points out that because the military leaderships tended to

pursue their own interests and security, they were thus relatively conservative in the face of

social change, and that kind of conservatism does not produce the radical reformation needed
for modernisation.

20 Edwin Liuwen, “The Military: A Revolutionary Force,” Annals, No.334 (1961) pp.30-40, quoted in Tae Dong

Chung, “The Civil-Military Relations in the Third World: A Viewpoint for the Comparative Research,” in Bae Ho
Han (ed.) Politics of the Newly Emerging Countries (Seoul: Jung Eum Sa, 1983) p.63.

2! Dong Hee Lee, Military Institute of Korea (Seoul: Il Jo Gak, 1982) p.327.
22 Lucian W. Pye, “Armies in the Process of Political Modemization,” in Jason L. Finkle and Richard W. Gable
(eds.), Political Development and Social Change (New York: John Wiley & Sons, 1971) pp.277-283.

23 James H. Mittleman, “Dependency and Civil-Military Relations,” paper presented at the Conference on Civilian
Control of the Military: Myth and Reality in Developing Countries (Buffalo, October 1974) quoted in T.D.Chung,
op.cit., p.71.

4 Henry Bienen, “Armed Forces and National Modemiser: Continuing the Debate,” Armed Forces and National
Development: Proceedings of the Ist Wharangdae International Symposium (Seoul: Korea Military Academy,
1981) p.6.

25 Eric A. Nordlinger, “Soldiers in Mufti: The Impact of Military Rule upon Economic and Social Change in Non-
Western States,” American Political Science Review, Vol. 64, No. 4 (December, 1970) pp.1131-1148.
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In Robert Jackman’s analysis of the comparative research into civil and military
regimes in terms of modernisation, military regimes were no more efficient in promoting the
modernisation process. Exploring seventy-seven cases in Third World countries from the 1960s
to the 1970s he was able to demonstrate four facts: i) military intervention in the Third World
had no specific influence on economic development, ii) social changes were not dependent on

the extent of military intervention but relied on the level of economic development, iii) while it

was true that some African countries under military regimes were able to increase their GNP, in
other countries of the Third World there were no noticeable changes in the GNP statistics, iv) in
cases where the military regimes were unstable in political power struggles, this had a

detrimental effect on the economy. In short, Jackman concluded that there were no noticeable

correlations between military regimes and economic development.?$

However, whether military intervention in Third World countries made a contribution
to modernisation and development or not, it is clear that the emergence of military leaderships
in Third World countries changed the shape of political systems enormously by overthrowing
the existing political orders and systems of ancien regimes. This sudden change in political
systems opened up a new type of political dynamics in the Third World. The military regimes of
both Nasser and Park demonstrated the dynamics of military government. In fact, it became a
tendency developed for the military sector to intervene in politics with a passion for

restructuring their country. This tendency may be called the ‘new professionalism’ of the
military sector.

2.2.2. New Professionalism and Military Intervention

In general, military officers have a sense of their own superiority to other sectors. They
are excessively sensitive to chaotic situations and security crises, and sometimes tend to act on
impulse when they feel critically unstable. Thus, if the society they belong to is faced with a
critical situation that might threaten the continued existence of the state, military officers

intervene in politics in an attempt to prevent the state from collapsing. These military elites tend
to have a hatred for chaotic situations and disorder. It is this hatred which stimulates military

elites to try to intervene in politics, and this can be an important factor in a coup.

Morris Janowitz enumerated the ideological characteristics of the military sector as

26 Robert W. Jackman, “Politicians in Uniform: Military Government and Social Change in the Third World,”
American Political Science Review, Vol.70, No.4 (December 1976) pp.1084-1097; A similar analysis was
performed by R.D.McKinlay and A.S.Cohan, and their results were exactly the same as Jackman’s.

R.D.McKinlay and A.S.Cohan, “Performance and Instability in Military and Non-Military Regime Systems,”
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push factors of military intervention as follows: i) hyper-nationalism, ii) puritanism, 111)
collectivism, and iv) anti-politics (or anti-democracy). According to Janowitz, through these
sentiments, military elites are predisposed to regard themselves as the destined protectors of a

state that faces the threat of incapable politicians, corruption, political chaos, and security
crises.?’

These tendencies encouraged the military elites to develop a new vocational
consciousness of professionalism, which consisted of an aspiration to participate in politics in
order to intervene in matters of domestic security. One example of military intervention from
this point of view was proposed by Alfred Stepan. He analysed the coup of 1964 in Brazil
against the background of an emerging new professionalism and expansion of military

influence.?8

Under the slogan of ‘domestic stability and security from inner threats’, military

officers were trained as professionals in various sectors of state administration. As a result of
this training, the military sector was able to play a key role in administering the state. The first

concern of the military elites was no longer national security in the face of external enemies but
domestic stability and the establishment of an efficient administration. This 1s ‘New
Professionalism’.

Strictly speaking, Nasser’s regime cannot be seen as an example of this new
professionalism, since the main motivation of Nasser’s coup was the eradication of Western
imperial influences and the expulsion of King Farouk’s monarchy, and was thus a form of anti-
colonial movement or independent resistance. However, after the Free Officers took the core
positions in the government and became more professional in various parts of the state
administration, they came to dedicate themselves in the professional areas of government

administration as military bureaucrats.

It can be argued that the case to which new professionalism is most relevant is that of
Park’s regime. His explicit pledges announced immediately after the coup of 1961 were to build

political stability and to establish a professional, effective government by purging old politicians

and bureaucrats under the surveillance of the military junta. His main interests were domestic

issues such as economic development, shaping a new political system, amending the
constitution, and developing foreign relations with Japan and with the U.S. in particular. All

ministerial positions were filled by military officers, and even after the power transference to a

N American Political Science Review, Vol.70, No.3 (September 1976) pp.850-864.

Mor_ris Janowitz, The Military in the Political Development of New Nations (Phoenix Books: The University of
Chicago Press, 1974), pp.64-65.

28
See1 ;&(;fred Stepan, Authoritarian Brazil: Origins, Policies and Future (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1973)
p.130.
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civil government through the presidential election, when General Park was elected as a civil

President of Korea, the influence of military elites increased in every part of the government.

2.2.3. The Main Concept of Praetorianism

The typical starting point for military intervention is a coup. The meaning of a coup
d’etat is a political upheaval where the army overthrows the vested powers and takes the helm
of state affairs by using military force. The first example of this is the coup initiated by the
praetorian guard of the Roman Emperor. The praetorian guard took power by means of armed
force, and exercised sovereign power as military officers. From this origin of the terminology,
military leaderships, which come to power by means of a coup, may be called praetorian

leaderships, and the political systems led by the military leaderships are praetorian systems.?
According to the analysis by Perlmutter and Linz above, it is pertinent to define the
regimes of both Nasser and Park as ‘oligarchic - corporatist praetorian model’.3? Despite the fact
that both regimes were largely dependent upon the personal charisma of the individual leader at
the early stages, they formulated strong coalitions with other actors. Nasser encouraged the
lower-middle class to join political organisations such as the National Union or the Arab
Socialist Union. Few members of the military junta played an autonomous role in Nasser’s
government. Other political actors and agents were subordinate to the personalised leaderships
without any significant autonomy. Park assembled the ruling coalition from military elites, big
business conglomerates, and professional technocrats. His regime showed the characteristics of

exclusionary corporatism. To analyse these two regimes in terms of authoritarian governance
demands the appropriate typology - oligarchic and corporatist praetorian authoritarianism.

In a modern praetorian state, military elites are inclined to intervene and to have the

ability to control government officials. The political conditions in such states support the

2% Ho Jin Kim, The Korean Political System (Seoul: Bak Young Sa, 1997) p.143.

30 Amos Perlmutter classified the practorian system into three modal types: i) the personalist practorian model, 1i) the
oligarchic praetorian model, and iii) the corporate practorian model. The personalist model is when one military
leader has absolute power to rule the country exclusively. The status of the military sector in this model is
subservient to the leader. The oligarchic model refers to the case where the military leader takes political power
and forms a ruling group of the military junta. The autonomy of the military sector is relatively stronger than in
the personalist model. The corporate model is the collective ruling of the military as a dominant group without a
specific military leader. In this system, the military sector has to form a coalition with bureaucrats, technocrats,
scholar§ and various interest groups in society. Nasser’s and Park’s cases may be described as the personalist
practorian model because both leaders’ influence and representation were unchallenged. At the same time, both
regimes’ military sectors were relatively strong and had autonomy. Thus, these regimes may be categorised as

oligarchic practorian as well; Amos Permlutter, Political Roles and Military Rulers (London: Frank Cass, 1981)
pp.41-44, pp.130-131.
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development of the military elite as the nucleus group and encourage its expectations of
becoming the ruling class and political elite. In Nordlinger’s words, military elites are
‘managers of force’, ‘experts in violence’ and ‘armed bureaucrats’. Only with the armed forces,

can the military sector acquire the key positions easily.3!

—_— e
31 E.ANordlinger, op.cit., p.1142,
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3. Framework of Comparison - Research Modelling and
Propositions

On the basis of the theoretical background examined above, this section briefly

examines the practorian authoritarian characteristics of Nasser’s regime in Egypt and Park’s

regime in Korea. Then, in order to make the comparison of both regimes clear, two models are

proposed, for the purpose of providing an appropriate explanation of the distinctive features of
each regime.

According to Perlmutter’s analysis, both Nasser’s and Park’s regime may be

categorised as praetorian authoritarianism with a military power base mixed with corporative
praetorian characteristics and oligarchic praetorian characteristics, as mentioned above. It is true
that both authoritarian regimes possessed corporative aspects and oligarchic features. In this
context, it is possible to classify this praetorian model by detailed and clarified models with the

use of the relevant criteria, which are related to the personal, historical, and situational
background of both leaders.

3.1. Two Criteria for Comparison - Inclusionary / Exclusionary and
Extrovert / Introvert Characteristics

3.1.1. The Concept of the Inclusionary / Exclusionary Regime

The concepts of ‘inclusionary’ and ‘exclusionary’ regimes are taken from the

classification of the characteristics of state corporatism, proposed by Alfred Stepan. He defined
Inclusionary corporatism as the pro-working class and pro-peasantry attitude of state’s elites
amongst various interest groups. Favoured groups of working class and peasantry are included

in the regime’s process of constructing political support groups. Through the political activation

of the lower-middle classes, those classes are absorbed by the regime for the purpose of gaining
stability. By contrast, exclusionary regimes attempt to debilitate the people’s influence, repress

trade unions and incapacitate any labour movements. The elimination of working class and
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peasantry groups from the political arena is one of the most prominent characteristics of the

exclusionary regime.

The detailed application and evaluation of the corporatist features of Nasser and Park’s

regimes are not dealt with in this dissertation. As mentioned previously, the reason for this is
that there were some corporatist - oligarchic characters in both regimes, and the issue of

relations with the working / peasantry classes would have to be the explanatory criterion for
scrutinising the differences between the two regimes.

The positive relationship between the state and the working / peasantry classes may be
defined as an inclusionary relationship. This inclusionary regime consists of a populistic
coalition of labour and national capital in opposition to the imperial intervention of foreign
powers and capital. By forming such an inclusionary coalition, the state is able to mobilise the
working class and peasantry in order to expand state autonomy. At the same time, such a
coalition makes it easier to control those classes effectively. Thus, activating these classes and
gaining their support could be the main prop of the state in terms of achieving national security
and maintaining legitimacy.

In short, the peculiarities of inclusionary regimes are summarised as follows:

1) state elites attempt to form a political coalition with the working and peasantry
classes, 1i) the first priority of distribution is the interest of the propertyless classes, iii) the
regime which proclaims itself nationalist tries to consolidate with the working class and

peasantry, and formulates a nationalist coalition in opposition to foreign capital, iv) the

inclusionary regime shows itself to be a populist regime and possesses a high level of people’s
support which is the basis for gaining legitimacy.3

In contrast to an inclusionary regime, an exclusionary regime emerges with the crisis

consciousness of state elites, who believe that the people’s influence and power could
undermine the regime’s security. This regime intends to incapacitate the people’s coalition and

repress the lower classes with the aim of preventing them from standing against the regime. The

peculiarities of the exclusionary regime may be summed up as follows:

1) state elites regard the workers and peasantry as an obstruction to the regime’s
intentions, ii) state elites attempt to form a coalition with small numbers of specific industrial
bourgeoisie, the monopolised business sector, military sector and technocrats, and oppose

populism, iii) no distributive policies are found, and the state concentrates on the rapid

expansion of total accumulation without fair distribution.33

__—I——-——————_—-_______—.._

32 Myung Soon Shin, The Third World Politics (Seoul: Bup Moon Sa, 1988) pp.414-415,

33 £\ 1 « - . . . .
Min Sl'm Park, “Corporatistic Society Control in the Developing Countries: Comparative Research between Latin
America and Korea,” Ph.D. dissertation, Seoul National University (1983) pp.89-90.
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The exclusionary regime eliminates the autonomy of the working and peasant classes

and controls these classes under the surveillance of the state. However, this kind of regime runs

the constant risk of being overturned by the dissatisfied people’s protest when overall economic

conditions worsen or the quality of life deteriorates. There is the constant possibility of
labourers’ revolts against the repressive regime. As the crisis consciousness of the state elites

escalates, the coalition of the exclusionary regime becomes consolidated and at the same time

more repressive. When repression reaches a peak, the stability which had been secured by the
repressive methods finally collapses.

The clear distinction between Nasser and Park is to be found in their attitudes towards
the working and peasant classes. Park adopted the economic strategy of unequal development in
cooperation with a small number of conglomerates, repressed labour movements and ignored
the demands of equal distribution. By contrast, Nasser chose socialistic populism as his main
strategy. The state directly managed the entire economic sector in favour of the working and
peasant classes. Consequently, there was no dissatisfaction concerning distribution, and
Nasser’s regime got enormous support from the lower-middle classes, which were composed

mainly of workers and farmers. However, the decline in the efficiency of economic

management had an effect on the overall productivity, and this lower productivity created
critical problems for the regime’s security.
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Table 1.1. The Two “Poles” of Corporatist Regimes

State elite’s initial reaction to
already activated, or
potentially salient worker
and/or peasant groups

Dominant state policies used to
encapsulate salient worker and
peasant groups

State elite’s policy toward
functions of state apparatus

State elite’s characteristic
coalitional partners

Cl)aracterigtjc enemies of state
elite's coalition

State elite’s characteristic

stance towards structural
reforms

Statq glite_’s orientation toward
mobilisation of worker and
peasant groups

Characteristic legitimacy

principles of state elite vis-a-
Vis its coalitional partners

Maximum hegemonic
possibilities vis-a-vis salient
working class

Source: Alfred Stepan, The State
Press, 1978) pp.76-77.

Inclusionary Regime

Attempts to incorporate into
support coalition for new
political and economic system
sought by state elites and to
encapsulate cooptatively into

state corporatist associational
organisations

Primarily, distributive, symbolic
and group-specific welfare
policies; secondly, coercive
measures

Attempts to expand distributive,
regulative, arbitrative, control
and planning capacities

National bourgeoisie and newly
encapsulated workers and
peasants

Oligarchic, and traditional (non
industrial) foreign capital

Normally some nationalist and
domestic reforms are made as

part of the ‘constituent acts’ of
the regime

Attempts to sponsor limited
controlled mobilisation against
coalitional enemies and into

state chartered associational
structures

Political populism and
economi¢ nationalism

Diffuse support that contributes
to hegemony of new political
structures and facilities effective

control at relative low coercion
levels
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Exclusionary Regime

Attempts to exclude those
autonomous organisations and
demand making practices from
the political arena that might
obstruct the new political and

economic system sought by
state elite and to coercively
encapsulate into state

corporatist associational
structures

Primarily, coercive measures;
secondly, group specific
welfare policies and virtually
no distributive policies in
initial stages

Attempts to significantly
expand scope and death of
coercive, control, and planning
capacities

International bourgeoisie and
technocrats

Populist and radical political
leaders and autonomously
organised working class

Few or no nationalistor
domestic reforms. Emphasis on
‘post-populist,” or ‘post-
polarisation’ consolidation

Attempts to dismantle the
organisational capacity of
workers or peasant to mobilize
against the policies of the
coalitional partners and to
demobilise into state chartered
associational structures

Polit_ical order and economic
efficiency

Hegemony virtually
impossible, passive
acquiescence heavily

dependent on coercive
mechanisms

and Society: Peru in Comparative Perspective (Princeton: Princeton University



3.1.2. The Concept of the Extrovert / Introvert Regime

The other criterion that this dissertation proposes for the typological classification of

both regimes is the concept of the ‘extrovert / introvert’ regime, which is judged according to

the regime’s attitude towards external powers.

In fact, the first aim of most praetorian military regimes which have taken power by
means of an armed-forces coup is to guarantee the regime’s security and its stability, because

they might be troubled by a reaction on the part of the ancien regime and of people who are not
satisfied with the new regime’s performance. In this context, with the intention of securing the

regime’s stability, new military regimes have a desire to demonstrate the positive outputs of

their own policies as quickly as possible.

These outputs are produced at two levels, the level of ‘performance’ and the level of
‘dignity’. The first level concerns the domestic performance and productivity, which can
improve the people’s quality of life. The other concerns autonomy and real independence in
relation to foreign powers. In particular, those who have experienced a colonial period are likely

to have unforgettable and traumatic memories of losing national dignity to foreign oppressors.

They are thus inclined to be extremely sensitive about national dignity and genuine
independence.

In this context, the regime’s ‘introvert or extrovert’ character could be a useful

standard for comparison when examining the preference of the regime. The extrovert regime,
which lays emphasis on international relations, intends to expand its regional influence through
regional hegemony. By achieving hegemony, the extrovert regime is able to secure its own

stability. On the other hand, an introvert regime focuses only on domestic affairs and internal

tasks. This regime’s priority is placed on task achievements without a deep involvement in
foreign affairs.

The extrovert regime pursues autonomy in international relations without any foreign

intervention. With this autonomy, it tries to gain regional hegemony, and finally it attempts to

use this hegemony as a method for domestic mobilisation. Some Third World countries, for

example, tried to get interest and protection for their countries from political and economic

dependence by standing in a neutral position between the Eastern and Western blocs.

The introvert regime does not attempt to gain autonomy in the arena of international
politics, and takes a subservient position to certain foreign powers. Being in a subordinate
position, it is unable to put into practice its policies without any intervention from outside, but

such a regime may get full political support and financial aid from an external power. With this

support, the regime can concentrate on the domestic development programme.
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Nasser and Park’s regimes are especially good examples of regimes to which a
comparative approach may be applied using these criteria. While Nasser intended to become a
bona fide Arab leader, going for regional hegemony by playing a leading role in the process of
Arab unification, Park set up the main line of his administration in subordination to the U.S. and

Japan in order to acquire military support for national security from the U.S. and financial aid
for rapid economic growth from Japan. However, Park’s subservient policies to the U.S. and

Japan irritated those people who were resentful of colonial intervention. As peoples’ opposition

became more and more severe, the regime’s attitude toward them became simultaneously more
Oppressive.

3.2. Two Models for Comparison

When it comes to the regimes’ attitude and outputs of policies, there are many
differences between Nasser and Park’s regimes. Consideration of these differences can provide
a distinctive clarification of the nature of each of these regimes. First of all, in terms of the

attitude of both regimes attitude towards the grass-roots class, clear distinctions may be found.

Nasser’s leadership may be defined as an inclusionary praetorian regime model, while
Park’s regime can be seen as an exclusionary practorian regime. Nasser gained enormous
political support from the grass-roots class for his regime, which strengthened the government’s

capability to administer the state. Nasser’s ability to mobilise the masses provided a solid power

base from which to maintain the regime’s security.

Because Nasser’s pro-working class and pro-lower middle class propaganda and policy

making process focused on the peoples’ needs and satisfaction, his regime was not troubled by

legitimacy problems caused by any lack of popularity of the leadership or any lack of support
by the people.

On the other hand, Park’s repressive and coercive authoritarian regime used violent
methods toward those who protested against the military government and those who demanded

a democratic arrangement. His regime was made up of military officers who belonged to the
clandestine cadres of the coup, a small number of monopolistic capitalists who were allowed to

retain their monopolised interests by the regime, and some pro-regime intellectuals.

Although there were some similarities to Nasser’s regime, such as the patriarchal

oligarchy which was a charisma-based cohesive ruling coalition, differences can be identified.

While Nasser’s regime was based upon popular support and the gaining of popularity, Park
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ruled the country with the support of an extremely exclusive ruling coalition that was strictly
confined to a very small number of political actors.

The other factor to consider when it comes to the characteristics of each regime is that
of extroversion and introversion. Nasser’s main concern and the prime feature of his reigning
period was the ultimate target of Arab unity and prosperity. In his efforts to achieve Arab
unification, he aimed to become the representative leader of the Arab world. The prompt
achievement of regional hegemony was his primary goal. This goal inspired his regime’s
extrovert attitude. In particular, he publicised his regime’s foreign policy as non-alignment,
standing by neither the Western nor the Eastern bloc, in order to secure the regime’s autonomy
in international relations. As the figurehead of the Arab region, he intervened militarily in

Yemen and Palestine, and proclaimed Egypt’s central role in the liberation of African, Arab and
I[slamic countries.

By contrast, Park’s regime focused only on the domestic task of economic

development. In the immediate aftermath of his coming to power, he did not have any autonomy

to participate in international politics as an influential actor, but rather concentrated on domestic
matters.

Consequently, it is possible to identify these two regimes as the ‘Inclusionary —

Extrovert’ regime, which Nasser directed, and the ‘Exclusionary — Introvert’ regime led by Park.
Setting up these two different models can help distinguish sharply between the two regimes, and

expand our horizon of understanding of the praetorian authoritarian regime which appeared in
the Third World.

3.2.1. Nasser’s Egypt — ‘Inclusionary - Extrovert Regime’
: The populist regime of pro-lower middle class - The pursuit of regional hegemony

Nasser’s establishment of the new praetorian regime began with the coup of 1952, to
protest against the incompetence and to overthrow the despotic monarchy of King Farouk. In
addition to this, he presented himself as a warrior resisting Western colonialism, which had
exploited Egypt for a long time. As serious grievances towards the powerless King Farouk and
resistance against Western colonialism increased, it is understandable that the Free Officers who
were trying to make an effort to transform their country from its miserable state into a dignified,
genuinely independent country, would execute the military coup on the basis of new
professionalism. In the historical context, these were the circumstances in which the Free

Officers could temporarily solve the endemic problems arising from the anti-colonial sentiments
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and discontentment with King Farouk among the people. Nasser had a pro-socialist attitude. He
inaugurated the land reform, which was supported by the lower class, and showed himself to be
people-oriented and open towards the labour and peasant strata, instead of forming alliances
with the oligarchic groups of the bourgeoisie with their vested rights. He presented himself as
an anti-bourgeois figure. His policy was based on socialist ideals and he was good at using

people’s resentment against the propertied class under King Farouk. Against this backdrop, his
regime may be seen as a people-based populist regime.

In addition, the fact that he had a good command of rhetoric and a very impressive
propaganda machine related to mass mobilisations enabled him to receive strong political

support from the people. It seemed that Nasser’s policies, and even his slightest movements,
were closely watched by the people. Consequently, he did not encounter any crisis of legitimacy,

which was often caused by the lower classes in Third World countries until his defeat in the
War in 1967.

It i1s broadly known that he practised one of the most popular leaderships in Third

World countries in the sphere of non-alignment movements by proclaiming Positive Neutralism.
In terms of popularity, Nasser’s leadership can be described as a heroic regime and people
regarded him as a messianic figure who would break the fetters of colonialism and release them
as a saviour to them from affliction. In this context, his political ambitions were extended to
include bona fide leadership of the Arab world, and he became energetically involved in the
international affairs of the Arab region. By his involvement in Arab politics, he showed himself
to be an international leader and political fighter against colonial powers in the genuine interests
of Arabs. His attempts to acquire hegemony in the region characterise his regime as an extrovert
one.

Consequently, in this research, Nasser’s regime will be categorised as an ‘inclusionary
— extrovert’ regime. ‘Inclusionary’ means that, although there were oligarchic aspects to his
regime, he aimed to have the consensus of all classes, except some extreme opposing clans such
as the Muslim Brotherhood, and certain influential established groups such as the feudalists.
This categorisation is linked to another term concerning popularity orientation, implying that the

origins of his power were at the grass-roots. ‘Extrovert’ character of his regime meant that his
intention to become regional leader and his attempts at building a concrete hegemonic regime in

the Arab area pushed him to focus on the movement of Arab unity and foreign intervention.

3.2.2, Park’s Korea - ‘Exclusionary - Introvert Regime’

: The exclusive pro-conglomerate regime — The pursuit of national security by means
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of domestic repression

Park’s regime showed completely different characteristics from that of Nasser in

several respects. While the Egyptian coup led by Nasser was organised under the slogan of

‘eradication of feudalism and termination of colonialism’, Park’s coup was executed under the

slogan of ‘controlling the social chaotic frustrations and putting off the invasion of North Korea

under the situation of social confusion’. However, this coup failed to obtain a sufficient degree
of legitimacy. The reason for this was that, just thirteen months ahead of Park’s coup in 1961,
there was a successful student revolution, which put an end to the dictatorship of President of
the First Republic of Korea, Syngman Rhee, forcing him to abdicate, and a totally new
democratic government of the Second Republic of Korea led by Prime Minister Myun Chang

was launched. In this context, many descriptions and evaluations of Park’s military coup of

1961 have suggested that his regime could have been a kind of reactionary coup d’etat.

Apart from this domestic background, under the Cold War system Park had to depend
on the United States for military support and to raise national loans. Although there was
probably no way to be completely independent of the U.S. at that time, his attachment to the
U.S. inspired anti-colonial, anti-American sentiments in many intellectuals and people at the
grass-roots who had been ardently longing for total independence and real democracy. Worse
still, Park’s government was forced by the U.S. to normalise the official diplomatic relations
with Japan on the pretext of getting war compensation from Japan. This tactic was just part of

the U.S.’s strategy for containing Soviet influence in the East Asia. Park had no other option but
to accept the U.S.’s ‘suggestion’.

Since the Korean peninsula was under permanent threat of war from North Korea, and
the fear of communisation was increasing, Park had to depend on the U.S.’s directions. He used
the threatening situation to oppress most anti-regime protest movements. However, in terms of
legitimacy, which rests on the voluntary support of the people, it may be said that Park’s regime

was very weak and fragile.

Through the Economic Development Plan (E.D.P.), rapid economic improvement had
been achieved. This dramatic economic growth made South Korea one of the New
Industrialised Countries (N.I.C.s). The most notable progress was achieved during this period.
In the process, Park bestowed monopolistic privileges on a limited number of capitalists and
landowners. This association produced a coercive ruling coalition consisting of the military,
monopolistic capitalists, and a few intellectuals patronised by the regime. Most policies were
decided by this coalition and there was no possibility of the autonomy of civil society or of the

protection of people’s interests. This showed a relatively exclusive attitude towards other
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political actors, which characterised Park’s regime as an exclusionary one.
In the icy bi-polar atmosphere caused by the Cold War, Park’s government developed
a strict, menacing anti-communist policy, similar to that of the notorious McCarthyism. Foreign

policy and diplomacy were controlled totally by the U.S. There was no diplomatic autonomy in

the South Korean government. In this subordinating situation, Park directed all the actions of

the government administration into solely domestic matters, which can be described as
‘introvert’ in character.

In this context, in order to maintain his regime, Park had to impose repressive
measures and strengthen the solidarity of his ruling coalition. For this reason, in contrast to
Nasser, who obtained support and legitimacy from his people, Park controlled his regime with a
kind of exclusive, oppressive attitude towards the people, and demonstrated the characteristics

of an introvert, dependent regime in terms of foreign relations. This gave rise to esoteric
coalitions.

3.3. Three Dimensions of Comparative Analysis on Nasser & Park

It is worthwhile comparing the two different types of regime by means of the two
models of comparison proposed above. Although Nasser and Park’s regimes originated in the

different political, cultural, and social backgrounds of the two countries, their personal

backdrops and appearances were very similar in some ways. However, the performance and

outputs of the two regimes were diametrically opposed.

It is therefore important and necessary to understand the concrete differences between

them and to examine the causes of these dissimilarities. This dissertation attempts not only to

enumerate the important characteristics of both regimes, but also intends to describe the factors
which caused the different traits by means of the method of comparative analysis. In this way,
this research examines the reasons for the differences between two praetorian authoritarian

regimes.

In order to clarify the causality of differences between the two regimes more efficiently,
three dimensions of comparison are proposed in this research. By means of making comparison
In these dimensions, the natures of both regimes can be clarified lucidly. Those dimensions are:
1) ‘Legitimacy and Leadership Characterisation’, ii) ‘Formation of Ideology and Its

Applications’ as the regimes’ epistemological natures. iii) ‘Economic Outputs’ as a concrete
exemplification of policy making.
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The first dimension of legitimacy and leadership characteristics is dealt with in Chapter

III. By making comparison between the two regimes in terms of legitimacy issues, the
researcher attempts to clarify the consequent differences in the formation of leadership
characteristics of both regimes. Secondly, in Chapter IV, comparative analysis between the two
regimes is carried out in terms of ideological attitudes of both leaders. In so doing, the
epistemological positions of both leaderships and domestic applications as the form of
materialisation of ideology can be exemplified. The third dimension of comparison is outputs of
economic strategies of both regimes, which are dealt with in Chapter V. Clear differences in
economic performance between Nasser and Park’s regime is presented as the form of ‘state

capitalism in Egypt and state-led capitalism in South Korea’.
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Il. UNDERSTANDING THE HISTORICAL

BACKGROUND

1. Introduction

In this chapter, historical background of Egypt and Korea is dealt with in chronological
order. As noted in the preceding chapter, there is a need for an overview of the historical
background of Egypt and Korea in order to provide a more vivid depiction and sequential
pictures of the dynamics of both leaders’ backgrounds before embarking on the full-scale
examination of both leaders’ regimes.

Egypt was one of the cradles of civilisation. Although her glorious moment of
Pharaonic era and Saladin’s heroic domination ended and was dominated with French and
Ottoman Empire, Egypt continuously maintained her dignity as a prominent figurehead of
Mediterranean world. While Egypt had been coming into the spotlight throughout the world
history, Korea had been relatively isolated being located in Far East and had been called the
‘Hermit Kingdom’ due to her recluse history without opening to the world except to China and
Japan. In this context, the representative feature of Korean history may be described as

‘toadyism’.

Entering the modern era, the colonialism of super powers influenced both Egypt and

Korea enormously. After the collapse of the Ottoman Empire, as British colonialism invaded in

Egypt, anti-Western sentiment arouse amongst the Egyptian people. In this context, Nasser and

his colleagues came to the front of Egypt’s politics as leading figureheads for Egypt’s genuine
independence.
Korea, where there had been troubles of ceaseless interventions of Chinese dynasties

and invasion of Japan for a long time, had to still confront the influence of outer powers. The

climax of those troubles was the division of peninsula. Park’s military regime, which appeared
in that circumstance, had to adhere to the super power’s control.

In this chapter, detailed historical incidents are not thoroughly dealt with, but drawing
outlines of brief history is carried out from the medieval era to the end of Nasser and Park’s

period. In so doing, the concrete ideas and pictures of both leaderships could be portrayed.
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2. Egypt: A History

2.1. History of Egypt’s Ancient Period and Middle Age Era

The geographical features of Egypt, with the majority of the population living in the
Nile Valley and the Nile Delta, surrounded by the deserts of Libya, Sahara and Sinai, have
produced a high degree of cultural individuality. In contrast to her internal geographical
remoteness, situated as she is on the border between Asia and Africa,>® Egypt has been the focus
of the attentions of foreign powers from a strategic point of view.

As the starting point for our brief examination of the history of Egypt, Pharaonic Egypt
endured from the end of 4000 BC until conquest by the Assyrians in 671 BC. The Egyptian
people regard the Pharaonic era as the most prosperous period of Egyptian history. A great

number of Egyptian scholars and historians have expressed their nostalgia for this period. Many

symbols remain of the glory of the ancient Egypt. The building of the pyramids and other relics
in around 3000 BC signify a powerful dominion commanding great resources. After the rule of
Rameses the Second, Egypt’s strength and glory began to decline. After the Assyrian conquest
in 671 BC, the native regime was restored until 525 BC, when Persia conquered Egypt.

The Persian kings were good at controlling conquered peoples. They patronised the

indigenous religions of their subjugated territories and were officially regarded as Pharaohs.
Another change took place in 332 BC when the Persian Empire surrendered to Alexander the
Great, who was acknowledged as a pharaoh and who founded the city of Alexandria. After

Alexander’s death, Egypt came under the control of General Ptolemy, whose dynasty was Greek
In origin and appearance.,

After the demise of Cleopatra in 30 BC, Egypt came under the sway of the Roman

Empire and became a province of the great Mediterranean Roman Empire. Christianity was

introduced, but the Coptic church of Egypt adhered to its monotheism, which conflicted with
the doctrine of the Holy Trinity, in spite of being accused of heresy.

With the exception of a brief Sasanian (Persian) invasion in 616, Egypt remained under

Byzantine domination until the Arab soldiers under the direction of Amr ibn al-As invaded

Egypt from Syria. The Islamic advance was virtually complete by 641. Although Islam was a

3 For detailed history of ancient Egypt, sce Ian Shaw (ed.), The Oxford History of Ancient Egypt (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2000).
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completely different religion, the Coptic Christians did not resent the Islamic conquest since
they disliked the tyrannical leadership of Byzantine though. As time went on, Egypt became an
Arabic-speaking country with a Muslim majority, though there remained a Coptic Christian
minority. For over two centuries, Egypt was dominated by the Abbasid caliphate of Baghdad,

but the Tulunid and Ikshidid dynasties were regarded as virtually independent regimes between
868 and 969. The domination of the Ikshidid dynasty came to an end in 969 with the invasion of

the Fatimids from Tunisia. The Fatimids were Shia Muslims and Egypt remained under the
leadership of the Shiite regime until 1171.
During the early period of the Fatimids’ rule, Egypt was prosperous and wealthy. The

country was administered efficiently, and subsequently became an area of strategic importance.
Cairo was well-developed, and the al-Azhar mosque was founded, later becoming a world

famous centre of Islamic thought. And when the Kurdish Salah ad-Din ibn Ayyub, known to
Europe as Saladin, appeared on the stage of politics as a sultan over Egypt, he became one of

the most famous leaders in the Arab world.
After the death of Saladin in 1193, the Egyptian Ayyubids took over his position. The

French King Louis the Ninth invaded Egypt in 1249, but met with a crushing defeat in the battle

of al-Mansura in 1250, and withdrew his troops. From then on, Egypt was governed by Mamluk
sultans until the Ottoman Empire conquered the world at the beginning of the 16™ century.

By the beginning of the 16™ century, the Ottoman Turks had already made dramatic
advances. Constantinople was captured by them in 1453, and early in the 16" century the Turks
invaded Vienna and almost occupied it. In their expansion southwards, the Turks defeated the
Mamluks at the battle of Marj Dabig, north of Aleppo, in 1516, and overthrew the last Mamluk
sultan in a second battle, outside Cairo, in 1517. Egypt became one of the provinces of the
Ottoman Empire, but the Ottoman allowed the country a good deal of autonomy.

At the end of the 18" century, Egypt was in trouble again, this time as a result of the
conflict between France and Britain. Napoleon’s aim was to disrupt the basis of British
commercial wealth derived from her many colonies. Napoleon’s imperial gaze had been drawn
to Egypt as a means of threatening the growing British power in India.? He finally landed at
Alexandria in 1798. However, all his efforts came to nothing due to the resistance of the British

and Ottoman forces in 1801.37

2: Panayiotis J.Vatikiotis, The History of Egypt (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 1980), p.3.
Derek Hopwood, Egypt: Politics and Society 1945-1984 (London: Allen & Unwin, 1985) p.9.

37 Lt s e " : . s .

This mmde:nt was critical in determining the shape of modern Egypt in the arena of international politics. The

Na;tole.omc invasion of Egypt in terms of colonial competition brought Egypt to the attention of Europe,
beginning that process of European intervention in the country which has never really ended.
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2.2. The Muhammad Ali Dynasty

After the withdrawal of the French troops, an Albanian mercenary officer of the
Ottoman Empire, Muhammad Ali, took power in Egypt. Although he was a foreigner, he was
able to establish a virtually independent stable regime in Egypt.3® He drove out the British
forces stationed in Alexandria in 1807, and between 1820 and 1822 annexed most of northern
Sudan. He was an outstanding political leader in modern Egypt, who led a breakthrough for the
country, turning his back on the past and introducing new and irrevocable changes.”

Then, next three successors to Muhammad Ali were, Abbas I, Said Pasha, and Khedive
Ismail. During the period of their rule, foreign intervention in Egypt deepened, and the Egyptian
economy declined. These rulers were not concerned with the welfare of the Egyptian peoples
and they were incapable of administering the country.

Said granted Ferdinand de Lesseps, a French engineer, the privilege of building the
Suez Canal in 1854, and the whole construction was completed in 1869. During the construction
period, Said was succeeded by Ismail, Ibrahim’s son. Ismail was overambitious. He invested
excessive amounts of money in the construction of infrastructure such as railways and telegraph
lines, in order to improve the Egyptian economy. In so doing, he incurred a debt of £93 million
in fourteen years. Between 1863 and 1876, Egyptian indebtedness rose from £7 million to
nearly £100 million.4% In an effort to repay both his personal and the national debt, Ismail sold
shares in the Suez Canal to the British government for a cash payment of £4 million. It 1s
obvious that Ismail was in serious financial trouble, but a more significant aspect of the affair
was that, from that time on, French influence decreased and Britain began to expand its sphere

of influence in Egypt, which was now in debt and in need of loans from the European powers.

Consequently, financial control by the British government increased. According to Goldschmidt,

more than half the state revenues had to go to the Debt Commission, and all other government

3% Even though Muhammad Ali was an illiterate and uneducated mercenary officer from outside Egypt, he had a

vision of a modern powerful and independent Egypt. He made efforts to establish a modernised and prosperous

Egypt: He reformed the economy, focusing particularly on building up the base of economic development such as
factories, an improved irrigation system, and the introduction of cotton cultivation. In addition to the economic

sector, l?c tried to improve the education system, military preparation, and technology. However, his
overambitious projects brought about the creation of rich social strata, a large bureaucracy and foreign merchants.

The excesses of those groups were the fundamental causes of Nasser’s coup in 1952. Derek Hopwood, op.cit.,
p.10

¥ Ibid., p.9.
0 p.).Vatikiotis, op.cit., p.86.
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expenditures had to be pared to the bone.4!

Tawfiq succeeded his father Ismail. He controlled Egypt by the repressive method of
military force. Like his father’s regime, his government was dominated by Western powers. A

French and a British controllers exercised strict financial control over Egypt. At the same time,

a nationalist attitude began to grow amongst Egyptians who had been influenced by the West,

many of whom regarded the Khedive, Tawfiq, as a puppet of France and Britain. In 1881, Orabi

Pasha, whom Egyptians honour as the first genuine hero for national independence from the
West#2, presented a petition to Tawfiq’s government calling a reduction in the influence of the
Western powers. He forced Tawfiq to form a new ministry and to call on the Chamber of
Deputies (Mujlis Shura al-nuwwab), a consultative body originally set up by Ismail. However,
in this situation of escalating tension, neither France nor Britain made any concessions to
conciliate Egyptian public opinion. Feelings in Egypt hardened, and in 1882 the Khedive had to
appoint a nationalist ministry with Orabi as Minister for War. At that time, Orabi was the most
significant leader. France and Britain dispatched naval squadrons to get rid of hardliner Orabists.
Although France subsequently withdrew from this attack, a British expeditionary force landed at
Ismailia and routed the Egyptian army at Tel el-Kebir. Cairo was occupied and Tawfiq’s
authority was restored, to be exercised subsequently under British control.

After the restoration of Tawfiq’s power, Britain’s original intention had been to set
Egyptian affairs in order and then pull out, however, the economic hardship caused by financial
indebtedness made Britain stay in Egypt much longer than expected. In the aftermath of the
expulsion of the Orabists, from 1883 to 1907, Tawfiq’s government was dominated by the
British Agent and Consul General, Sir Evelyn Baring, who became Lord Cromer in 1891.
Tawfiq was succeeded by his son Abbas I in 1892. Abbas II resented British influence in Egypt,
particularly Cromer’s authority. At the same time, a nationalist movement began to develop
under the leadership of Mustafa Kamil, a young lawyer. Kamil did not have any argument with

the Ottoman’s nominal sovereignty over Egypt, but resented the practical domination of Britain.
The slogan for his movement was ‘Egypt for the Egyptians’.#3 Resentment against British
influence escalated.

In 1907, Sir Eldon Gorst replaced Lord Cromer as Consul General. Gorst tried to
establish peaceful relations with the Khedive. He was followed by Lord Kitchener in 1911,

When the Ottoman Empire took part in World War I in November 1914, Egypt was still

‘! Arthur Goldschmidt, Jr. Modern Egypt — the Formation of a Nation-State (Boulder: Westview Press, 1988) p.38.
2 Derek Hopwood, op.cit., p.11.

43 A‘bbas Kelidar, “The Political Press in Egypt, 1882-1914,” Contemporary Egypt: Through Egyptian Eyes — Essays
in honour of P.J.Vatikiotis, Charles Tripp (ed.) (London: Routledge, 1993) p.16
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nominally a part of that Empire, despite the fact that she was practically under Egyptian control.

Egypt was drawn into the vortex of the World War, and was declared a British protectorate,

with a British High Commissioner, and Britain assumed responsibility for the defence of the
Suez Canal.

In December 1914, Abbas II was dethroned. The British government backed Hussein
Kamil, the brother of Tawfiq, as the new leader of Egypt who was willing to be led by the
British government. When Hussein died in 1917, he was succeeded by his brother Fouad. The

nationalist movement had flourished under wartime conditions, and in November 1918 the
nationalist leader Saad Zaghloul presented the High Commissioner, Sir Reginald Wingate, with
a demand for autonomy, which Britain refused. The nationalists became known as the Wafd
(delegation).#* After that time, negotiations on the matter of Egyptian autonomy between Britain
and the Wafd continued, but at first a negotiated resolution was not forthcoming. As a result,
demonstrations and riots broke out periodically over the next three years, with the Wafd
demanding total independence for Egypt and Sudan. Dramatically, on 28" of February 1922,
Britain unilaterally abolished the protectorate. More than that, Britain recognised Egypt as an
independent sovereign state, with the condition that Britain would retain responsibility for
communications for the British Empire in the country, defend Egypt against direct or indirect

aggression, safeguard foreign interests and national minorities in Egypt, and protect Sudan. This

was underwritten by the Egyptian constitution, promulgated in 1923.43

2.3. Portents of Military Revolution

Between the gaining of Egyptian independence and the Second World War, there was
a triangular struggle between the King, the Wafd and the British government. The Wafd tried to
carry out a revolution to establish a republican government, but the King owed his throne to the

British. General elections usually gave the Wafd a majority, but a Wafd administration was
unacceptable to King Fouad, who had the support of the British government.

As the last King of Muhammad Ali’s dynasty, King Farouk acceded to the throne in
1935. Just a year later, the Anglo-Egyptian treaty of twenty years’ duration was concluded. This

treaty terminated the British occupation but empowered Britain to station forces in the Suez

* Arthur Goldschmidt Jr., op.cit., p.56.
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Canal Zone until the Egyptian army was in a position to ensure the security of the canal.*
During the Second World War, the British government regarded Egypt as a vital point

in terms of military strategy in the Middle East. The Wafd preferred and supported co-operation

with the British without hesitation. In this context, in order to gain the solid support of the Wafd,

Britain forced Farouk to agree to the formation of a Wafdist government under the leadership of

Nahas Pasha in 1942. Nahas became increasingly enthusiastic about the achievement of Arab
unity, and he was energetic in setting up the Arab League. But his government fell two years
later.

Immediately after the end of the war, there was a traumatic upheaval in the Middle
East; this upheaval resulted from the foundation of an Israeli state in Palestinian territory. Egypt
joined Iraq, Syria and Jordan in military action following the declaration of the State of Israel in
May 1948. However, they were defeated. King Farouk’s popularity had declined. The political
situation became chaotic in the absence of any proper authority. At the same time, the Muslim
Brotherhood, a puritanical religious body, had become a threat to the regime’s security, and
communism had gained new adherents, The discredited regime made a last effort to obtain
popular support by re-nominating Nahas Pasha as Prime Minister. He abrogated the Anglo-
Egyptian treaty of 1936 without notice in 1951, and began a popular struggle to eject the British
troops. This led to mounting violence, culminating in battles between Egyptian and British
troops, the eruption of mob violence in January 1952, and his government’s loss of the power.

Following the July 1952 coup all political parties, including the Wafd, were dissolved.?’

2.4. The Process of Power Attainment (The Revolutionary Period)

On 23" of July 1952, a group of young army officers, the ‘Free Officers’, who had
been planning a military coup d'etat for a long time, seized power in Cairo. After the coup, they
collaborated with Ali Maher, a veteran politician, to establish a government under the control of

the military junta, and secured the abdication of King Farouk in favour of his infant son, Ahmed

%3 Dilip Hiro, Dictionary of the Middle East (London: Macmillan, 1996) p.336.

‘6 The outbreak of the Italian-Ethiopian war in 1935 made Britain amenable to redefining Anglo-Egyptian ties. The

r?sult was the signing of an Anglo-Egyptian treaty in 1936, valid for twenty years. It gave Britain the exclusive
right to equip and train the Egyptian military, While it required Egypt to expand its transport and communications
facilities and make them available to the British forces, it entitled Britain to build as many new air bases as it
wished. It signified a formal end to the posting of British troops outside the Suez Canal zone, subject to Egypt
building up its defence capabilities to a sufficient level. British troops were to be stationed specifically to guard

the Suez Canal until such time that the two signatories agreed that Egypt could do the job alone. Britain retained

the right to take over all defence and communications facilities in the event of war. Ibid., pp.14-15.
47 Arthur Goldschmidt Jr. op.cit., pp.84-88.
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Fuad II on 26 July. King Farouk sailed into exile, and a year later, the rule of a foreign dynasty
in Egypt officially came to an end.

General Muhammad Neguib, a leading associate of the Free Officers, 4% was a

representative figure of the revolutionary army. He was well-known for his constant resistance
to King Farouk’s regime. He had incurred the enmity of the palace and had earlier made himself
popular by his courageous condemnation of British actions in 1942. Because of his nationwide
reputation, the revolutionary army selected him as their representative. Neguib took up the
position of Commander-in-Chief of the Armed Forces and became head of the military junta.
Counter-revolutionary political sectors attempted to regain power. Particularly, the Wafd was in
the vanguard of the attack on the military junta. However, on 7™ of September, all the attempts
made by old regime’s political power had come to nothing when General Neguib assumed the
office of Prime Minister of Egypt, replacing Ali Maher. Real power, however, lay with the nine
officers who formed the Revolutionary Command Council (R.C.C.).

As the first step towards gaining support from the people, a land reform law was
announced in September, which stated that land ownership was limited to 200 feddans per
household. The primary intention behind the promulgation of this law was to debilitate the
power of the feudal class, which had dominated Egyptian political life for a long time. In

addition, the property of the royal family was confiscated. On 10" of December, the
Constitution was terminated, and on 16" of January 1953, all political parties and organisations

were dissolved. It was announced that there would be a three-year transition period* before
representative government which had proper legitimacy was restored. On 18" of June, the

monarchy was abolished and Egypt was declared a republic. General Neguib took three crucial

positions in the government; President, Prime Minister and Minister of the Interior, and Abdul

Hakim Amer was appointed Commander-in-chief of the Armed Forces.

Although General Neguib now appeared to have absolute power in Egypt, a serious

conflict developed between General Neguib, a man of Sudanese origin, a devout Muslim and
very conservative, and Nasser, who planned the coup behind the scenes and who had a secular

vision of politics. On 25" of February 1954, Neguib was expelled from the critical positions of

President, Prime Minister and Chairman of the R.C.C., and at the same time was accused of

‘3 When Nasser was working as an instructor at the Staff College, he organised a clandestine group of officers for
Egyptian revolution —~ the Free Officers. In the meeting of October 1949, they made a fresh determination of the
revolutionary scheme by which they would try to establish an anti-colonial regime by means of the total
eradication of British influence within Egyptian territory, Their ideal vision of the state was the democratic

parliamentary system based on modernised military support. Core members of the Free Officers group led by
Nasser were the leaders of five individual committees. They were Abdul Hakim Amer, Kamal ed-din Hussein,

Salah Salem, Zakaria Mohieddin, and Anwar Sadat. Robert Stephens, Nasser — 4 Political Biography (London:
Allen Lane the Penguin Press, 1971) p.90
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having attempted to concentrate power in his own hands. Nasser became Prime Minister and
Chairman of the R.C.C. in his place, but Neguib returned to the position of President and took
back both the other posts, only to be ousted again as Prime Minister by Nasser in April.
However, as a matter of fact, the influence of Neguib had been declining; especially he suffered
from rescinding his enthusiastic liberal measures. When a member of the Muslim Brotherhood
attempted to assassinate Nasser in October,*° the organisation’s leaders and core members were

convicted of attempted assassination and six members were sentenced to death.’! On 14" of

November 1954, Neguib had to step down from the position of President on suspicion of being
involved in a Muslim Brotherhood conspiracy against the regime. It was alleged that during the
investigations and trials of the Muslim Brotherhood and other so-called subversive elements,
President Neguib had been in touch with them. Neguib was put under domiciliary confinement,

and Nasser rose to the position of ultimate power in Egypt. After 1954, there was no legal
opposition to Nasser’s policies.>?

After Nasser had secured his position, Egypt began to assume an important role in the

arena of international politics. Nasser emphasised Egypt’s crucial roles in three areas - the
Islamic, the African and the Arab circle - and Nasser’s historical visit to the Bandung

Conference in 1955 added a fourth - the ‘non-aligned’s3, Egypt explicitly protested to the World

Powers against the circumstances of the Cold War. In this context, Nasser led opposition

amongst certain Arab states to the Baghdad Pact (later to become the Central Treaty

Organisation), which the U.S. designed for the purpose of organising a worldwide chain of anti-
Soviet alliances. After that, in September 1955, Nasser announced an arms deal with

Czechoslovakia, in return for cotton and rice. It is obvious that this arms deal had the

49 From 17" of January 1953 to 16" of January 1956. P.J.Vatikiotis, op.cit., p.379.

50 On 26™ of October, while Nasser was addressing a rally in Alexandria to celebrate the signing of the Evacuation
Agreement with Britain, a member of the Muslim Brotherhood, a plumber called Mahmud Abdul Latif, tried to

assassinate him. This incident was the starting point for a series of conflicts between the Muslim Brotherhood and

Nasser’s regime, From the start, Nasser’s secular regime did not have any common consensus with the radically
religious group of the Muslim Brotherhood.

3 n all, the People’s Court tried over 875 persons and the military courts over 250 officers. Six members of the
Muslim Brotherhood were executed, amongst them three lawyers, one merchant, a preacher and a plumber. As a

result of this incident of treason, there were over 3,000 political prisoners in the country by 1935. P.J.Vatikiotis,
op.cit., p.384.

52 Arthur Goldschmidt Jr., op.cit., p.101.

33 Nass?r‘got the inspiration for non-alignment as the basis for Egypt's strategy in international relations when he
participated in the Bandung Conference. An encounter with President Tito of Yugoslavia was particularly

inﬂuentiél in shaping Nasser’s foreign policy. Tito had survived by aligning himself neither with the West nor the
communist world. Together he and Nasser developed the concept of non-alignment for the purpose of maximising

the Third World’s interests in the context of the Cold War system. Tito became his closest colleague and

influenced Nasser’s policy line, notably when Nasser adopted a socialist, but not a totalitarian communist, system
for Egypt. Derek Hopwood, op.cit., p.44.
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connections with the Soviet Union.>*

On 16" of January 1956, a constitutional foundation for Nasser’s authority was

established. The New Constitution, which provided for strong presidential power, was

proclaimed in January. On 23" of June, this Constitution was approved by a plebiscite, in which

the citizens of the Egyptian Republic also elected Nasser as the President of Egypt.

2.5. Period of Nasser’s Administration

2.5.1. The Suez Crisis and Its Consequences: 1956-1957

President Nasser’s non-alignment policy, which implied a willingness to deal equally
with both power blocs of the East and the West, was linked with the Egyptian intention to
obtain funds for the ambitious construction programme of the Aswan High Dam. By this
programme, Nasser intended to enlarge the cultivable area and generate electricity for
industrialisation. Land and energy were the main solutions to the problem of Egypt’s increasing
population. Following offers of financial assistance from the U.S. and Britain and, separately,
from the U.S.S.R., the International Bank for Reconstruction and Development (I.B.R.D.)
offered a loan of $200 million in February 1956, on condition that the U.S. and Britain provide

it with credits of $70 million to meet the hard currency costs of constructing the dam.>*This was

an indication of the Western intention to hold onto Egypt.

However, Nasser’s consistent attitude of non-alignment appeared pro-Soviet from the

point of view of the West. In April 1956, Nasser’s government officially recognised the

People’s Republic of China in spite of explicit opposition from the U.S. government. This was a
provocative action as far as the U.S. and the West were concerned. Particularly, to the U.S.
Secretary of State, John Foster Dulles, who was a strong minded and inflexible Calvinist who

regarded Nasser with hostility, Nasser’s action was the last straw.3 The U.S. finalised its

34 The precise terms of this deal have never been disclosed. According to an American official estimate, Egypt
purchased between 80 and 100 Mig jet fighters, 30 and 45 Ilyushin-28 light jet bombers, 100 Stalin and T34 tanks,
hundreds of troop carriers, as well as artillery and ammunition. The value of this deal was estimated at

approximately £150 million. Humphrey Trevelyan, The Middle East in Revolution (London: Macmillan, 1970)
p.33. quoted in Robert Stephens, op.cit., p.161.

>3 Dilip Hiro, op.cit., pp.37-38.
°% Arthur Goldschmidt Jr. op.cit., p.106.
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decision to withdraw financial aid for the Aswan High Dam on 19" of July.5? A week later, on
26™ of J uly, Nasser announced the nationalisation of the Universal Suez Maritime Canal

Company, adding that all revenues from the Canal management would be invested in the
construction of the Aswan High Dam.

This announcement produced an immediate response from the international powers.

Britain, France and the U.S. protested strongly at this decision. An emergency international

conference on the matter was held in London in August, and immediately afterwards, a
committee, presided over by the Prime Minister of Australia, visited Cairo to submit proposals

for a new scheme for Canal operation in collaboration with an international consortium, Nasser

firmly rejected internationalisation. In the aftermath of this attempt at internationalisation, a

series of subsequent attempts at compromise also ended in failure.

Britain and France had an anxious period after losing their vested rights in the Suez
Canal. In this context, they finally resolved to take military action in conjunction with Israel.
After the disclosure on 24™ of October when an Arab allied military command had been
established by Egypt, Jordan, and Syria, Israeli forces encroached on the Egyptian territory of
Sinai on 29" of October, ostensibly to assault fedayeen bases of Egyptian army, and advanced
towards the Suez Canal. On 30" of October, at a meeting of the U.N. Security Council, Britain
and France vetoed the U.S. and Soviet resolutions calling for an immediate Israeli withdrawal.

The Anglo-French air strike began on 31* of October, followed by a full-scale invasion
by airborne and marine corps on 5" of November. In the meantime, on 2™ of November, the
U.N. General Assembly demanded an immediate cease-fire, On 6™ of November, as a result of
continual pressure from the U.S., the British Prime Minister, Sir Anthony Eden, decided to
announce the cessation of hostilities. The withdrawal of the Anglo-French forces was completed
in a month. Israeli forces, which had occupied the entire Sinai Peninsula, withdrew from all
areas, apart from the Gaza strip, which was retained for the purpose of securing a potential

military base for the future, and Sharm al Sheikh at the entrance to the Gulf of Agaba, in order
to secure the sea route to Eilat.

The Suez Canal was reopened under the full control of the Egyptian Canal Authority at
the end of March 1957. This reopening respected the Constantinople Convention of 1888, which

stipulated that the Suez Canal should be open to vessels of all nationalities at all times.
The Suez War could be seen as a military defeat but a political victory for Nasser.
Although the Egyptian army lost some credibility and most of its military preparations, Nasser

became the foremost warrior against imperialism and Zionism in the eyes of most Egyptians

“_“m

>7 There was other interpretations of the reasons why the U.S. withdrew aid: The pro-Zionist lobby, and pressure
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and Arabs.>8

2.5.2. Pursuit of the Integration of the Arab World - Union of Egypt and
Syria

A general election was held in July 1957 in accordance with the 1956 Constitution.

The first convention of 350 members elected was not expected to exert much influence over
Nasser’s government, since the candidacy of most members was controlled by Nasser.>? As a
matter of fact, Egyptian parliament under Nasser’s regime could be seen as an amenable rubber
stamp for Nasser’s administration. Finally, it was dissolved in March 1958 immediately after
the establishment of the United Arab Republic (U.A.R.) through the union with Syria was
proclaimed on 1* of February 1958.

Both countries were on the same side against the West and at the same time, pro-
Egyptian sentiments in Syria were increasing with the rise in Nasser’s popularity due to the
Suez crisis. Although the first announcement of the union between Egypt and Syria was
released in February 1958, it was not until 21* of July 1960 that the first National Assembly of
the U.A.R. was convened in Cairo by President Nasser, after many complications.

However, the inauspicious destiny of the U.A.R. was revealed by Syria’s withdrawal

from the U.A.R. When Nasser replaced the two Regional Executive Councils and the Central

Cabinet of the U.A.R. with a single central government for the purpose of enhancing his
influence in the U.A.R. in August 1961, Syria became dissatisfied, and on 28™ of September,

the Syrian army seized control in Damascus, and Syria officially seceded from the U.A.R. After

the failure of an attempt to restore the Union, Nasser said that he would not oppose<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>