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By Reuters.,",I
" LONDON, Aug: 12 — Follow-|;
ling, in unofficial translation, is
the text of President Gamal Ab-
del Nasser’s statement rejecting
an invitation to Egypt to attend
the London conference on the
Suez Canal. The statement was

dcast in Arabic by the Cairo

communiqué of the Egyp-
Government concerning
Egyptian Government’s

ly on the Suez Canal:
" On July 26, the Egyptian

Government announced the
nationalization of the Suez
Canal Company and, in ac-

cordance with this, a special
law was issued under which
the shareholders of the canal
were provided with compensa-
tion in accordance with the
Paris Bourse quotations of the

previous day. :

On the same day a special
governing body for the canal,
fully independent, with a sep-

'-arate budget. took over the
administration ' of. the canal.

! This new governing body was,

provided with all the neces-

sary authority without being
restricted by the laws and

« regulations of the Govern-
'

ment.
On Aug. 6, the Foreign Af-

fairs Ministry received from
' the British Embassy in Cairo

;|

a memorandum from the Brit-
ish Government which con-

| tained .the text of the com-

muniqué issued by the Govern-
ments of the United States,
the TUnited Kingdom and
France on the nationalization
by Egypt of the canal com-

pany.
In addition to this memo-

randum, the Egyptian Govern-
ment received an invitation to
attend the conference which
is to take place in London on

Aug. 16, 1956.

London Stand Disputed
The Egyptian Govefnment

does not ‘agree with the con-

tents of the three Western
Foreign Ministers’ statement
concerning the Suez Canal |

Company, as this statement
attempted to use every pos-
sible means to impart to the
Suez Canal Company a status |

which it does not possess, sim- |

ply in order to create reasons
|

which will help in interfering
with issues regarded as the es-

_sence of Egypt’s sovereignty.
The first paragraph of this

statement said the Suez Canal
Company had always had in-
ternational status. The Egyp-

_tian  Government regrets to:
. say that this is unfounded.

The Suez Canal Company is
an Egyptianilimited company
(Societé c‘ktfi;?&tgx;biza nees-

sion having been granted
| the filqmfltfrmfiimitpygE @t%)‘

a duration of ninety-nine years.

'ep
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Nasser’s Statement on..Suez

dnetfi theproposed London

_; oblem. Standing behind him

~Paragraph 16 of the Lgyp-
tian Government-Suez Canal

. Company agreement, reached |.

in 1866, said that the Suez
Canal Company is an Egyp-
tian company subject to the
country’s laws and customs.
Moreover, the British Govern-
ment itself recognized this
fact and defended this. view
before the mixed courts in this
country.

The British Government, in
a power of attorney submitted
by its representatives to the

|.Mixed Court of Cassation in
Alexandria in 1939, said the
Suez Canal Company is a legal
body recognized by Egyptian
internal law and cannot be
othemwise, and it is definitelys

|

‘

subject to Egy'ptiin laws.
“

REJECTS INVITATION TO CONFERENCE:
Gamal Abdel Nasser of Egypt gesturing emphatically as he
made statement last night in Cairo turning down a bid

‘Canal Issue
same paragraph of this

ment said that in 1888 all |

ig powers concerned
to protect the interna-

status of the canal and
freedom of navigation

ough it, irrespective of the

| nationality of the ships pass-
ing 'through it, and signed the

. Constantinople agreement in
order to protect the interests
of the whole world.

- It said this agreement clearly
provided that the international
status of the canal be main-
tained permanently, irrespec-
tive of the canal company’s
concession.

The Egyptian Government
regrets to say that the state-
ment of the Foreign Ministers

of the three powers distorts
the facts and gives a picture
far removed from reality by
alleging that the canal has in-
ternational status..

The preamble of the 1888
agreement concerning the free
use of the Suez Canal aims at
its free use by all countries,

“'canal -agreement,
o——

;

whether, in
| ship, irrespective of its nation-

.which. said. that ;the' canal
ESEE (045 [ )

i

should fiépo}fiia}nsé{ éfi'& f‘i'ee,
peacesor war, for.

every commercial ship or war-

ality. ¢

As for Paragraph 16 of the
1888 agreement, it clearly
stated that none of the obli-

gations in this agreement in

.

ernment.

ssoclated Press Radiophoto

President

. Did.to
z

Canal|nference on the Suewfiwwnflefl%ifilfir’%
.. Questions@pn the Name

It is true that this company
was established under the

‘ name of Universal Suez Canal

| Maritime Company, but what
| is the legal effect of ‘this

" title? The fact remains that

this name cannot deprive the
| company of its Egyptian na-

tionality, as it is ryptian
according to the principles of

\ Bgyptian law, the principles
!

of international law, and the

|
foundation charter of the com-

|

pany. Itisan Egyptian com-

any way affects the sovereign
rights of the Hgyptian Gov-

Paragraph 14 of the aglree-
ment clearly shows that there

is no relation whatsover be-

tween the 1888 agreement and

the Suez Canal Company, as it
| shows that the obligations|

arising from the present"
| agreement are not bound by

the period for which the con-
| cession granted to the Suez.
Canal Company runs.

This would have been term-
inated in twelve years, and
thus the Egyptian Govern-
ment takes the place of the

canal company administra-
tion. :

The Egyptian Government
also regrets that the state-
ment issued by the three For-

eign Ministers had mentioned
some facts and omitted the

.rest ‘which prove our right.
This is further proof of the
way used to interfere in

Egypt's internal affairs.
pany because it has })egn
granted a concession within

BEgyptian territory.
It cannot be at the same

time Egyptian and non-Egypt-
jan or an Egyptian and an in-

ternational company, as this is

contrary to the principles of

Paragraph 1 of the state--
ment said that Egypt, by her

in

law.

A \151 %gggé%;nce withParagraph



Paragraph 2 of the statement;
recognize the right’$Of Egypt
as an independent soverelg‘n
state to natxorllghze its prop-
erty, but deny gypt the right
to nationalize the Egyptian
Suez Canal, allegingthat it
was la umlatetal conflscatlonri i

e state of an' interna-
t10nal~ agency responsible for.
the administration and main-
tenance of the' Suez Canal,
which the signatories. of the

|
1888 agreement are using as

-an. international waterway on

j which the economy, trade and
~safety of most countries of the
'world depend. i

 Egyptian Role Stressed]

i It is clear that the three
Governments who issued the
joint statement persist in al-
leging* that the Suez Canal
Company is an international
agency and the Egyptian Gov-
ernment cannot change 1ts

; haracter.
and agreements which say
that the Suez Canal Company
is an Egyptian company gov-

~erned by Egyptian law andit '

navigation is but further evi-also ignores the fact that the
[

tian Government
1 take over the administration

‘

| of the canal when the Suez

Canal Company ~agreement
g runs out.

It also ignores the‘fact that -

the canal is an ihseparable
part of Egypt.

The .agreement of 1888 will
still be in existence whether

the company or the Egyptian
vernment -administers the

| can 1, and this proves that the
statement mlsrepresents facts
in order to mterferein Egypt’

S

|

gatxon m the canal
~The internationalization of

the canal company by\ the
Egyptlan Government is a de-
cision. taken by the Egyptian
‘Government in accordance
with its- sovereignty and any
attempt to give the Suez Canal
Company international status
is merely an excuse to inter
fere in Egypt’s internal affairs,

~ Paragraph 3 of the state-
ment said that the step taken
by the Egyptian Government
in the present circumstances
jeopardizes the freedom of the
canal and its. safety, which

was laid down in the 1888
agreement This statement is

true and unfounded, as
there is no relatwn whatso-
ever between the Egyptian

| This ignores all the treatles ,

will -

. Suez Canal Company and the ;

g
i

| ‘the!penodof.the concession
in

| awarded to the\ Suez Canal
Company

:

 Company’s Powers Limited )
Every attempt to'link the

Suez Canal Company\with
~

freedom of navxgatxon through
the canal gives rise to suspi-
cion, as the Suez Canal Com-

. pany has never been at any”’
time responsible for freedom
of navigation through the ca-~

| nal, and the 1888 agreement
alone provides for freedom of
navigation through the canal,
and the Egyptian Government

guarantees freedom of naviga-
,
tion through the canal in ac-.
cordance with'its sovereignty
over its own territory,
through which the canal pass-
es and which is regarded as

an inseparable partof Egypt.
The fact is that Egypt has|

.never violated any of her in-
ternational agreements, and it
is unbelievable that any com-

pany, whatever itg p051t1on,
can be responsible for guaran-
eemg the freedom of naviga-
tion in the Suez Canal and its
safety.

To -confuse: the Suez Canal
Company with the freedom of
dence of an attempt to create
means to intervenein the in-
ternal affairs of Egypt. )

According to Paragraph 4
of the statement, the three
powers find it essential to un-

dertake measures to establish
an administration under inter-

national supervision to guar-
antee the waterway perma-
nently in accordance with the.

| agreement of Oct." 29, 1888, |

into consuieratlon thetaking
lawful rights of Egypt.
Interference Laid to West
This paragraph clearly shows

why the governments which
made the tripartite statement
attempted to give the Suez
Canal Company an interna-
tional status in ‘disregard of
‘all the agreementsand laws.

The statementis simply di-
rected against Egypt’s clear

right, to deprive her of her
sovereignty over the Suez
Canal, regarded as an insep-
arable part of Egypt.
 The 1888 agreement 1tself ‘

clearly shows
its provision
the period o

after the t

concessxon
}

i

emmg body for the Suez Canal
| aims atentrusting the admin-
| istration of the canal and the
| guarantee of free navigation
" through it to this body.

-

gyp
regards the estabhshmentof
an international body as noth-
ing but a polite form of what |
might be called mternatmnal

~

colonization, y |
This proposal based on mis-

leading statements, to give an

Egyptian -company’ interna-
tional status clearly shows

' that the three governments
- who issued the tripartite state-
ment 4ntend to deprive Egypt
of one of her essential rightsi

and her sovereignty.' The proposal,. made to the
Egyptian  Government on| be-
half of these three powers, to
establish an international gov-

- It also aims at compensating
the Suez Canal Company. This

_proposal shows that the ob]ectv i

“of the London conference is .

open interference in Egypt’s
internal affairs, which do not
concern those jwho called the

‘conference. :

\J3

The  three 'powers’
' state-

ment was followed by a large-
scale international conspiracy
to starve the Egyptian people
and terrorize them. The three .
powers who issued the state- |

ment had immediately frozen¢
in their banks Egyptian as- |
sests and funds.- {

By this they, have violated
international agreements and
the United.Nations Charter in |
that they used pressure’
against the Egyptian people, {
whose 120,000 sons dug the-
canal, and funds paidfor its
'constructlon

Great Britain and France»
soon afterward announced the .|

mobilization of their reserves-
and officially announced that
their troops and fleets were on
themove, The Egyptian Gov-
ernment  strongly  deplores |

these measures and regards
' them as/a threat to.the Egyp-
tian people to make them sur-

render part of their territory || in her power to insure world- Kand so\rerelgnty to an inter-
natlonal body, which in actual
fact is intermational.colonial- ||

.ism. The Governments= of
Great Britain and France by

. adopting these measures are
threatening /world-peace and
order Th:s is cont

| firming
|

freedom of navxgatlonthrough
the Sgqu

- threaten al sm

.deplpred notbyE
but by all the freeeo\ple
those natxons whor1d1them
are struggling fora gu ra te
of their mdependence and sov
ereignty. N

When the Egypnan Gove

nationalize the Suez Ca
\Compan

i (

tionalizationdid not in any |

way affect the freedomof na
vigation thrbugh" this wate
way. A clear proof of this was

| the passage  of 766 ships
- through the canal durmg the|
past two weeks,

- As regards the. 1nv;ta,tionto
|the conference, the ‘Egyptian |

Government is most surprlseYd
‘that Britain decidedto call a
conference in order to dlscuss
‘the Suez Canal, which is an
1nseparab1e part of Egypt,
without ‘consulting the Egy
tian Government, who is di-

‘rectly concerned in the canal,
The British quernment alone
decided to invite the\twenty-,
four Governments to attendthis conference,fully aware.
that forty-five countrles used
the canal during1955. }

Conference Is degfiellahC
Therefore the Egyptlan

Government is convinced that
this conference and the cir=
cumstances in which it was
called cannot be regardedin
any way as internationaland
it is not emtltled to take de—
cisions."

This conferencehas nofnght i

in any way to. discuss _any
issue concerning  the sov-
ereignty of Egypt or ‘the sov-|b"

ereignty ofany of her parts. !

Therefore the invitation to
such a conference cannotber‘

; accepted by Egypt.
sential to do everythmg' ‘Wit

peace and respect for herol
11gat10ns in accordance i

tional- problems should
solved by peaceful means, and

|

therefore is ready to cooper-
ate witht the other govern
ments signatories of the Con-
stantinople agreement of 188
to meet us at a conference
which  other governments‘
whose ships use the= canal
would be invited'to reconsider:

‘the Constantinople agreement
‘and reach an agreement con-

and guaranteemg
ez Canal,

The new agreement w 1d
‘be registered with the Umted
Nations Secretariat General,

“whiclt would publish it
leave it open for the rest of
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Statementby USonSuez

‘New York Times,
R

:

: ; Special to The New Yt)rk Times.
WASHINGTON, Aug. 12——Fol-

lowmg is the text ofastatement
issued by the White House today
following President Eisenhower’s
meeting with Congressional lead-
ers on the Suez Canal situation:

President- Eigenhower met
.

today with the bipartisan Con~
‘gressional leadershlp for the
purpose of reviewing the Suez
Canal situation. The meeting
was attended by the Vice

| President; Secretary of State
Dulles; Arthui' Flemming, Di-
‘rector of the Office ofDefense

\ ‘Mobilization; Admiral Radtjc_)rd
| Chairman pf the Joint Chiefs
| of Staff; Gordon Gray, Assist~
[rant Secretary of Defense  forInternathnal Security Affairs;

and the following Senators‘
‘ and Representatives:

SENATEDEMOCRATS[
:

Lyndon Johnson of TeXas,
. Earle C. Clements of Ken--

. tucky, Walter F. George of
Georgia, Theodore . Francis.|

 Green of Rhode Island and|
i Rlchard B. Russell of Georgia.

SENA,’J“E REPUBLICANS
. William F.Knowland ofCal-
- ifornia, Styles Bridges of New-
! Hampshlre Eugene D, Milli-
= “of Colorado, Leverett Sal-'
i ton tall of Massachusetts, Al-

- exander leey -of Wlsconsm
and H. Alexa.nder Smlth of 3

‘New Jersey.
-

HOUSE DEMOCRATs
__Speaker Sam Rayburn of

- Texas,  Carl Albert of OKkla-
homa Thomas E, Morgan of
Pennsylvama. and: A, 8. JH

Carnahan of Missouri.
43 HOUSE REPUBLICANS

Joseph W. Martin Jr,of

Massachusetts, Charles Hal-
“leck Indlana,/ Leslie C

‘|-an outcome."

of Ohlo and Dewey Short floMissouri, K

The Pres1dent expressed hisy v
appreciation for the attend-

-ance, at considerable inconven- |

ience, of theMembers of Con~ |
gress present, He sa}&he con~
‘sidered their attendance as-
‘important in view of the Lon-
don Conference on the Suezmatter, scheduled to be con-
vened on Aug. 16 with the’i
United States as parhcipant.;
Ohamde of Peaceful‘Solution

The President and the See- B

retary of State then reviewed
the situation and the actions -

‘taken thus far by the United
States to deal with it, and the
preparations for the ndon

~

Conference. Mr, Flemmingde-
scribed the bearing of possible
events.
uponthe petroleumsituation.

The President and the Sec-

retary
that in
by Eidh

of State pointed out

ference will offer the _opportu- -
nity for reaching a peaceful-and equitable solution, in ac-
cordance with the concepts of

/the 1888 govermng treaty.
They made clear that: the

‘United States will attendwith ,

the purpose of contributingto
such a ‘solution with the ob-
jective of safeguarding the in-

" terests of those dependent on
the canal as well as recogniz-
ingithe legitimate interests of
Egypt. We are hopeful of such

They stressed\ however the '

continuing gravity of the situ-
ation and the
achieving a constru
tion.

There was a general vigq

tive solu-

orous discussion. All recog-
mzed the 1mportance of de-

in the Middle Fast,

.

view of the acceptance
nty-two of ‘the twenty- !

four nations invited, the con- .

ficulty in
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SUEZ CRISIS DOCUMENTS

THE THREE-POWER COMMUNIQUE
. AUGUST 2, 1956

After meeting in London on August 1-2, the Foreign Ministers of France,
M. Pineau, the United States, Mr. Dulles and the United Kingdom,

Mr. Lloyd issued the following statement:

The Governments of Britain, France
and the United States issued the follow-

ing joint communique last Thursday.
night:
(i) They have taken note of the recent

action of the Government of Egypt
whereby it attempts to nationalise and
take over the assets and the responsibili-
ties of the Universal Suez Canal Com-

pany. This company was organised in

Egypt in 1856 under a franchise to

build the Suez Canal and operate it until
1968. The Universal Suez Canal Com-

pany has always had an international
- character 'in terms of its shareholders,

directors and operating personnel, ‘and
in terms of its responsibility to assure the
efficient functioning as an international
waterway of the Suez Canal.

The Constantinople Convention

In 1888 all the great Powers then prin-
cipally concerned with the international
character of the canal and its free, open,
and secure use without discrimination joined
in the treaty and convention of Constanti-
nople. This provided for the benefit of all
the world that the international character

of the canal would be perpetuated for all

time, irrespective of the expiration of the
concession of the Universal Suez Canal

Company.
Egypt as recently as October, 1954, recog-

nised that the Suez Canal is “a waterway
economically, commercially, and strategically
of international importance,” and renewed
its determination to uphold the conventlon
of 1888. '

(1) They do, not question the right of Egypt
to enjoy and exercise all.the powers of
a fully sovereign and independent nation’
including the generally recognised right,
under appropriate conditions, to nation-
alise assets, not impressed with an inter-
national interest, which are subject to

its political authority.

An International Agency
But the present action involves far more

than a simple act of nationalisation. It in-
volves the arbitrary and unilateral seizure by
one nation of an international agency which
has the responsibility to maintain and to

operate the Suez Canal so that all the sig-
natories to, and beneficiaries of, the treatyof
1888 can effectively enjoy the use of an in-
ternational waterway upon which the econ-

omy, commerce, and security of much of
the world depends.

"

This situation is the more serious in its

implications because it avowedly was made
for the purpose of enabling the Government
of Egypt to make the canal serve the purely
national purposes of the Egyptian Govern-
ment rather than the international purpose
establishedby the convention of 1888.

Derial of human rights

Furthermore, they deplore the fact that,
as an incident to its seizure, the Egyptian
Government has had recourse to what
amounts to a denial of fundamental human
rights by compelling employees of the Suez
Canal Company to continue to work under
threat of imprisonment.
(#1) They consider that the action taken by

the Government of Egypt, having regard
to all the attendant circumstances,
threatens the freedom and security of the
canal as guaranteed by the convention
of 1888. This makes it necessary that
steps be taken to assure that the parties
to that convention and all other nations
entitled to enjoy its benefits shall in fact
be assured of such benefits.

(tv) They consider that steps should be
taken to establish operating arrange-
ments under an international system de-
signed to assure the continuity of opera-
tion of the canal as guaranteed by 'the
convention of October 29, 1888,
consistently with legitimate. Egyptian
interests.

The London Conference  /

(v) To this end they propose that a confer-
ence should promptly be held of parties
to the convention and other nations
largely concerned with the use of the
canal. The invitations to such a confer-

'

ence, to be held in London on August
16, 1956, will be extended by the Gov-
ernment of the United Kingdom to the
Governments named in the annex to this
statement. The Governments of France
and the United States are ready to take
part in the conference.

Annex

Parties to the Convention of 1888—
Egypt, France, Italy, Netherlands, Spain,
Turkey, United Kingdom, Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics.

Other nations largely concerned in the
\use of the canal, either through ownership
of tonnage or pattern of .trade—
Australia, Ceylon, Denmark, Ethiopia, Fed-
eral Republic of Germany, Greece, India,
Indonesia, Iran, Japan, New Zealand, Nor-
way, Pakistan, Portugal, Sweden, United
States.

‘example.

“Life and commerce threatened.”

PREMIER ACCUSES
NASSER

AGREEMENT ON FIRM MEASURES

In the House of Commons on

Thursday, August 2, Sir Anthony
Eden made the following statement
on the motion of the adjournment:

First, I think it is true to say that the
cause for the anger and alarm felt, not only
here but among the Gove_rnments and
peoples of the democratic world, at the
action of the Egyptian Government, is due
to the special character of the Canal.

Western dependence on Canal: As the
world is' today, and as it is likely to be for
some time to come, the industrial life of
Western Europe literally depends upon the
continuing free navigation of the Canal as

one of the great international waterways of
the world. I need give the House only one

Last year, nearly 70 million tons

of oil passed through the Canal, represent-
ing about half the oil supplies of Western
Europe. Traffic through the Canal moved
at the rate of 40 ships a day and amounted
to 154 million tons of shipping—prodigious
figures. Nor does this traffic affect the West
alone. Australia, India, Ceylon and a large
part of South-East Asia transport the major
proportion of their trade, or a large pro-
portion of their trade, through the Canal.

Therefore, it is with these reflections in
mind that I must repeat the carefully con-

sidered sentence which I used in the House
on Monday last, if I may quote it again:

“No arrangements for the future of
this great international waterway could
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‘:)e acceptable to Her Majesty’s Govern-
ment which would leave it in the un-

fettered control of a single Power which

could, as recent. events have shown,
exploit it purely for purposes of national

policy.”—[OFriciaAL. ReporT, July 30,
1956; Vol. 557, c. 923.]

Egypt’s obligations: However, that is

not all the argument. The Egyptian Govern-
ment have certain obligations in respect of
the Canal. They are laid down in two prin-
cipal instruments which I must mention.

First, there is the Concession, which consists
'

of a series of Agreements over the years
between the Egyptian Government and the
Suez Canal Company. . . these were endorsed

by the Egyptian Government as recently as

June 10 this year, when a formal financial

Agreement was concluded between the

Egyptian Government and the Suez Canal

Company.
The Suez Convention: The second

instrument is the well-known Suez Canal
Convention of 1888, which lays down the
vital principle that the Canal should always

be open in time of war as in time of peace
‘to every vessel of commerce or of war with-
out distinction of flag.

(Capital expenditure needed: It is the
free navigation of the Canal which is the
solemn principle contained in the 1888 Con-

- vention, as the House well knows.: That is
not all, because free navigation does not

depend only on the absence of discrimination
or the absence of physical interference with
the traffic in the Canal. The efficient func-

tioning of the Canal, and its ability to deal
with existing and future traffic, is also of
decisive importance to us all.

The Canal is at present in need, as some

hon. Members will probably know, of much
new capital expenditure to enable it to

cope with the increasing demands made

upon it.
This action will cost about £20 million.

It will greatly increase the capacity of the
Canal. But even this programme will not

be enough, for, in the next ten to fifteen

years, a further huge expansion w111 be
necessary.

Can it finance the Dam: Now, Slr, the
reserves of the Company and the revenues

from shipping would have been earmarked
to finance these needs. But Colonel Nasser
has now announced his intention to divert
these revenues from this vital international
waterway to build a dam in Egypt.

It would cost about £70 million, I am

told, to carry through this compensation.
The net annual revenue of the Canal after
providing for taxation and providing for

reserves, as is at present done, is only about
£10 million.

Colonel Nasser’s arbitrary action in breach
of Egypt’s solemn undertakings, many of
them recently given, without previous con-

sultation or previous notice, reveals ,the
nature of the régime with which we have
to deal.

Now let me state the solutions which we

seek for the future of the Canal, because it is
of that that the House wants to hear. Our
policy, and, I think it is true to say, that of

Nationalised Suez Board meets at Ismailia. Mahmoud Younis (sst:ond nght)
is the new Canal chief.

virtually all the other maritime Powers to-

wards the Canal, has always been based on

two fundamental principles: first, the free-

dom and security of transit through the
Canal—

Mr. Sydney Silverman (Nelson and

Colne): Not always.
The Prime Minister: —and, secondly, the

efficiency and economy of its operation. I
know the difficulties that occur, but I say
that the principles upon which our policy
has been based—TI' fully understand the hon.
Member’s feelings on the Israel issue, but
this is slightly, to put it mildly, in a differ-
ent category.

Mr. Silverman: Why?
The Prime Minister: Why? This is a

proposal to take over the Canal, and to
| make its future use entirely dependent on

the Government of Egypt.
My Silverman: 1 was not questioning

that, but the right hon. Gentleman chose
to use the word “always.” He said that
we have always said that the first prin-
ciple was to maintain free transit through
the Canal. I am pointing out to him
that “always” is an overstatement; that
there was

incident when he did not observe it, and

that his position today would be a great
deal stronger in the world if he had

applied the principle always.
e

)

The Prime Minister: 1 am quite ready
to argue that. It has always been our prin-
ciple. It was taken, as our principle, by the
then Government to the United Nations and
there dealt with. The principle was not

carried through. I say that this matter is
of a wider and, so far as the nation is con-

cerned, much more serious character than
that one.

The international Company: I think it
.is also true to say that the level or dues,
broadly speaking, charged by the Company,
particularly in recent years has been closely

|

one very  important recent-

related to the cost of the service provided
—rather to the cost than to its value, 1f I

may put it that way.
The Company, although it is reglstered

in Egypt, is, of course, an international

organisation of the highest importance and

standing, and it has ensured that the Canal
was administered both with regard to the
interests of 'international shipping and to
those of Egypt herself. Naturally, in any
future arrangement for the Canal the

legitimate interests of Egypt would have to

be safeguarded. In fact, Egypt is today
represented on the Board of the Company
—or until a few days ago, perhaps I should

say—together with us and France, the
United States and the Netherlands. The
extent of 'the Company’s international
character is sometimes forgotten.

Free navigation—“we must insist”:
The principle of free navigation in peace
and war is laid down in solemn international
instruments to which the Egyptian Govern-
ment is a party. It has been observed, let
me say, by the Western Allies even in two

world wars. For instance, in the last war, .

when the effective control of the Suez Canal
rested in the hands 'of His Majesty’s
Government alone, ‘a search of cargoes in
the Canal ports was instituted only for the
purpose of ensuring that no damage was

caused to the actual waterway. That was the
action we took then and no attempt was

made to seize cargoes in 'the Canal or its
ports of access, even when they consisted of
contraband. How could we look to the
Egyptian Government alone to maintain
these principles so scrupulously?—and if
they are not maintained. the life and' the
commerce of the whole free world is con-

stantly at risk.
For all these reasons, I suggest to the

House that the freedom and security of
transit through the Canal, without discrim-
ination, and the efficiency of its operation
can be effectively ensured only by an inter-
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national authority. It is upon this we must

insist. It is for this that we are working in

negotiation' at this moment with other
Powers deeply concerned. Nothing less than
this can be acceptable to us.

;

GAITSKELL’S SPEECH
For a long time, the Opposition has been

critical of the Government’s policy in the
Middle East. We carried those criticisms so

far as to divide the House on the Adjourn-
ment on March 7, and I must say, at the

start, that we do not feel that in the months
that have elapsed since then there has been

any great improvement in the Government’s

policy. We have criticised from time to time
the attitude of the Government on the ques-
tion of the balance of arms in the Middle

East, and I think that many of us feel that
in the matter of the Aswan Dan the vacil-
lations that have taken place are certainly
a subject for criticism.

Egypt’s arguments: But I do not pro-
pose today to develop these criticisms of
the Government.- While I have not hesit-
ated to express my disagreement with the
Government in their policy in the past, I
must” make it abundantly plain that any-
thing that they have done or not done in
no way excuses Colonel Nasser’s action in

seizing the Canal.
The Egyptian argument is perfectly clear.

It is that this is an Egyptian company and
‘that as the Government of Egypt they are

perfectly entitled to ‘nationalise any com-

pany they wish to nationalise, provided that

they pay compensation; as regards the right
of transit through the Canal they have

given assurances that they regard it as neces-

sary to observe the 1888 Convention. I
should like to give my answers, as I see it,
to that case put forward by the Egyptian
Government.

Interests of user countries: First, so

far as my hon. and right hon. Friends are

concerned at any rate, we certainly do not

say that the act of nationalisation in itself
is wrong. Nor would we say that the act of

nationalising a foreign-owned company was

necessarily wrong, provided that the com-

pensation was reasonable and fair.
The real objections, it seems to e are

three. In the first place, as the Prime
Minister has rightly emphasised, this is not

an ordinary Company, conducting ordinary
activities, It is'a Company controlling an

international waterway of immense import-
ance to the whole of the rest of the world.
It is, therefore, bound to be a matter of
international © concern when it changes
hands. :

Embargo against Israel: Now the

ownership and control of the Company is to

be transferred to a single Power, to the
hands of one State controlling it and, there-
fore, in a position even more than before
to decide how the Canal shall be run. It

may be said there is no need for anxiety, be-
cause we have had these assurances about
the 1888 Convention. I am bound to say
that it seems to me the strongest reason for
having doubts in our minds as to whether

\
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we can accept those assurances has been the
behaviour of the Egyptian Government in

stopping Israeli ships from going through,
and equally important—indeed, even more

important—the clear defiance of the Resolu-
tion of the United Nations condemning this
action, passed in September, 1951.

Nasser’s excuse : The second reason why
I think we must take strong exception to

this is that any confidence we might have
had in an action of this kind was profoundly
shaken by the manner in which it was car-

ried out. It was done suddenly, without
negotiation, without discussion, by force,
and it was done on the excuse that this was
the way to finance the Aswan Dam project.
Colonel Nasser himself, at the conclusion of
his speech a week ago, said:

“Thus, you will see that our wealth
has been restored to us and that we shall
not look forward to the Anglo-American
financial aid amounting to 75  million
dollars because we shall henceforth get
from the profits of the Suez Canal the
sum of 100 million dollars every year and
in five years we shall secure 500 million
dollars.”

That, in effect, means that he is proposing
to take the whole of the gross revenues of
the Canal—almost all of them transit dues
—and divert them for the purpose of the
Aswan Dam. Yet he has promised compen-
sation. How'can he at one and the same

time both keep the Canal going, spend the
necessary money on the repairs, extensions
and reconstruction, pay the compensation or

service the compensation loan to the share-
holders, and also find money for the Aswan
Dam.

‘

A threat to access: Like the Prime
Minister, I have tried to work out the
finances of this, and I would only say that

%3
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As solawers leave for the Mediterranean—thewr families wait and wonder.

*

so far as I can see, looking at the figures,
the most that Colonel Nasser could do, and
even then at the expense of diverting
reserves which ought to be used for the

Canal, might amount to about £5 million a

year—at any rate, quite inadequate and
absurd in relation to the cost of the dam.
But there is, of .course, one way out for
Colonel Nasser, and that is that he can put
the charges up. He can increase the transit
dues. So the whole implication of his

speech is precisely that, that he intends to

make the users pay more than they have
been paying before. ;

My third reason for thinking that we must

object to this is that we cannot ignore—
and this is a matter that the Prime Minister
did not touch upon, no doubt for good rea-

sons—the political background and the

repercussions of the whole ‘of this episode in
the Middle East. We cannot forget that
Colonel Nasser has repeatedly boasted of his
intention to create an Arab empire from the
Atlantic to the Persian Gulf.

Egypt’s subversion: Colonel Nasser has

certainly made a number of inflammatory
speeches against us and his Government have
continually attempted subversion in Jordan
and other Arab States; he has persistently
threatened the State of Israel and made it
plain from time to time that it is his purpose
and intention to destroy Israel if he possibly
can.

The fact is that this episode must be
recognised as part, of the struggle for the
mastery of the Middle East.

I have no doubt myself that the reason

why Colonel Nasser acted in the way that
he did, aggressively, brusquely, suddenly,
was precisely because he wanted to raise his
prestige in the rest of the Middle East.

The “Hitler technique”:’ It is all very
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- familiar, It is exactly the same that we
. encountered from Mussolini and Hitler in

those years before the war. We must not

underestimate the danger of the effect which
this may have on the other Arab States.

It has been said in many quarters that
this may lead other Arab States to national-
ise the oil concerns. I personally do not

regard that as the major danger.
The danger is much more of a political

kind. The danger is that a Government
which is friendly to us in Irag, and can be
relied on to a very large extent to exercise
restraint in the Middle East, may well be
replaced by a Government of a very differ-
ent complexion. I also think that in the

long run this action must involve a greatly
increased threat to Israel; and I must again

~

remind hon. Members that we are pledged
under the Tripartite Declaration to go to the
assistance of whichever State is attacked—
Israel ob her Arab neighbours.

Too much spent on arms: It seems to

me, summing up the position, that this is
really where we stand.

I do not think I can have much sympathy
with a man who, however much one may
want to help his country, as we do, spends
far more than he can afford on arms which,
admittedly, are for aggressive war, and then,
when he is told that because of the econ-

omic situation he cannot have a loan, says
to the rest of the world, “I am seizing the
Canal and I am going to make you pay for
the dam in that way.” I am satisfied, for
these reasons, that if the Western
democracies and, indeed, other countries in
the world, had simply accepted this and
done nothing about it, highly dangerous
consequences would have followed.

U.S. dependence on Canal: I turn now

to consider what kind of action should be
taken. I emphasise again what I have said
in other speeches, namely, that this is not
our affair alone. It would be ridiculous to

treat ourselves as though we were the only
"

Power involved. It is essentially a matter

for all the maritime powers of the world,
and we must act in concert, with other

nations. I warmly welcomed at the time the
action of the Government in inviting the
French and American Governments to dis-
‘cuss the matter. I mention in passing, that
the United States herself depends for about
15 per cent of her imports of oil upon the
Suez Canal. All Europe is involved in this,
involved in the Middle East as a whole,
and involved in the Canal. India and South-
East Asia are equally heavily concerned.

Arms embargo: I should like any con-

trol commission which may be set up as a

result of this conference to be a United
Nations agency. ‘I am myself sure that,
from the point of view of world peace and
development, it is far better that it should
be done under the United Nations than in
some independent way.

There remains the question of what other
steps can be taken. In the circumstances,
and until we have, as I hope we shall have,
a- settlement, the economic measures taken
by the Government are fully justified. I
would just add one other point about them.

The dotted line
——proposed Ashkelon-Aqaba Canal

The Prime Minister has told us—and it has
been confirmed today—that all shipments of
arms or war material from this country to

Egypt have been suspended. I would ask the
Prime Minister to consider seriously whether

Syria and the Lebanon at any rate, had
better be covered by the same embargo.

Another step which I think should be

taken, and ought seriously-to be considered,
is to investigate what routes alternative to
the Canal may be available. Here, I make
‘a  specific - suggestion to the right hon.
Gentleman. There has been talk of construct-

ing a canal from the Gulf of Agaba to

Haifa. The objection has been put—1I think
a fairly strong objection—that this will take
a very long time and involve very heavy
capital expenditure. But there is something
else which could be done along that line.
It would be possible, I believe, to lay a

pipeliné from Agaba to Haifa, the distance
being about 250 miles, and 1 am told that
this would take a matter of months, not

years, to complete.
Build larger tankers: [ ghould have

thought that that might have been well
worth considering and might be a very help-
ful move in all sorts of ways at the present
time. The Government should, I think, also
consider seriously giving assistance to ship
owners to encourage them to build larger
tankers which can go round the Cape.
Further, though I do not want to make a

great deal of this, and I am well aware of
the difficulties, I do feel that the Govern-
ment must once again give serious consider-
ation to the question of arms for Israel.

_circumstances.

7

Last of all,
cannot be ignored at this moment just
before the Recess. There has been much talk
in the Press about the use of force in these

First, I would say that we

need to be very careful what we say on this

subject, It is unwise to discuss hypothetical
situations in present conditions.

“Force—in certain events”: 1 must,
however, remind the House that we are
members of the United Nations, that we are

signatories to the United Nations Charter,
and that for many years in British policy we

have steadfastly avoided any international
action which would be in breach’of inter-
national law or, indeed, contrary to the pub-
lic opinion of the world. We must not,
therefore, allow ' ourselves to get into a

position where we might be denounced in
the Security Council as aggressors.

If Colonel Nasser has done things which
‘are wrong in the legal sense, then, of course,

‘the right step is to take him to the Inter-
national Court. Force is justified in certain
events. Indeed, if there were anything
which he had done which would justify
force at the moment, it is quite frankly, the
one thing ‘on which we have never used

force, namely, the stopping of Israel ships.
We have not done that; and it -would, 1

think, be difficult to find—I must say this
—in anything else he has done any legal
justification for the use of force. What he

may do in the future is another matter.

THE HOUSE OF LORDS

.
DEBATE

“DON’T MAKE ISRAEL A PAWN”
The position of Israel in the Middle East

crisis,

Israel territory occupied a good deal of
the debate in the House of Lords on Thurs-
day of last week. <

Viscount Stansgate: Speaking generally
about Israel, may I make a suggestion—and
it is one with which, T believe, Israeli states-

men would agree: do not attempt to use

Israel as a pawn in the game in fighting the
Arabs. That would be a fatal mistake.

The place for Israel is as an -honoured,
skilful' and valued member of the Middle

Eastern community—that is the real place
for Israel; and people who think that they
will make her a fifth Dominion, or get a

base at Haifa, or anything of that kind, are

doing the worst possible disservice to that
‘State. g

Anti-Semitic blockade: The existence
and prosperity of Israel is, in my judgment,
the most important thing in the Middle
East. It is vital that that country should be
protected.

I do not want to disagree with Her
Majesty’s Government, but it is.unfortunate
that, for reasons of caution, or because we

did not want to offend the Arabs, or be-
cause we thought we could play in with the

Egyptians, we did nothing at all when a

flagrant break of law did occur, such as has
\

and the prospect of an alternative
-canal from the Gulf of Agaba to run through

I come to a matter which

\
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been the subject of all this eloquence this
"

afternoon. That in itself has “blotted our

copy book”—not fatally, I agree.
The Canal is only one instance of a

world-wide anti-Semitic blockade which is

going on through the Arab Bureau. Now,
we ourselves are affronted on this same

point. I want to ask the noble Marquess the
. Leader of the House,” when: he replies, to

say something about the islands at the mouth
of the Gulf of Aqaba.

I believe that (no doubt to keep the peace
with the Arabs) we have an arrangement by
which we undertake to give private notice
when we are going through channels which

we, are entitled to use without any prior
notice, I believe that the freedom of water

is vital and must apply to the Gulf of Aqaba
as well as to the Canal of Suez. I believe
that we are internationally justified on that
point.

The Belisha Canal : As regards the other
suggestion made by the noble Lord, Lord
Hore-Belisha, for a new canal . ... he proposed

‘a canal which would run up some hills in
Isracl and down some other hills in Israel,
and then land in an Egyptian lake. On the
whole, it does not seem to be a very profit-
able or constructive idea, but no doubt the
noble Lord will explain it to us later.

Lord Hore-Belisha: What I am saymg is
this: that whenever we have a crisis of this

’kind and anyone comes forward with a long-
term suggestion, which may take months or
years to implement he is told: “We cannot

attend to that matter now”; and when the
crisis is over or in suspense then everybody
forgets about it.

The threat of an alternative: If five
years ago we had undertaken a project such
as I have been advocating, I think we

should have been in a better position. The
mere threat of building an alternative to the
Suez Canal would have had a powerful
effect on Colonel Nasser’s actions.

The thirty-inch pipe line which goes for
555 miles between Kirkuk and Banias was

laid by the Iraq Petroleum Company -in
seventeen months at a.cost of £41 million;
and it is estimated that a medium bore-hole
pipe line between Agaba and Haifa, which
is about 290 miles long, could be laid for
somewhere between £10 million and £20
million. I feel that this matter should be
considered. ;

Plea for investigation: All I plead for
—because we are not out of the wood—is
that this matter should be seriously invest-
igated, The whole tenor of the speech of
the Prime Minister today was: “The Canal
is indispensable to us; it is not big enough,
the traffic on it is crowded., In the next 10
to 15 years”—and thatis a long-term policy
if ever there were one—“it will have to be
vastly enlarged.” But this Canal—the Suez
Canal—will remain in Egypt; it will still be
the sole highway; it will still be subject to

sabotage, whatever new arrangements we

make. And if the present legal arrangements
are allowed to be fulfilled, in 1968 the
Egyptian Government will become the un-

‘dlsputed legal owner of the Canal. I there-

Navy “takes care”

fore plead with Her Majesty’s Government
to consider this matter *seriously.

Viscount Stansgate: 1 do not take the
view of Lord Palmerston—but, of course, I
am glad to be put in that category. How-

ever, I want to ask the noble Lord whether
he will tell us if he has dealt with the free

entry into the Gulf of Agaba. That is the
whole point.

Lord Hore-Belisha: 1 am glad to have
that interruption. Now we are told—and it
is the sole objection raised, so far as I can

understand, to the construction of a pipe
line, and a fortiori of a canal—that the
entrance to the Gulf of Aqaba can be men-

aced by batteries on the Egyptian and
Saudi Arabian coastlines.

“Conniving at blockade”: The use of
force on a free waterway, to prevent: the
right of innocent passage being exercised, is
not only an act of piracy, but-an act of war.

Are we to be told that Britain and the whole
of the Western world is going to submit to a

threat of that kind, and allow itself to be
denied access through an open waterway?

Viscount Stansgate: The noble Lord must

know that for several years we have been not

only submitting, but conniving, in the
imposition of this blockade. :

Lord Hore-Belisha: 1 do not think that
that is a comprehensively true statement, I
think it has certain aspects of truth in it.
But, as the Prime Minister said this morn-

ing, Israel’s shipping through the Canal has
been stopped, and it has also been stopped
through the Gulf of Agaba. The United
Nations have taken cognisance of the matter
and nothing effective has been done.

Arabs dependent on oil sales: But this
is a matter of far wider import, and if we

are going to insist on the rlght of passagethrough the Canal, as we are gomg to insist,
it will cover Israel presumablyin the future,
and we will also insist on similar rights in
the Gulf of Aqaba.

Tt is also said-that some of the Arab

of Egyptian destroyer “Al Qaher” (centre) at Portsmouth.

countries would not deliver their oil if it
had to pass through Israel territory. If sup-
pliers  of oil, on which they are entirely
dependent for their welfare, are going to

impose dictation upon us of the routes which
our commerce is to take or not to take, it
would be inconceivable that we should
accept. But I do not think for one moment
that the independent sheikdoms on the Gulf

would take that attitude.
Lord Jeffreys: My Lords, may I gay how

much I agree with the noble Lord, Lord
Hore-Belisha, that the scheme Wthh he
mentioned should at least have serious
study?

Lord Birdwood: There is a method for
dealing with Middle East oil which has, as

yet, I believe, not received prominence——an
alternative ‘even to the canal which Lord
Hore-Belisha has suggested. I am told that
it is perfectly feasible from the technical
pomt of view to consider the piping off of
oilin the Middle East—and I think partlcu-
larly of Iraqi oil—into Turkey and removing
it from the Turkish port.

Lord Attlee: With regard to Israel, we

have been constantly told, “You must not

join in an arms race in the East.” That is
all very well. Of course, it is not a race if
one gets left at the post, because heis tied
and the rest have a long start. That is
exactly what is happening with regard to

Egypt and Palestine.
Strong case for strengthening Israel:

I believe that there is a strong case now for
a complete change of policy—not that we

should endeavour to make Israel pull the
chestnuts out of the fire for us, but that they
should 'be in a strong enough defensive
position to stand against the aggression of
the Egyptian dictator. I myself think that,
if we had taken a stand earlier on the ques-
tion of the passage of ships through the
‘Canal and the firing on our ships in the
Gulf of Aqaba, we mlght have been spared-ithis trouble.:
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Nationalizing Suez

Seizing Canal Examined

| The writer of the following letter

‘is Professor of Law and Dinector of
International Legal Research at the
\School of Law, Columbia University.
\He is the editor of the recently pub-
lished “Anti-Trust Lows: A Com-

\parative Symposium.”

To THE EpiTor oF THE NEW YORK TIMES:
The understandable bitterness of

ithe reaction against Egypt’s nation-

\alization of the Suez Canal Company
jhas tended to obscure the distinction
' between the political and legal as-

pects of the situation.
Political apprehensions on the part

: of the Western powers are fully jus-
| tified: by the abruptness of an ac-

tion which it would have been in the

i interest of everybody to prepare
| gradually; doubt in leaving the con-

{| trol of the canal to a highly nation-

il alist country controlled by an ambi-
tious and emotional ruler; the lack
of technical experience, financial re-

sources and many other factors.

Legally, however, Egypt's action
is not as clearly objectionable as it
is politically, and it ig particularly
important that justified indignation
should not lead the Western powers
into a position where they have not
international law clearly on their

side.
’

| Use by All Nations

/|

Under the Convention of 1888,
\| Egypt—which has succeeded to the
i

obligations of Turkey—is under an

obligation to keep the Suez Canal

open for free use by the ships of all

i nations, But apart from the long-
{standing violation of this obligation
lin regard to Israel, Egypt has so

far reaffirmed it.

', The status of the Suez Canal Com-

hany is not in any direct way linked

rith the Convention of 1888, Al-

nough the majority of the shares

re held by French citizeng and\the
sritish Government, the company
las always been operated as a com-

nercial enterprise. It obtained its

itatus from two concessions given
'y the (Turkish) Viceroy of Egypt
1 1854 and 1856. It has its domicile
't Alexandria and its administrative
eat at Paris.

Egypt claims that the Suez Canal
's a purely Egyptian company. This
18 very doubtful. The company has
always been regarded as having a

sspecial status, as is apparent from a

i(Convention of 1949 between the

lcompany and the Egyptian Govern-
iment,
,’ Apart from reaffirming the con-

jcession of the company until at
fleast 1968, this agreement accorded
lto the company several special
;privileges, such as ‘a number of

mgyptian niembers of the board

maa

eordinary Egyptlan company. Inturn,
ithe company undertook certain obli-

\gatwns in regard to the gradual
\Egyptlamza,tmn ©f the company, the
‘share of the Egyptian Government

iin the revenues, the development of
‘technical and navigational facilities,
ete. |

]
~Recent Agreement

| According to the chairman of the
‘Suez Canal Company, the Egyptian
‘Government less than two months

ago ' concluded another agreement
with the company providing for fur-

tther investments, in full awareness

by both sides that the concession

‘would expire in 1968. The assertion

by an official Egyptian spokesman
ithat the company would never vol-

,untanly have surrendered its con-

“cession is without foundation,
These agreements are neither

{purely Egyptian transactions, as

| Egypt contends, nor international

| treaties. Foreign Governments are

il not directly involved. The fact that

/| the British Government holds 46 per
l| cent of the shares symbolizes the
|| British stake but does not make the
{| British Government a party. On the

other hand, thig is not a matter of
“domestic jurisdiction,” but clearly

one of international political and

i| legal concern, including the use of

| force.

{|

There is no doubt that any state
/| can nationalize any enterprise on its

|| s0il, subject to fair compensation—
{| which Egypt has offered—in con-

{|trast to the Iranian Government

|| when it expropriated the Anglo-
{ | Iranian Oil Company. It is, however,
| |very doubtful whether the Suez Ca-

{|nal Company can be regarded as a

|

!
3

|

| |purely national enterprise. No direct
violation of an international treaty

ilon the part of Egypt has so far

| occurred, except that any prolonged
\| forced detention of foreign personnel

) |would be an international wrong
| against which the powers concerned

could take legal action,

~
Egypt’s Commitments

There is; therefore, every reason
'|

for the strongest apprehension: on

| | the part of the Western powers not
| |only “about the timing of Egypt's

action but about her ability to live
up to her professed commitments.
Thus fair compensation for the ex-

propriated shares would absorb sev-

eral years of net revenue. On the
other hand, it is doubtful whether
the Western powers would be justi-
fied in taking military reprisals at

this stage, quite apart from the re-

‘straint which the United Natlons
Charter puts on them.

There iseverything to be said for
using strong concerted political and

diplomatic pressure to bring about
a public international regime, pos-
sibly an ‘international supervisory
board; and if necessary economic

reprisals on the part of the states

immediately affected and '

propor-
tionate to the injury done, especially
to British and French interests.

But military reprisals at this stage
would prejudice the. strong moral
position of the West. Nor is it ad-
visable to use force until at least an
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fsmaller than that required for ‘an|

ttempt has been made to use the
services of the United Nations.

The attempt to by-pass the United
Nations through the London confere
ence already seems doomed to faile
ure, Of the nations which have so

far accepted the British invitation,
nearly one-third, led by the Soviet
Union, are likely to support the

Egyptian stand more or less uncons
ditionally.

Although neither the Security
Council nor the General Assembly
is likely to do more than reflect
the existing split, the mediatory
services of the Secretary General
may well prove once again at least
the prelude to a peaceful settlement,

W. FRIEDMANN,
New York, Aug. 9, 1956.

To Deal With Civil Rights
Parties Urged to Draft Effective

Platform Declarations

The writer of the followi;@g letter .

i8 Speaker o} the House of Repres
sentatives of the State of Pennsyls
vania.

To THE EDITOR OF THE NEW, YORK TIMES
Leaders in both the Democratis

and Republican parties have ex-

pressed the opinion that the civil
rights, segregation and Suprems
Court decision issues should be
handled in “realistic” fashion,

If “realism” means simply that
the planks should be a bridge which
will enable the South to cross inte
the Democratic party and a bridge
by means of which the Negroes in
the North can cross into the Repub-
lican party, the net result will be
nothing more than a continuation
of past political platform platitudes.

The only way to go about handling
these issues in effective fashion is
for the respective party conventions
to delegate to their respective stand-
ard bearers the duty of drafting
platform declarations concerning
civil rlghts segregation, the import
of Supreme Court decisions—a dec-
laration to which their parties will
be committed and the provisions of
which they will be mutuaily pledged
to implement and enforce.

If, as the result of such a declara-
tion of Democratic and Republican
party policy, the South were to elect
to function as a sectional party, such
a decision would reveal the fact that
the South, until it reorients its po-
litical thinking, has no place in a

national party.

the Democratic and the Republican

at the national level?
I speak as a delegate to the Demo=

cratic National Convention, knowing
well that when I arrive at the con-

vention city my small voice will not
be heard in the midst of the din.

The. issues which civil rights and

segregation present are moral issues -

which cannot be served by politic;al
organizations minded to obscurs
moral issues in the hope of securing
transient political advantage.

H. G. ANDREWS.

Harrisburg, Pa., Aug. 3, 1956,

Quality of Research Queried
ToTHE EpITor OF THE NEW YORK TIMES:

“Wanted: More Scientists” raises an

interesting possibility of a way to at
least partially relieve the “shortage
of scientists and engineers.” To ma-=

terially increase their number takes

years, but to increase the number of
effective ones could be done in a

matter of months.

Many Government agencies fl‘
nance in university, industrial and
Government laboratories hundreds of
research and development projects
utilizing thousands of trained men,

Only a small fraction of these con=

tracts accomplish anything really
worth while. Nowadays it almost
seems to be taken for granted that

any work called “research” and that

leads to valuable results and will be
a marked help to our country. This
is a serious fallacy.

Many of these projects could be

losing any important results. It does,
however, take a lot more courage to

stop a research project than to start
or expand one. This is because to
terminate one rather implies that
someone used poor judgment in

starting it.
Men so released could be used to

advantage on some more worth
while work and probably be happier,
as they would have a greater sense

of accomplishment. A man or group
with a record of accomplishment is.
a good bet on any project willingly
accepted.

Incidentally, such action would
also save the taxpayers millions of
dollars a year.

WiILLIAM C. WHITE,

Schenectady, Aug. 5, 1956. .

FACELESS MOON, CARIBBEAN
’

SEA
:

As if to comfort her, the vague
white hoods

Arise above our starboard bulwark,
dance

broods
An emerald silence; eerie lanterns

spy
The calm sea-horses that in troops

advance
Whers spilling gold the foundered

galleons lie.

A vaporous mouth gnaws at the
wounded Moon;

Mist-fingers quit my face, at last
are still

_

In smoothed-out, masking pools,
They drum a tune,

Our turbines! “Though tall ships
must make an end,

No earthly power can break a

sailor’s will
To hold the course and guard the

sleeping friend.”
JOHN AcxmsoN.

8. S. African Lightning.

Is it not in the mterest of both

parties that their thinking should be

Your editorial of Aug. 5 titled-

costs a lot of money almost always
-

terminated, with little or no risk of
°

Uncertainly, and are no more as



£Z CAUSING STRAIN
ON WESTERN ALLIANC

British and French Are Inclinedto
Blame U. S. for Their Troubles

By DANA ADAMS SCHMIDT
Special to The New York Times,

/ \

WASHINGTON, Aug. 11—The

Suez Canal issue is straining the

alliance of the United States,
Britain and France much more

than the leaders of any of the

three countries- care to admit.

Last week Secretary of State
John Foster Dulles flew sudden-

1y to London after learning that
the British and French were

planning military action against
President Nasser of Egypt. Mr.

Dulles headed: off these plans.
He got the British and French
to agree to a conference. Thus

he broke the momentum of their

plans and precipitated a wave of

popular British and French irri-
tation against himself and

against the United States.

Whether the British and French

would have gone through with

their plans or not, Mr. Dulles’

intervention enabled them to say:
“If the Americans hadn’t inter-

fered we’d have fixed Nasser’s

wagon right away and avoided

the subsequent complications.”
Blaming the Americans has

not; been a, difficult exercise. In

1954 it was getting pretty obvi-
ous that, -sooner rather than

later, the British were going
have to leave the Suez Canal
Zone, Well-meaning United
States good offices, provided by
Ambassador Jefferson Caffery,
enabled many a Briton to delude
himself into believing that the
Americans had deliberately eased
the British out,

i

Blame for Evacuation

Early this year, when the
Israeli-Arab conflict seemed

ready to boil over into war, Sir
"

Anthony Eden visited Washing-
ton. He had a scheme for keep-
ing the Israelis and Arabs in line

by. tripartite military action un-

der the 1950 declaration by Brit-
'

ain, France and the United

s

States, which asserted their in-
tention to preserve the status

quo. ;

At the time it seemed the
United States would go along
with Sir Anthony. But soon aft-
ér he had returned to London,
Washington had second thoughts
and began to insist that it would
be better to work through the

United Nations, The British
conceded the point, and Dag
Hammarskjold’s mission to the
Middle East ensued, Another re-

sult was that the three Western|

powers, in effect, admitted that
they alone could ne longer run

| the Middle East astheir ptivate
preserve, and .that Russia,|
through the U. N,, was entitled
to have her say about Middle
Eastern affairs, This was prob-
ably inevitable too, sooner or

later, but the way it happened,
the United States shouldered the
responsibility, J

Meanwhile, the British were
beginning to feel more and more|

§

sour about Col, Nasser.
Now Mr. Dulles, at his London

conference with Selwyn Lloyd
and Christian Pineau, has estab-
lished the solidarity of the West-
ern powers on the point that it

_is intolerable that Colonel Nas-
ser should be allowed unfettered|
control over the Suez Canal.
High United States Government
officials observe in steady tones
that the British and French are

determined to use force against
.Colonel Nasser if he does not

agree to an international au-

thority, They do not say—and
this represents a remarkable
concession to the high feeling
in Britain and France—that the
use of force would be intolerable.
They merely say the United
States has made no commit-
ments on the subject.

This is the meaning of the five
points on which the three pow-
ers have reached agreement as a

point of departure for furthe
negotiations, '

« United Conference :

The three Western powers will
therefore go into the larger Suez
Canal - conference on Aug. 16

vigorously united and deter-
mined to bring the maximum
pressure to bear upon Colonel

Nasser, )

If the Egyptians should sur-

render, al] will be well, But this
is most improbable. Like Sir
Anthony’s, Colonel Nasser’s po-
litical life is staked to the Suez

.
Canal issue,

It is much more likely that he
would

'

fight, counting on the
sympathetic reactions of the rest
of Africa and of Asia to win his
battle for him, It is not at all
certain that even the Russians
could persuade him to capitulate.

Compromise is, of course, con-

In Florida

CENTRAL to Florida's principal
markets,2 railroads — airport —

highways — better climate — labor
surplus. Friendly city of 14,000 offers
many advantages to industry. There's
a site for you in the World's Winter
Strawberry Capital. ‘

write

PLANT CITY DEVHOPMENT COVMMITTEE
. 0. Box 1509 Plant City, Fla.

b i

ee Te e e e

ceivable, although particularly
problematic, since the Western

demand that an international au-

thority run the canal, and the
Egyptian argument that Egypt
has a sovereign right to run it
under international guarantees,
are mutually exclusive,

The big test of British-French-
United States unity will probably
come, therefore, when it is time
to decide what action to take
against Egypt.

Election' Year
/

If, on the other hand, British

’

-
R4 i

If the British and French dolised that!
not then strike, their loss of will setf]
prestige, after all the troop and|East and
ship movements and angry dec-|Perhaps

|

larations, would be devastating.|it is alsoj
After that, how much longer|and Briti
could they dominate Algeria and|and the F|
the Persian Gulf? become w

Either
and French do then strike at|would be J
Egypt, they will do so without |permitted|
United States participation. This|{to fix Nj
can be taken as a certain as-|first plagc
sumption, /especially in an elec-|pating in|
tion year. The Arabs have prom-|second pla

Y

! It’s as true on the

generation.

F

|

He refuse
fixelqob

The men who merit attent
commonplace . . . and seel

More and more, in their ch
leaders like these are movin|
the only distinctive new

Imperial is the one fine ca!

Incursions byA



LONDON, Aug; 21 (%4 )

,—Followmg are the text of the
\United States proposal for settle-|
ment of the Suez Canal dispute,’
as amended; excerpts from a’
Statement by Hamidul Hugq
Choudhury, Foreign Minister of'
Pakistan; the text of a state-'
ment: by Secretary of State'
Dulles. and. . excerpts . from a
'statement by Dmitri T. Shepz-
lov, Soviet Foreign Minister: ]‘
St ented UCS. Plan.

(Changes in text in' italics)
The Governments approving|

pants in the Londom confer-.
ence on the Suez Canal; con-

.. cerned by the grave situation

i seeking a peaceful solution in
3

_ regarding the Suez Canal;

¢ conformity with the purposes
| Nations;r

and principles of the United |

recognizing that an.:
‘ adequate solution must, on the

. be established with: due regard
<~ to the sovereign mghts of

1 "Bgynpt, should assure:
-

l

- largements of its capacity and

one hand, respect the sover-
|

eign rights of Egypt, including
1ts rights to just, fair compen-

rd the Suez Candl as an in-
ationdl waterway in. ac-

dance with the Suez Canal
vention .of Oct. 29, 1888;

© compensation will be paid |
he Universal Company of
Suez Maritime Canal, and

the mnecessary arrange-

cluding o provision for ar-
tration in the event of dis-

eement will be covered by
final settlement contem-

fed below, join in this ex- |

ssion of their views:

10 o

They affiem that, as stated
‘the preamble of the Con- |

ntion of 1888, there should|
be established “adefinite sys-
tem destined to guarantee at

)

}tlmes and for.all the pow-

* Such a system, which would|

A, Efficient and dependable
‘operation, maintenanee and

develqpment ‘of the canal as a

free, open and secure interna-
tional waterway in accordance
with the principles of the Con- |/

vention of 1888.
:

B. Insulation of the opera-
tion of the canal from the in-
fluence of poht1cs of any na-

tion.
- C. A return. to E’gypt for

the wuse -of the Suez Canal
which will be fair and equita:
ble and ‘increasing with -en=

- greater use.

D. Canal tolls .as,ZowigxE
.

trionieso {1. ¢@bove,nof”"‘mY

e

&
Bl i

Lo achxeve these resu]ts on%

" alpermanent and reliable basis
"

there should be establishdd by
a convention te be negotlated
‘with Egypt: |

A. Institutional= arrange-
ments for cooperation between

Egypt and other interested na-
tions in the operation, mainte-
nance and development of the
canal and for harmonizing and

) safeguarding their respective
interests in the canal.

7

nal and enlarging it so as to

‘thls statement, ‘being partiei- i mcrease the volume of traffic
in the interest of the world
trade and of Egypt, would be

|_the responsibility of a Suez
Canal board. HEgypt woulds
grant this board all rightsand.
facilities appropriate to its
functioning as here.outlined.
The status of the board would
be defined in the above-men-
tioned convention.

The members of the board
in addition to Egypt, would be
other states chosen in a man-
ner-to be agreed upon from

~among the states parties to
the conventiony with due re-

gard to use, pattern of trade
and geographical distribution;
the composition of the board|
its responsibilities. would be,
discharged solely with the’:
view of achieving the best 'pos-

1\ sible operating results without
)

pohtlcal motivation in favor
. of, or in prejudice against, any
“user of the canal.

The board would make peri=
odic reports to the United N&-

. tions.
B..An arbitral comn‘ussmn

*to settle any disputes as to
_

the equitable return to Egypt
(or other matters arising in

'

ithe operation of the canal.
C. Effective sanctions for

,' any violation of the convention |

' by any party to it, or any
. other nation, 1ncludmg provi-
. sions for treating any use or

. threat of force to. interfere
! with the use or operation’ of

. the canal as ‘a threatto the |
: peace and a violation of the )

purposes and principles of the
United Nations Charter,

D. Provisions for appropri-
ate association with the Unit-

i ed Nations and for review as |

may be necessary.

‘Remarks by Mr. Choudhury
Before I take up considers-

tion of my delegation’s reac-

; tion to the proposals placed
before this conference by the

' ‘Indian and United States dele-
gates, I would like to draw

- our attention to the psycho-
. logical background which

should receive our fullest con-:
.

sideration if we are to succeed
~in our task of restoring confi-
, dence to achieve an ‘atmos-
' phere of cooperation which is

"vital to our task.

Thecountriesof Asia have.
“justemergedfroma long pe-
xiod of foreign.domination,and.

. wisdom and a profound appre-
| ciationof the realities of our
'

times insofar as they have
'

recognized and given effect to
| their recognition of the need

' for the political emancipation
| of subject nations;
yiAsis only natural there: is.

| .To this end, operating, ma.m- ;

: talmng and developmg the ca=

. -nations and establish a sense

to be such as to assure that |

‘parties will have to be insured:

' the rejection of any idea of

' sociate itself with thig rejec-

that“tidgfax{s%.'s &k'btoq%b“

io Las
M

‘must

be said to the praiself%ltempofary stategnfan4ship of the Western world
that they have shown great

a tremendous upsurge of na-

tx(ma m in the countnes of'

f

this was not recog

.nized and I would appeal to
the statesmen of the more de-

veloped countries to recognize
_this fact and help the cause

“of peace and_ welfare of man-

kind\ by giving due weight
‘and consideration to the emo-

tions: and patriotic sentiment
of peoples who 'have recently
achieved independence. Much™
has been achieved over the
last decade and more to allay
fear and suspicion on the part
of. these peoples, but much
more remains to be done to
build .confidence among these

of security of that sovereign
dignity. I would, therefore, re-

quest  the dxstmgulshed dele-

gates to bear this background
in mind while considering the
proposals which I have the
honor to make.

Egyptian Voice Held Essential

We must start with the un-

qualified acceptance of nego-
‘tiation with - Egypt. There
should be no question whatse--

eedbyTall
| sociated in thebody:setup for

Canal.
I quote ‘the proposal of the

Indian delegate, “that conzid-

tion of international ‘user in-

{/Corporation  for
Canal.”

“There should be established
by the convention:

other interested nations in the
operation, maintenance and
development of tite canal.”

I would submit for the con-

sideration of this conference
that there is no real difference
between the proposals of the
delegates of the United States,
India andlours. Mr, [V. K.]
Krishna = M non’s proposals
have visualized the setting up
of a consultative body in ad-
dition to “association of inter-
national user interests with
the Egyptian corporation for
the Suez Canal.”

It is the opinion of my del-
"

egation that the association
- of user interests in tHe body
set up for the management

it would insure the restoration
of confidence among maritime
users of the canal and would
have none of the fundamental
disadvantages of a sys‘emof

ever of any imposition of the
~wil] of thig conference oil ‘the
Egyptian Government.

My Government joined'thi§ i
.

.| dual management. Tiy@ set~

conference on that assurance | ity

and on this basic understand-
ing. I have made it clear that
‘we will participate only if a

negotiatedand peaceful solu~
tion is the alm In reaching a .

‘solution 'the’ rights of all the

I am happy to say that Mr.
[Secretary of State] Dulles

‘has emphasized the need for

imposing settlement on Egypt.
‘my)| delegationwould like to as-

tion and to repeat that the ut-
‘most importance should be

_be ruinous to the smooth func-
tioning of the entlre machin-
ery.

In view of the fact thatac-

ceptance by Egypt would be
the cornerstone of any ulti-
mate) settlement, I would re-

quest/ the conference to con-
sider the admirable proposals
of Mr. Dulles as a basisg for
negotiations with Egypt for
the purpose of obtaining the
fullest cooperatlon of Egypt
by securing its sovereign rights
and interests.

attached to the agreement of
Hgypt to any proposal that

- this conference might adopt.
We 'have considered very

|

carefully the various proposals.
that haye been placed before
this conference and have come
to the conclusion that' there
is considerable unanimity in
the matter: of essentials,

The main'conflict seemed to
center round the composition
and authority of the body
which shall be responsible for
the working of the canal as

an international highway and
1 the interests of the mari-
time nations are'to be:mocz]the

State'ment by Mr. Dulles
_Chairman, it\ would

Rerha.ps assist’ the  ofderly
- progress of our meeting if, at
‘this' time, I should try to
‘answer the question which was

put to me by implication, at
|

least, by all of the four who
|

have spoken and expressly by
| the ‘honorable ' delegate of ;

(Pakistan. = Namely, whether
the United States delegatlon‘
accepts the amendments to
the United States proposals
which have been now proposed
by the dele ations of Ethiopia. .

L
‘

144‘these
Pakistan, rké% ardMgfifiéfiérggn&t . the

‘of them whichhas '

terests should be somehaw as-

the ‘management of the Suez |
-

eration be glvenwithout prej- |

udice to Egyptian ownership
and operation to the associa-

terests \.ith “The Egyptian
the Suez

i
T would also like to quote

mfl{% the - proposals of Mr,
ulles:

institu- -

tional arrangements for coop-
|

eration between Egypt and i

would be the best solution, as. |

i1

i
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¢ tewts
“'Secretary of State Dulles to the
Suez Canal conference and of
the United States draft proposal
for a settlement; excerpts from
a statement by V. .K. Krishna
Menonof India and the text of
the Indian proposal: ;

Statement by Dulle;
* Now that we have finished !

‘what (can be called the ‘‘gen-
eral debate” the question
naturally arises: “What do we

do next?” i

The -answer to that question .

derives in large part from the
nature of this conference.

* There are some things that
this conference is not, It is
not, a conference to take deci-
siong binding those who do not
agree. Our effectiveness grows
as we show agreement,' and
surely we should seek that.
But no majority, however
Jarge, can bind a minority,
however small,

This is not a conference to
negotiate with Egypt, for
Egypt is not here. If Egypt
had accepted the invitation t
attend, then the conferenc
might have assumed a differ-
ent aspect. But since Egypt
saw fit to remain away, that
automatically prevents this
eonference, as now constitut-
d, from being a negotiation

with Egypt. :

This 'is not a conference

|

'his| egafi
ssions of

3 1 T
¥

feguarding measures, that
{

:s s - !
Safeguards Are Stressedpolitical decision would not, in |/

fact, insure that our private §,
citizens would make their fu-,i: who have spoken here, repre-
ture plans for shipping or for | senting the nations which are

products or sources of supply,  upon, and the greatest

through the canal would be . safeguards of the kind sug-
‘available on reasonable terms 2 gested by this paper are those
and with dependability. . which are required to give the

Nodoubt other governments . assurances that are needed if
are similarly situated.

= 'they and their nationals are
It is the view of the United' to be able to count dependably

States Government that our .upon transit through
task here is to try to state as | canal,
clearly and with the greatest
unanimity: possible the actual

|

conditions which will in. fact
give economic security to the
millions of people whose eco-
nomic effort is consciously oz
unconsciously affected by th
reliability of passage throug
the Suez Canal.

Dulles Fears Disservice

A political decision whié¢
asked for less than was re

\quired ' for these purposes |

would bé misleading and do a

disservice to the cause upon
which we are engaged. ;

To ask for 'more would|
equally be a wrong and a dis- |

service to the cause in which
we are engaged.

The views expressed here, | y ;

as finally reduced to simple ,‘ portant to have the max_lm}}cm
terms, should then be com- | lzfiis‘of? degree of unanimity.

-op most of us with’ a state-
ment such as this, it will, I

liance upon the 1888 treaty

heretofore prevailed, have de-

canal as ' an

waterway.
There perhaps

through which to deliver any
kind of ultimatum to Egypt. '

None of us would, for a mo-
'

ment, entertain that purpose. !
What we are here to do is,

it seemg to me, to arrive at
|

the greatest possible consensus
as to what will best enable the
Suez Canal to serve dependably
its intended purpose of pro-
moting the free and secure ex~

change of products between
the countries of the world and,
above all, to be a secure link
between Asia and Europe.~

Closing of Canal Opposed
That link must not be sev--

ered. We owe it to the world,
nd to ourselves, to express a

ober opinionon that matter. |
I suggest that any expres-

sion of our views ought not to |
be based on speculation as to |
what the Government of Egypt
will or will not agree to.

‘

Rather we should seek in all
honesty to express an'opinion !
as to what are the measures

which will establish confidence |

for the future, while at the
same time giving full recogni-
tion to the sovereign rights of |

Sir o Uit st

is concerned, the opinion we
_expressisbased on our judg-‘mentof facts,iLA % ]

|
basis which seems indispens-

.

this conference,

i that the United States dele- !

- culatéd a

municated to the Government
'

of Egypt so that it can de-
cide what it wishes to do in
the light thereof, v

If Egypt finds these views
generally acceptable as a basis
for negotiating. a treaty or.

convention, then there would {

e the task of drawing up a | e the Necessary re-

Ceaty hetween Kgypt and the | OF,U510 e e Moty
subscribers to these views. i I

If ,on the other hand, Egypt .
Economic Factois Noted

not willing to proceed on a .,  Just as I believe no one

'

| constitutes an honest .effpx"t,
in the light of observations
that have been made at this

conference, to set forth what,

is
i

able to the countries which ¢

largely use and depend uponj"
the canal, then, it seems to:
me, that will preesnt a new
situation to be considered by!
our governments at that time. n

There might or might not in |

that event be further concerted
decisions: as between all or

some of the participants in

quired by the hard facts of

economic life,

to what Egypt will accept.
There is here no disregard

of Egypt's sovereignty. What
is suggested is that Egypt

every treaty involvesa cer-
That would be somethingto | tain surrender of sovereignty,

be determined by the govern- .

ments in the light of the cir-
cumstances. ‘

v

It is from this
highest sovereignty. s

What we are proposing 1s
4

standpoint

gation has prepared and cir- |

per whicl 3

forth certain views as f
the future operation
‘Suez Canal can be put upon

The large majority of those !

developing markets for their ; py far the most dependent ¢

sers -

on the assumption that transit *. of, the canal, 'seem to feel that «

the
:

Ii/there can be substantial ..

I;.ag;rue'ement on the pa,r\t of all

and the system which has

)

)

veloped their economies and !

trade in dependence upon the !

international
9

| ‘may mnot be
i complete unanimity upon this

|

point, but, I believe, it is im- -

are different views,.
these .should also be stated .
and communicated to Egypt. '

The United States: paper

‘should for political reasons ask
*

for more than is actually re- '}

so I do mot ,
believe we should ask for less
as a result of speculating as

|

should make a treaty. While

the execution of a treaty is 1
in itself an exercise of ;he \

|

4
4
[

| the canal, ai

| ers, the free use of the
|

Maritime" Canal?" .
;

it seems, are judged by most {i

'l nation.

|

of their views: .

*jr " this course, we
sl

have discharged a duty which
devolves upon us as parties
to the treaty of 1888 or as

important users of the Suez
Canal. | i

3

We can hope that‘\Egypt|

will regard, with an equal
sense, its responsibilities and -

thus permit of that fair and
constructive solution for which

‘the whole world eagerly waits..
-

U. S. Draft Proposal

an adequate solution must, on

the one hand, respect the sov-

reign rights of Egypt, includ-.
‘ing its rights to just, fair
compensation for the use of

)

nd, on the other ;

hand, safeguard the Suez
“Canal as an international wa-

terway in accordance with the
Suez Canal Convention of Oct.
29, 1888, join in th}\s expression |

ik :

i’I;hey ifi’iiff.p‘, ‘that, as stated ;
{

in the preamble of| the Con-
vention of 1888; there should !
be established “a definite sys- |
tem destined to guarantee at -

all times, and for all the pow-
Suez

‘Such a system should as-
surei iy

S g

11" A, Bfficient and dependable
operation, maintenanceand de-

| velopment of the ‘canal as a
|

“free, open and secure interna-

‘tional waterway in accordance.
with the principles of the Con-
ventionof 1888. :

B, Insulation of the opera- -

tion of the canal from the
|

influence of politics of any!
s |

.C. Respéct for the sover-
eigntyof Egypt.

;
?

D.A return to Egyptfor the_use of the Suez Canal which
| will be fair and equitable and
|

increasing with enlargements
of its capacity and greater'
use. .

S b ’ A

|, PayInenE'to the Universal -

Suez Canal Company of such .

sums as may be found its due
by way of fair compensation.

s low as is



r vvn e'es ished by

conventlon
Ins’cltutlonal

men’cs for cooperation between

Egypt and other interested
nations in the operation, main-
tenance and development of |

the canal and for harmonizing
and safeguardmg their respee-
tive interests in the canal.

~

Tothis end, operating, main-
|

tammg and developing the |

canal and enlarging it so as

to increase the volume of traf- -
fic in the interests of world

| trade and of Egypt, would be
the ‘responsibility of a Suez
Canal board. Egypt would

grant this board all rights and
facilities appropriate to its

functioning as here outlined. -

‘The members of the board, |

in addition to Egypt, would be
. other states chosen in a man-'
|

ner to be agreed upon from
~among the states partles to
5§

l

1 ate association with
~ Nations and for review as ma,y

the c¢
peace

)

R

the convention, with due re-

gard to use, pattern of trade
and geographxcal distribution; |

the composition of the board.
to be such as to assure that'
its responsibilities would be
discharged solely with the

view to achieving the best*
possible operating results with-
out pohtlca.l motivation in fa-
vor of, or in nrejudice against,
any user of the canal.

The board would make peri-
~odic reports to the Umted
Natlons
'B. An arbitral commlssmn

to settle any dlsputes ‘as to
the equitable return to Egypt
of fair compensation to the
Universal Suez Canal Com-*
‘pany or other matters arising

anal
as ‘threat to

and a violation of' the

purposes and principles of the
‘United Nations Charter.

D, Provisions fos appropri-
e United|

be necessary.

Remarks by Krishna Menon
So far as our own country

ig concerned, the Suez ‘Canal
is as much what is called a

lifeline in the economic and
social sense as| that of the
more advanced and industrial=-{
ized countries of the West.

Nearly 76 per cent or so of
our imports and just under 70-

~per cent of our exports /80
through thig canal. We will

~
not approach this problem from!
an academic or legalistic|
sense, but with a full sense of*

the reality of its impactupon

arrange-« :

tammg thesuétenancethat is,
ylt

required for carrying on our
. trade and commerce and our |

economic life, butalso that, in| pany in the whole of the Suez
the present critical sxtuatlon | Canal problem is that of oper-that has arisen, the alterna- | ating the service and carrying
tives to a peaceful approach to
a settlement are very grxmwindeed,

It is this that weighs upon
our mind, and should weigh
upon our mmd,,m the consid-|

.eration of this problem. There-
fore; while ‘the legal argu-

ments, the  constitutional
arguments, the researches
from history and various other|
factors can be adduced in sup-
port of one view or another,
they all fade into msxgmflcance

“in the consideration of what is
the best way, the best possible
way, of making this confer-
ence the first step .in the
progress toward a lfilfecaep
settlement. ;

Serious ConSequehces Feared
My Government_is particu-|larly concerned to point out

that any failure for us to’
resolve this problem peace-
fully would have consequences
which would go far beyond
Egypt or far beyond any of |

the countries concerned and,
“in the present state of the
world, where no problem /can

 be isolated from the context
“of international events and in-
ternational relations generally,
those consequences  deserve

| our very serious consideration.
\We have in this room heard

'so many times from different
quarters reference to the Suez
Canal Company as an mterna.-
tional orgamzatlon We have
heardit referred to as though
it were responsible for all that
was connected with the Suez |

1
Canal in the way of its use

| by the world commumty,
I would like tosay that the

| actual factual position of the
| Suez Canal Company is'that
it is a concessionaire from the
Egyptian Government, Its
status, legal, factualor other-
wise, is den\)ed from the con-

that concession.
Secondly, it is neéessary to

bear in mind always that the
Suez Canal Company cannot
be identified with the S
Canal. The Suez Canal Co
pany is only the agency thlat.
operates it.

Ttis necessary’to state that
this waterway, which connects
through gréat oceans and car-

- ally they have not carried out

| to the conventlon of 1888.

.| tionalization was” carried out

cession granted by Egypt. m‘
| less dramatic and doesnot lea.d

Authority of State Stressed
Now the place of the com-

out those things which they
agreed to when they took over
the concession, which mcxdent-

to a certain extent even to-
day. They were always under .

L -We
too many matte
‘nothing to do wi
‘Canal Company.

§
’ mattersare thei to which We

the protection of the state, p
whether that ' state was a

- province of the OttomanEm-
' pire or later an ‘independent |

| Egyptian state — that is to
say that the state that had
authority in Egypt was re-.
sponsible for| enabling the
Suez Canal Company to fune-
tiofs & ¢

The company also was found-
ed under Egyptian law and it
is so set out in the charter,
with thisdifference that as be-
tween the non-Egyptian part-
ners in the corporation if any
dispute "arose that would be
decided by the French law.
But so far as the position of
the company in Egypt is con-
cerned, it has always been un-

der Egyptlan law. 9

It has been so held and I
think the United Kingdom Gov-
ernment has in its submissions
before the Mixed Courts of
Appeal at various times insist-
ed on the Egyptian character

‘of the Suez Canal Company.
There are, however, rights
which vest in the partxclpants

Therefore, question of
natlonahzatlon in the view of
my Government, ‘was quite
within the competence of the
Egyptian Government. But I

_think my Government would
likeé it to be stated that there

dependently he

| Company. So
e

exlstence, as|

done in 1968 S
- tions arisin fro;
tion woulgl,i

not’ altogethe
petence of

possible for us to make
~approach to thig \

. where peacefu st

. taken for negot
tlement. Now w

| problems

convention of 1888.
 disrespect to a,nybod

| tohave too
'the canal.

is in the manner that the na-
|

.

features which have led to the
present gravtxy of the situa-
tion.

We would have liked to have
'

seen: the nationalization car-

ried out in the normal method
of international noxtanporfixewhere there is adequate notice
and the way of taking over is |

pany, or even of any financial
a.nd ‘other terests of ‘a

in any case, the interests of | C
the shareholders of the com-"

| lem to thefreeqo
tion, Now 1t g
tion problem can onlybe
withbycooperation an‘d

]

assistance indeed b
- thority iof the Egybg

“ Egyi)t’s Obliga.ti ns‘Not"



<

‘thati

affirmation of this ob h— ot
y

gation is necessary/ and what
can be done about it.

em to

clences. But it has eyer been

It has often been sald thatiy
in spite of the freedom-of-
navigation clauses, there has |°

been obstruction of navigation
in one instance. I'do not; mtend
to quote the insta

1t has emotional co
ontention. of' th

Government is th
struction to nav1ga»

-age to a particular.: ]

is consistent with the provi-|
sxons of the charter because 1t |

as an mtern 11 matter

'a |

has become antedated by those

consxder that in the deswe to_
|

find more funds for internal
|

purposes there is no mulcting|
/ of the international commu-

nity. That is to say that the
tolls and charges are not put
up in such a way to make it

| impossible for trafficto flow
willful violation '

en the right procedure is for
the aggrievedparty ‘to go to

_ the WorldCourt [the Interna- -

.tional Court of Justice in The.
Hague, the Netherlands] and

would be the first to say
‘the World Courtverdict

- were | against ‘the Egyptian
Government then they ought.

" to abide by it. Ithink that, in
any negotiations that go on,

| BEgypt should be asked toac- |

| cept the presenceof the World
Court in regard to any cases

- of that kind,
The,thlrd of the problems

faces us is the question |Fithal'

ofthe tolls and charges in’

: ‘irmé“atlon projects

connectxon wzth ~the Suez
Canal. §

. When the Bgyptian Govern- :

. ment natmnahzed it—the Suez
- Canal’Company~— they made:
statements which have created

j;alarm that is to say, requir-’
funds for the buxldmg of

in their
country and, certain circum-
stances havmg occurred right-

'

1y or wrongly, theyproclaimed
that they would nationalize the
'Suez Canal and make itEgyp-

. tianGovernment property and
give priority to finance" these
1rr1gatlon projects. -

. Now our. understandmg of
-;jtlns problem is that anyuse

canal funds for the national
purpose ofEgypt would be-

' confined to\
stflorp‘ that come from the
- canal.

the legitimate

“Now' our understandmg—
and we cannot speak for the
‘Egyptian Government, we can
only convey to this conference

- whatis our understanding and
whatis the present position'in

regard to tfns—:s that the use

|of canal funds or _the income

rofits derived by bthe former
| irectors

| operation’ ' depends

:

That is "co say,what‘ is de-

through .it economically. I
think it has got to be' taken
into account that if the Egyp-|

,tian Government, who now
owns the canal operation,
wants to make a profit the
only way it can do it is to run
it on an economic basis.

For example, if the oil users-
of the world were to find the
pipelines more profitable, then
they would be /indulging in
quite a suicide in trying to put
these tolls up higher than now.
Our understandmg again is

|

that thereis no desn'e to do

this, 3
;

Discrimina.tion Issue Raise
:

- The next problem is the dlS-‘;
-crimination against employes
of the company. It should be
possible to write into the in-
ternational agreement @ that
there ought to be no discrimi-
nation of that kind in regard
o employes of non-Egyptlan
ongm who are now in the

.

service of the company.” This,
|

again, is not a problem, in
spite of the national feeling,
that is' not amenable to nego-tiation. g

The next problem is the
question of the -efficiency of|

|
operation. This efficiency of

maintenance of the canal or

piloting the 'ships through
.them and the question of im-
provement. A great deal has ¢
been said in regard ti
I have heard said, in
and elsewhere, that
her economy, with
population, and with
paratively' small
would not be able to
take the vast developments
that are necessary.

This may be an alarming
piece of information, but when
we examine this problem
closely the development of the
Suez Canal has been planned
in a series of programs. Now
they have completed the
seventh program begun two

makeupcertain defi-

| nationalization/ was effected

| ernment ‘refused to entertain|

on the

i > g oo
;

body Let us. assume that this

available from ne 'r
o

nue itself.
i

‘The canal compa.ny'Sconces-
sion would have come to an

end in 1968. Therefore, apart
from the manner in which the

* and theconsequences of it and
‘the crisis' atmospheré whichxt
has created, it would appear
.that the actof nationalization

“twelve years.
Nowit wasvery well known

to all the countries of the|
world these concessions would |
‘not berenewed, The conces-

sion was due to expire in 1968
. ‘and, in that case, the function
of the company in regard to:
the= administration of the
canal’would be taken over by
Egyg; lis 1mportant for us to

realxze that not only the pres-
_ent Government of Egypt, but

|

'no Egyptian Government, has

been ‘willing to extend this
concession. The Egyptian Gov- |

"the proposal o extend the
concession in /1910, and the|
‘Egyptian Parliament unam-
mously voted down a proposal, |

_and, more recently, the Egyp-"

tian . Government . and its

predecessors ~ have turned
down a proposal for the ex-

tension of the ' concession.
| What is more, the fact was

known to the canal company.
All these problems we are

‘now| speaking about, about
freedom of navxgatlon and the
neglect of the canal condi-
tions, and so on,’ would have
come about, if they are likely

|

to come about, in1968 inste
of now. What has happened is
‘the anteda.ting of this position.

The internationalizationthat
is proposed is not of the Suez
Canal, it is not of the land
around 'it or of an Egyptla,n

or character
of

nal Company. gy
The Suez Canal Co

did not guarantee free
navigation. In fact, whe
Suez Canal Company

-ownership, and what is mor
when the British troops wer
in occupation of theSuez Ce
nal, it was at that time fh'
freedom ofnawgatxon
structed.

l

I am not sayingt
 responsible for

i

‘am saying is’' th

only party,the only
-can guarantee freed

"

1gatlon is thepart;
‘in control of the Govprn en

that government; that is
say, it is only the political and
governmental power in Egyp
that can guarantee freedo
of navigation. SRy

Question of Tolls Dlsc

The same applles to th
questlon of security.It
the experience of the g
natmns that securlty/ of .for-o

and the pubhc oplmon
country concerned.

The second of these

territory,it is merely of the

company, that is to say, the

Egyptlan Government has put;
in. place of the old Egyptian|
Canal .Company, the new

Egypnan Corpora.tlon for the
SuezCanal.. It is qulte true that

|

”a
unllmited amount of mone

was done; would that help to
resolve the problems we have
in mind?

Would the new corporatloh
be in any better position than
the canal company to guaran-

‘and the other parties in the‘

it is proposed that an m:
a ¥ were a,vailabie_there could b

he
- mum also should be the

. sponsibility ‘of the 'Egyp
‘Government, who has 't
over the cana,l compan ;

.

I have no doubt thaty
review or revision )

tee freedom of navigation; un-| charter, the Egyptian G

less the Egyptian Government| ment would undertaI tio
- in | world concerned were wuling t



he operatio;
ever” hmg concex‘xiedin 1tY

anything i

at/enables the

fmd itself in a

I the

In our view what is re
_is a re-examination of

:

 the
the way for

hat a peaceful antl speedy
solution to the situation con=

. cerning the Suez Canal in ac=
| the basis Of geogra

cordance with the principles
" and theCharter of the United

Nations must 'be  found and

negotiauons
opened w1thout delay’ on/ the

basis of::
1. The recogmtmn )

sovereign rights of K

2. The recognition
S ez Canal ag an integral

‘Egypt and as a water
of international importang

3, Free and uninterru

e Convention-of 1888. In- | =

"chxded, in that conventlon ine [t

. very speclfic form are assur-
in regard to these prob-

¢ They already exist in
 their clauses,and.particularly

in regard
to

the ma,intenance
conditions of the canal

3 ‘tolls and so on..

That should have the char-,

: Y
- ment any‘attempttoxntroti‘?uce
~other methods of-obse:
.treatieswould not only be un-

accepta?ble to many countries,
meluding‘ Egypt,

ni :

ovisions of the
with this treaty,

as a treaty that is of this
character with theUmted Na.g

i

Now, the questmn is towhat
extent canthe interestof ehfi
users makean impact uponJts
administration? That, I thmk,
is very larg ly a matter' £

‘negotiation. ;

Our intere

Rarty to a soIemn agreement
whlch comes under the obhga

COndmon and

| given inthe

ing

5. The canal bemg main-
tained at all times'in proper -

in accordance e
with modern technical require-

in

;to navxga.tlon.

rests of the users
ece'_ ingdue rec-

:

hah the Conven-v'

: gim |

uarantee at an times and for
e powers the free use of

5 th"
:

‘Suez Maritime Canal” =

: ing note that Bgypt has -

ven as late asJuly

agreement of 195
[The Indian deiegatlon]

make the following proposals |

‘in' the behef that they will
provide the basis for negotla-

~

tions for a peaceful settle-
‘ment: '

.PROPOSALS i
1’ That the Constantmople

Conventlpn of <1888 be re-
viewed to reaffirm its prin-
ciples and to/make such revi-

sions as are necessary today|
and, more partlcularly, incor-
p ratingprovisions in regard

| to just andequitable tolls and
| charges and the maintenance

of the canal assetout'in 4
and 5 above.

+ IT.” That all steps, not ex-
cluehng a conference of the
representatives of the signa-
tories of the 1888 Convention
and all user, nations of the .

canal, for the above (L) be.
¥ consmered ;

III, That consxderatmn be;

consultative bodyofEEVR
user ‘mtetests . for ed on

phcal rep--
resentation ~ and interests -

‘chargedwith advisory, consul- .
|

fative andliaison functions.
V. That the Govemment of

1
3

ust and equitable, and the
facilities of the canal being
available to all nations with=
out discrimination;

't Io-Egyptxan, ;

Egypt trans



CARGOES FOR E. AFRICA |
FROM OUR CORRESPONDENT i

JERUSALEM (ISRAEL SIDE), AUG. 7
It is learnt to-day that two freighters,

|

one Greek and one Dutch, chartered
|

by the Israel Navigation Company, have ||
been permitted to pass through the Suez |
Canal with cargoes of cement for un- |
loading at East African ports.

Their papers showed the port of loading |
and departure as Haifa. The canal dues [
were paid in cash and the freighters were

|;

allowed to pass without hindrance. There |

has been some talk here during the past |
few days of a more conciliatory tone in7;

IEgypnan radio and other references to
srael,

Although the two Israel shxps reported |
to-day as having passed through the canal®
to East Africa are not the first ships char-
tered by Israel to be allowed through, it
has been suggested that Egypt may now
be willing to ease its general restrictions
on Israel shipping and cargoes seeking pas-
sage through the canal. Apart from any
tactical move which the Egyptian Govern-
ment may think useful at this moment, it
is understood that Mr. Hammarskjoéld, the
United NationsSecretry-General, during
his talks in Cau-oflast hrg‘ relaz;a-

b 'q f“I?_.


