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10th September, 1956

EL SER TO H.E, THE R ROBERT G. MENZIES

DISCUSSIO THE _SUEZ L HELD

ETWEEN THE GOVERNMENT OF EGYPT A HE TION

COMMITTEE

Your Excellency,

I have received your letter of September 7th, 1956

relating to the meetings held between us and the Committee

headed by you and representing eighteen of the Governments

which participated in the London Conference on the Suez Canal,

Your Committee will recall that during those meetings , I

took up various basic points and commented upon fhem. You

have referred to the eighteen countries as representing over

90% of the users of the Canal. Besides this being distinctly

a statistical exaggeration, our understanding of the term

"users of the Canal" includes those countries which, even

though they have no ships passing through the Canal, use the

Canal for the passage of the bulk of their foreign trade. An

illustration of this would be such countries as Australia,

Thailand, Indonesia, India, Pakistan, Iran, Iraq, Saudi Arabia,
Ethiopia and The Sudan. Furthermore the Principle of Sovereignty,

the right of ownership and the dignity of nations are all deeply

invelved in this problem.

At least in appearance, the starting point of the present

erisis was July 26th, 1956, when, in the exercise of one of

1ts preropgatives, the Government of Egypt nationalized the

Company whiich bore the name of "The Universal Maritime Company

of the Suez Canal",
That the Government of Egypt was fully entitled to

nationalize that Egyptian Company cannot be seriously contested.

In nationalizing that company the Govermment of Egypt stated

unequivocally that it considers itself bound by the 1888

..+/Convention



Convention guaranteeing the freedom of passage through the

Suez Canal and its readiness to give full and equitable com-

pensation to the shareholders. Furthermore on August 12th,

the Government of Fgypt announced its willingness to spomsor

with the other govermments signatories to the Constantinople

Conventionof 1888a Conference to which would be invited the

other governments whose ships pass through the Suez Canal,

for the purpose of reviewing the Constantinople Convention

and considering the conclusion of an agreement between all

these governments reaffirming and guaranteeing the freedom

of passage through the Suez Canal. Parallel to this, nowhere

and no date could be found where or when the Government of

Egypt violated any of its international obligations concerning

the Suez Canal. At the same time, for nearly fifty days and

in spite of the difficulties created by France and the United

Kingdom and by segments of the former Suez Canal Company,

the traffic through the Canal has been going with regularity

and efficiency.

The crisis and the so-called '"grave situation" are

therefore artificially created by the above-mentioned quarters

as witness, among other things:

a. Statements containing threat of force.

b. Mobilization and movements of troops by France and

the United Kingdom.

Co Inciting employees and pilots working in the Suez

Canal to abruptly abandon their work, by France and

the United Kingdom and some officials of the former

Suez Canal Company, and

d. Hostile economic measures taken against Egypt.

With all this going on, we have been repeatedly made to listen

to references to a "peaceful solution" and to "free negotiations"

in order to achieve such a solution.

Need one emphasize the contradiction between the

.../palpatating
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palpatating reality and the professefaim? If there is anything

vhich flagrantly violates and disdains the letter and spirit

of the Charter of the United Nations it is such acts of attempted

intimidation, economic pressure and incitement to sabotage.

In distinct contrast to this, the Govermment of Egypt has

announced its full readiness to negotiaté a peaceful solution

in conformity with thepurposes and principles of the Charter

ofvthe United Nations. This remgins'to be the policy and the

intent of the Egyptian Government.

We have studied most carefully all the proposals:submitted

in and outside the London Conference with regard to this problem,

including the proposals of the eighteen countries which. the

Committee represents. Ve find ourselves in agreement with the

eightéen count:ies when they state that the solution must:

a. Respect the sovereign rights of Egypt.

b. Safeguard the rreeddm of passage through the Suez Canal

inaccordance with the Suez Canal Conventionof
October 29th, 1888.

c. Respect Fgypt's rightof ownership.

d. Ensure the efficient and dependable operation,»
.

maintenance and development of the Canal.

Whén, however, we come to consider the ways and means

proposed by the Committee to attain these objectiwveswe find
that they are self-defeating and that they lead to opposite
results from those aimed at.

The "definite system" as proposed by theCommittee would,
in fact, mean "taking over the operation of the Canal" as

circulated by the sponsoring govermments immediately before

the Conference among the govermments invited, and as in substance

maintained throughout in spite of the variance of expression.

«s +The system
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The system proposed is bound to be cors idered and treated

by the people of Egypt as hostile, as infringing upon their

rights and their sovereignty, all of which precludes real

cooperation.

It can, moreover besasked whether it was the Suez Canal

Company which guaranteed the freedom of passagé through the

Canal, Was 'it.not indeed the Govermment of Egypt who safe-

guarded and still safeguards that freedom of passage? VWould

this freedom be or could it in actual practice be safeguarded

by the propbsed Suez Canal Board? 1Is it not te be expected

that this Board would be, not a source of comfort and help,

but a source of misunderstanding and trouble?

In all this we keep constantly in our mind the vital

importance of genuine international cooperation as distinct

from domination of any country, be it single domination as the

one which Egypt just got rid of or collective domination as

would inevitably be considered the system proposed by the

Committee. Any attempt to impose such a system would indeed
be the signal for incalculable strife and would plunge the

Suez Canal into the turmoil of politics instead of, as the

Committee profess to want, insulating it from politics.

Whatever the system of operation of the Canal is going

to be, it will depend on the close, full and willing cooper-

ation of the people of Egypt among whom and through whose

country the Canal runs. It is obvious that such indispensable

cooperation cannot be had if the people will consider the

operating body as hostile and as against their sovereignty,
their rights and their dignity.

Strangely enough, those who pose as protagonists of

"insulating" the Suez Canal from politics have been the authors

of many acts which diametrically contradict this announced

.« o/purpose,.



purpose.

What is the "internationalization" of the Suez Canal, the

convening of the London conference on the Suez Canal with, in

the most part, tactically selected invitees, the delegatingof
the five-member committee, the threats, the deployment of armed

forces and the economic measures - What are all these if not

politics

You have mentioned that the delegates of any nation

represented in the proposed Suez Canal Roard should not be

under any obligation to observe political instructions. They

will, nevertheless, be nationals of their respective countries

and subjects of their respective governments, and it will be

extremely unlikely that they will be immune from the influence

of such relationship. The similes you have put forth of the

International Rank and the International Court of Justice do

not in our opinion either hold or convince.

We believe that the real insulation of the canal from

politics would best be guaranteed by a solemn and internationally

binding commitment in the form of either a reaffirmation or s

renewal of the 1888 Convention, either of which, as we already

declared, is acceptable to us.

It has been alleged that the Government of Egypt aims at

discriminating against one of the countrie§ you represent, namely

the United Kingdom, and that the Govermment of Egypt has among

its objectives the dlsruption of British economy and the interrupt-

ion of the line of trade and supply of the United Kingdom through

the Suez Canal.

It is clear beyond cavil that nothing could be farther from

truth, and no one could validly point out one single reason

«../why and for what



why and for what useful purpose the Government of Egypt should

entertain such policy.

International confidence was also mentioned by you. I have

in this connection called your attention to the fact that

confidence is a two-way proposition and that while the confidence

ofother nations is ilmportant, that of the Egyptian people is at

least of equal importance in this respect and it cannot be had

if the Egyptian people are as a result of certain acts and

policies impelled to doubt and lose faith in the existence

international justice and the rule of law in international

relations.

If the real objective is to secure the freedom of passage

through the Suez Canal, the answer is there: namely that passage

through the §anal has always been and continues to be free.

The only danger to this freedom/ggssage stems from the

threats, the redeployment of armed forces, the incitgtion of

employees and workers to sabotage the operation of the Canal,

and the economic measures against Egypt.

If, on the other hand as it seems, the objective is to

amputate and to sever from the very body of Egypt one of its

main parts, if the aim &s to deprive Rgypt from an integral

part of its territory. We should be told of it. It should be

abundantly clear by now that Rgypt, by the very nature of

things, is vitally Interested in the maintenance of peace and

security not only around the Suez Canal but also throughout the

area in which it exists and all over the world.

It should be equally clear that, if only by sheer self-interest,

Bgypt 1s devoted to the freedom of passage through the Canal and

is equally devoted to the concept of an efficient, enlightened and

progressive operation of the Canal, without any discrimination or

any exploitation whatsoever.

«../I wish to refer



I wish to refer in this last connection to my having mentioned

to the Committee that the Government of FTgypt is ready to enter

into a binding arrangement concerning the establishment of just

and equitable todls and charges.

As for the future development of the Suez Canal to which you

referred, I wish to reiterate that the Govermment of Egypt is

determined to do everything possible in this respect, that it has

already announced its intention to carry out the development

programme which was planned by the former @anal company and other

programmes of much wider scope and longer range.

It is our announced policy that the Suez Canal Authority is

an independent authority with an independent budget enpowered with

all the necessary powers, without being limited by Government rules

and systems.

We have also announced our intention to earmark an adequate

percentage of the revenues of the Canal to its future development

and to deviate none of the revenues needed for such development to

other channels. BRoth for the development and for the operation

of the Canal, the Govermnment of Tgypt does and will always be

ready to beneflt by the knowledge and experience of highly

qualified experts from all over the world.

The crux of the present situation 1s, in our opinion, that

the proposed system, in itself and in what has accompanied it

and what it involves aims at securing for a group of the users of

the Canal control of it by their taking over its operation.

The paper which was circulated among the countries invited

to the London Conference shortly before it was convened, and which

seems to be untid now a guide as to the still maintained objectives

of the sponsoring countries reads:

.../Proposal for the



Proposal for the establishment of an International Authority

for the Suez Canal:

I. France, the Tnited Kingdom and the Unitedlstates are in

agreement that at the conference a resolution shall be tabled for

setting up an international authority for the Suez Canal on efit

following lines:

II. The purposes and functions of this International

Authority would be

(1) To take over the operation of the Canalj;

(2) To ensure its efficient functioning as a free,

open and secure international waterway in accordance with the

principles of the Suez Canal Convention of 1888;

(3) To arrange for the payment of fair compensation

to the Suez Canal Company;

(lL) To ensure to Tgypt an equitable return which will

take into account all legitimate Tgyptian rights and interests.

Failing agreement with the Company or with Egypt on eilther of

the last two points, the matter would be referred to an arbitral

commission of three members to be appointed by the International

Court of Justice.

ITT. The constituent organs of the Tnternat onal Authority

would be

(1) A Council of Administration, the members of which

would be nominated by the powers chiefly interested in navigation

and sea-born trade through the Canal;

(2) The necessary technical, working and administrative

organs.

IV. The powers of the Tnternational Authority would in

particular include

(1) The carrying out of all necessary works;

«../(2) The determination



(2) The determination of the tolls, dues and other charges
on a just and equitable basis;

(3) All questions of finance;

(h) General powers of administration and control.

We are convinced»that any unbiased study of this circular

would leave the reader with but one conviction, namely that the

purpose is to take the Suez Canal out of the hands of Tegypt and

put it into some other hands. It is difficult to imagine

anything more provocative to the people of Tgypt than this.

An act of such a nature is both self-defeating and of a nature

to generate friction, misunderstanding and continuous strife.

It would be, in other words, not the end, but the beginning of

trouble.

I would like, on the other hand, to reaffirm that the

policy of my Govermment remains to be:

A.- The freedom of passage through the Suez Canal and its

secure use without discrimination.

B.- The development of the Suez Canal to meet the future

requirements of navigation.

C.~ The establishment of just and equitable tolls and

charges, and

D.- Technical efficiency of the Suez Canal.

We trust that the Suez Canal will thus be insulated from

politics and will, instead of being a source of conflict, become

again a link of cooperation and of mutual benefit and better

understanding between the nations of the earth. Turthermore we

are confident that by carrying out this policy and extending its

good will in every direction, Egypt will best be able to contri-

bute to the welfare and happiness of the world as well as to its

own happiness and welfare.
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~ CAIRO, Sept..9 (1 eutérsk—Fo%@b m’e the

joint communiqué issued by President Gamal Abdel

The Communique
Discussions between President

Nasser and the committee con-

sisting of representatives of

Australia, Etheopia, Iran, Swe:
den and the United States under

opinion, disclosed deep ~differ-
ences of approach and;principle
which it- seems  clear that mo
repetition of debate can -affect.
In these circumstances, we con-
sider that it would now"be help-
ful that my committee “shoul
now set down, in:summary: an

objective form, the underlying
purposes of the 18-power propos-
als and the nature o asons
underlying them. ‘. BEi

(=%

in privr.te without records and
with g

to what we were proposing

Australia, Denmark, Ethiopia,

ir sumed tha

eighteen of the nations which

ference on the Suez Canal and
in turn has received the views
of the Government of Egypt
with regard to them.

The discugsions have been con-
ducted in a frank and informal

ipals the out: e
e

:
:

¢ proposals which as-

t the act of national-
jzation had occurred and. that

the problem ¢f the payment of

compensation to the Suez Canal
Company would be properly dealt
with, with provision for arbitra-
tion in the: event'of difference;
and that what was needed was

and methods for the future,.-~
These should be such as would

both in law and in fact insure

““that the Suéz Cahal would con-
tinue to be an international

waterway operated free of pol-
itics or national discrimination
and with a financial structure so

secure, and an international con-
fidence so high, that an expand-

tob
the large questions of principle

participated in the London con--

manner. The committee is de-
arting from Cairo and will re-

the establishment of principles

_from various countries; includ-
in,nogt be subject to. political

|

direction, and should be given I
'

in the convention, with the
free consent jof Egypt, wide

finance so that it could inspire
confidence, deal with the fu=

| ture financial requirements’ of
the canal, and insure a. non-
discriminatory and non-polit-

body would
|

te regard for
itutions of

fie. The proposed.

the existence of

of Egypt, be a derogation from

Egyptian sovereignty; that it
would in substance represent
a reversal of the policy .an-|
nounced by you on July 26. |

Egypt's View Disputed
We cannot agree with this)

view. Nowhere in ourproposals
is there any denial of Egypl's
territorial sovereignty. On the
contrary, the London “proposals
expressly recognized these rights
in Paragraph 2 of the resolu-
tion. The whole essence of what
we have put forward is, to use a

homely illustration, that Egypt's
position as the landlord of the

canal being completely accepted;
she should proceed by interna-
tional agreement to install a|

tenant so constituted that the

future of the canal would be

satisfactory both to its owners

and to those many nations who

lord grants a lease of premises
|that dease derogates from  hic
‘ownership. T}?e fact is that the
Jease is an expression of anc

Egypt, the members would

powers of management and |o

| jcal management of canal traf- |

to
Y

su% pody operating  the |g

Suez Canal would, in the view

use it. -
i

: ‘

SRR SR AL o ne point of view of the
2} imaintained that whena land

stitutional arrangement”
which comes. readily to mind is

to‘i‘b‘g'
{

t being in the
orporated un-

xisting law, it has
s, but also be-

cause its ‘capital structuyre
and . growth it has enjoyed the

unquestioned confidence of a
great variety of member nations.

Its existence has not, so far
as we know, been regarded -as

derogaing from the sovereign-
ty of any nation, even though it

enjoys a wide immunity from
national laws. We have become

‘¢onscious‘oft your firmly held
view that there is no occasion’
for a canal authority possessing
an international character, be-
cause of Your Excellency’s be-i
lief that Egypt is herself capa-
ble of conducting and ensuring
the future of the canal, and has
never challenged the 1888 con-
vention or its declarations about:
the freedom of the canal. [ ¢

Certain Considerations
To answer this point, we

found it necessary to put before
you -quite frankly and objective-
ly certain considerations which,

lnations who among them repre-
sent “over ‘90 per cent of the
traffic passing through the

canal, are of vital significance.
The traffic through the canal

/observed that the eighteen na-

France, the Federal Republic of involved.
Germany, Iran, Ttaly, Japan, the, 1t would be tedious and un-

Netherlands, New Zealand, Nor-inecessary in this ‘document 'to

way, Pakistan, Portugal, ‘Spain, irecapitulate all the discussions
Sweden, Turkey, the  TUnitedithat have  occurred on all the
Kingdom and the United Statesipoints of interpretation that
of America. (Spain,at the Lon-haye arisen. The simple truth is
don conference,madea IeSeIva-ithat we quite early realized on

tion which has’ been conveyedihoth sides ofthe table that there
to you.) Srgiiil kAT ere certain “eentral matters

- Prosposals Debated ) i]gthUt agreerrgtent upon which
:

¢ subsidiary matters could “not
From the outset, you will have

usefully lg,e determined. The two
crucial proposals emerging from
iILondon were: ;

:

d. That the operation of the canal
should be insulated from the
influence of the politics of 'any:
nation, and
That, to enable thisto be done,
the should ; be ' established,

o

tions have not attempted to ar-

rive at any joint opinion as to

the validity «or otherwise of

Egypt’s nationalization decree.

The London conference felt that
to have:a debate on this pointz'

ce

conditional upon his ownership. has almost reached what might
On this analogy our proposals be described as saturation point.
would mean that the tenant of Even to maintain it ii. its pres-

the;canal would pay to Egypt a ent shape requires the constant

substantial rental which must services of a highly skilled, ex-

unguestionably grow as the traf- perienced and specialized engi-
fic through the canal increases, neering and transportation staff.

land “that in the meantime the This staff has been built up over:
tenant would, in the exercise of a long period of years. There,
its. managerial and financial has been an increasing intake of!|

powers; be constantly improving Egyptian personnel, but the|
the value of Egypt's asset. '

great majority of the key em-|
" Indéed,as the “tenant” in this|ployes are still nationals of oth-
analogy would be a body which|er countries. i

includes. Egypt, herself, the posi-|. #rom the point of view of
tion.of ‘Egypt would be evenimgypt . herself it is /desirable

stronger,:. In Paragraph 3A ofithat there should be a con-

our proposals, there is a refer-ltinuity of skilled operation.
ence to. “institutional arrange-lsych continuity, in our judg-|

|ments.” ', As we felt that thiS|ment, cannot be assured unless

phrase might be regarded aslihere is complete mutual cofi-}
idimitting' ofa variety of ap

ong 1 A

ns, we underfook t



s NN

fidence of‘%its principal users.

The mnumber: "of 'tankers pass-
ing . through  the canal could

double or treble in a few years
if such confidence exists.

'

Expansion Held Necessary
vith such traffic, ex-

pansion of the canal will he
necessary...‘Whether expansion
consists of'widening, deepining,
constructing: by-passes or even

duplicating the canal, the -capi-|
tal costs will be substantial. If

these costs'are to be met over a

period of time from canal reve-

nues without serious current re-

ductions in Egypt's income from

the canal, or without the im-

position of burdensome increases

of dues, they’ must be derived
from funds accruing from an in-

crease in traffic—an increase

which would come only if the

users would maintain confidence |

in the canal.
© And it must be remembered|

the increased dues would impose
‘grievous burdens upon those

many millions of people in the
‘world who, in the long run, pay
the costs and charges incurre

by the cargoes they ultimately
Buy or sell. If expansion would
not be necessary, it would be

because the users’ confidence
would be lacking and many of

them would have found good
reason to avoid remaining de-

endent on the canal,
The benefit, therefore, which

‘Egypt might have gained would

‘be materially lessened. We have,

therefore, in the interest of

Egypt and the users, urged that
the structure of the body actu-

ally conducting'the canal opera-
tions should be such as"to inspire|ol ot g

because

|

g
neces g capital sums

be

o revailing
i

4 |siderations are adequatelymet

Delegates lficitflofl\ht‘
goodwill ‘and good fdith,

persons so appointed could serve
in ‘a nonpolitical manner in this
case as readily, for instance, as

do the judges of the Permanent|
International Courtof Justice, -

As 'we have throughout' em-
|| phasized, it is essential ‘that if
it is ‘to be a truly international
waterway as '‘envisaged by the
1888 Convention, there should be
no politics “in the' Suez Canal,
whether those of  Egypt or of
any other nation. Your: Excell-

excluded from  the politics of:

Egypt, since it is part of Egyp-
‘tian territory and assets.

- To this we have pointed out
that, if the canal is to remain

fully available for any of Egypt’s
political purpoéses, subject only
to the 1888 Convention, then the
many nations using the canal
will have to realize that their
pattern of overseas trade will be

at any time subject to the de-
cision of Egypt alone, /

;

-

We. are, of course, conscious
of your own view that these con-

by the guarantee of freedom
under the 1888 Convention. '

'

But if that Convention is to
contain the only limitation, it

seems clear to us, as we have
pointed out, that there could be,
for political purposes, many dis-
criminations in traffic and mar-
shaling control which did ‘not
fall "foul of the . Convention;

ency has told us with clarity and tions which had the effec

frankness that you do mot be- making the bank a “special
lieve that the canal could be agency” under the Charter,

that, canal dues being within

Egypt’g sole control, differences
of opinion as to’ their level will
almost ineVitably be fixed by
reference toEgyptian budgetary
needs, with the strong possibility
that they would be raised to the

maximum that the traffic could
‘bear; and that future develop-
ment of the canal might w¥

b

‘¢ontrolled by local budgeon, the part{ioi ho

maybeasked to Provid
M,

|

In short, what we have pro-
posed is that, Egypt’
ty ‘being fully reco
actyal operation,
and

g

:

ishould be reposedin a body (es-|
tablished ~under

-

international]
conventiobn), which would include|

|

people from various nations, in-

cluding’ of course ‘Egypt, with
extensive - finané¢ial powers and
responsibilities.

S |

As we believe that an inter-

national waterway like the Suez |

Canal should not becomean in-

strument of the political policy
of any'nation or nations, we pro-
posed that the members of this

body. 'should not be the mere

|delegates of ' any nation or be

under any obligation to observe

political instructions,
On the contrary, we:proposed

that 'the parties:to the conven-

tion should select them with re-

gard to their personal qualities
of -ability, integrity and‘ expe:

|rience. It is true in a sense thal
‘lour proposed convention woulc

s sovereign-

—w
w2

|

|siderations; ‘a danger ‘whi

gnized, the
|

maintenance
expansion. of the

=
canal that the setting up of such a

|be -an. arrangement made’ be: i

'gie‘pe'ndent finance by a sp
international body would en
BVert: o sa PaZ

We have stated and restated

body as we have proposed would
create such a feeling of assur-

ance in the minds of all user na-

tions t_hat the necessary financial|
provision could be secured, the
burden of such matters being no'
longer the sole responsibility of
Egypt herself,

We have further emphasized"
that, under our proposals, there|
would no longer be private
shareholders or dividends. The|
oné nation which would obtain|
an assured annual net revenue
from the canal would be Egypt.
Your Excellency has repeatedly
and vigorously explained to us

that the setting up of a Suez
Canal body of the kind envisaged
in our proposals would, to the!
eyes of Hgypt, represent either
foreign domination or seizure.

We have pointed out that the
truth is that ne arrangement

pr. B he
canal a.n;

A e 5

Ties to U. N. Weighed
It remains only to emphasize

two other large matters which

arise in the course of our pro-

posals. The first was our pro-

posal that the new body, having
been constructed by internation-

al convention, should be brought
into relationship with the United
Nations.

This was done in the case @

the International Bank by
agreement with the United

which, of course, did not aff
the freedom of the bank in the
conduct of its business. [

Association between our pro:
posed body and the United Na-
tions in a similar fashion could
we believe, give great satisfac-
tion all around the world &nd, if

adopted,
~ would considerably

strengthen international . confi-
dence and security,

We also proposed an arbitral
commission to settle disputes.
There might -be disputesas to
the equitable return which Egypt
should have from the canal.
There might, in the course of
the years, be other disputes in-

volving one or more of the con-

stituent nations. ;Any - such

matters, if they could not.be re-

solved by agreement, should be

arbitrated upon by an independ-
ent -commission enjoying inter-
national confidence.

=

Our proposal did not mean
that such an arbitral commission
would be the authority to deal
with the normal problems which

arise in the course. of , manage-
ment, such as claims which

might arise in relation to' the

employment of people or con-

tracts with subsidiary contrac-
tors.

| C

“To the extent to wh h  con-
i

gFER e ,

they be contrdits made
for th st, part, i an

¢ did"not contemplate that in

«: There are_in o - proposals

PRvhic ;

e

Jength but Which We mow: suili=
marize as follows:

(a)! 'Bgypt’s ownership of the

canal being, recognized, it is

to her great advantage to

have the canal maintained and

improved and made more

profitableas the years go on.

(b) The future financial bur-

dens involved in' suc main-

tenance and improvem’e_nt,’

(d)“A just and fair method of

compensating the sharehold-
ers of the Suez Canal Com-

pany would have been agreed

_upon. o .

(e) The dangerous tension now!
existing internationally would
be relaxed .on terms .satis-

_ factory to- the user nations

and entirely consistent with

_Egypt’s proper- dignity, .inde~
pendence, and ownership, and
thus a world . contribution
would be made to the peace-

© ful settlement of international

problems. Syt

‘

It is the understanding of the

committee that you have taken

the position that you are unable
to accep; the basic proposals put
before you. I would be grateful
if Your Excellency would inform
the commuittee® whether or not
its understanding is correct, sup-
plementing your statement with
such views as you may care to

express.
.

T

If, unfortunately, the under-
standing of the committee is

correct, the task entrusted to

the committee by the eighteen
powers of presenting and ex-

plaining these proposals and as-

certaining the ' attitude ‘of the

Egyptian Government with re-

spect to them would have been

carried out. iR

In such an event, there would
appear to be no alternative
other than for the committee to

respectof such matters the nor-

mal jurisdiction of the Egyptian
courts should be excluded.

pute of a genuinely internafional
characdter that the jurisdiction of
the arbitral commission Would
be invoked. bl

‘Fairness to Egyptt Noted

At the London conference it
was .agreed by all the nations

represented that any arrange-
ment entered into must be com-

pletely fair to Egypt and must

pay scrupulous regard to Egypt's
territorial sovereignty.

Our whole presentation of the

matter to Your Excellency has
been made in that spirit and
with that desire. It is for this
reason that I-have repeatedly
pointed out. that: while repre-
senting nations. who are users

of the canal we are deeply and

urgently concerned in obtaining
the highest possible m

. 5@fijifi”

=

-.jand future for the canal. 5

It would, be only in any dis-

request Your Excellency to re-

ceive it at your early



major users of ‘the Su
i

o approach the Egyptian Gov-|1
ment on theirbehalf, topre-

ent to z?;t c
the future operation

the canal and to explain to
he Egyptla - Government the

“and objectives of such
osals. The text of these pro~

Is is ‘attached hereto.
11bereadily-understood

t thenations for whom
speak regard their vital eco-

mterests being deeply
aff tedby the. future of the

have a clear bellef

e useof vessels
3 , it should be de-

tached from pohtlcs, and the
1 anagementof its operations

S

‘be placed on such a basis
ure the maximum of in-

nal confxdence and co-

al_dignity,
trated

i ‘ended by the delega
thiopla, Iran,

e delegation
Republic ofGermany,
pan, é‘Norway, Portu

!

“;

n|the interests.

Thege gwo pomts “of
were indeed clearly illus-

he wholetemper and

,‘ |of justice to both si

‘Pakistan and
rkey and endorsed in addition|Australia,| > .

hé Federal |V

Italy, Ja- ©

the Netherlands, New Zea-
al, Spain,
d Ki

in proposals re-
that what we are prop
flicts with the soverei
of Egypt thh regard to-
canal, which-~ flows thtough
Egyptxan territory, we. should at|
the outset of our.dxscussmns
make it clear that ‘we donot
believe that the Convention of

1888 and aconvention of the

Eg-  indeed, the existence of

|those sovereignrights and thei

continued recognition which af:
fordthe wholebasis of our pro
posals. It is our desire and.need

systemfor the operation, main-
tenance and development of the

Egyptian soverelgnty, will serve

dependably, for a long time to
"

|come, the manifest interests not

onlyofEgypt ‘but of all users B

thismost importantwaterw:
We trust that our discus:

will proceed ‘amic
is. Thoughyjlamfirepus

i ‘b Om h

or
ment ‘which |

come to Egypt, haye soug

peaceful settlementdp
a consohdatlon'of the {utu

i operatlon of the canal.

. Theyaffu'm that stated by
the preamble of the Conventio)
of 1888, ‘there should be estab

kind: we are suggesting supple-{ “
mentary to thatof 1888 affect|

pt’s sovereign rightsat all.||

that there-'should be a etmfled ¢

canal which, while it recognizes|

bly on hfs

on-

ference with the Government’ of
Egypt,and will ina reasoned
way do our best to securea

pon a basis
es, and suc*;.wwldbedischarged solely with'

of
& View to achieving the bestpo

so enable it to serve the peace
fulpurposes of many fio.snohllm1 1 th orld

1ts capacity and greater use. ¢
(d) Canal tolls aslow as is

consistent with the forego;ng‘re-
quirements and, except for. (c)
above, no pl’Oflt. ST 4

31
To achxeve these results on a

.\
4 \

theu- respectwe interests in the
canal. To this end, operating,
maintaining and developlng the
canal and enlarging it so as to
increase the volume of traffic

t|and of Egypt ‘would be the re-

t sponsibility“of a Suez Canal
"ard Egypt would grant thlS

unctmnmg as
s‘The statusof the

ol LO be agreed upon from among
the states parties to the ‘conven=
tionwith due regard to use,
tern of trade and geograph al
'distribution
the board to be such as to
sure that its responsibilities

sible operating results without
pohtxcal motivation in favor of,
or in prejudice against, any user.
of the canal,

The boardwould make penodlc
reports to the United Nations..
. (b) An arbitral commissiono,
settle any disputes ias to the!
equltgble return to Egypt or
other matters arising in the

(c) Effective sanctions for ax

anyv1olat1on of the convention by
any party to it, or any ‘other

|nation, mcludmg provisions for
|treating any use or ‘threat ‘o£
force to interfere with the use
or operation of the canal as

jla threat to the peace and viola-
tion of the purposes and prin-

_lciples ‘of the United Na,tlons
Charter.

(d) Provisions for appropnabe
association with the United Na-

“llished “a’ definite system des

“luse of. the ‘Suez

Su h system, which
be‘establishedwith due r

to the soverei i
shouldassu

:_|tined to guarantee at all times
.|and. for all thepowers, the fre

tions and for revxew as’ may be
necessary ‘
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 Documentsorfap
Menzies” Letter to Nasser
At the Suez conference in

London, the Spanish, delegation
requested that, in the event the

Suez committee was unable to
reach agreement with Your Ex-

cellency on . the matter of an
international board for the Suez

Canal, “the committee should
bring to  your _attention the

Spanish proposal at the confer-
ence, The Suez committee has,
'accordingly, asked me to direct

your attention to the. Spanish
proposal, - the. text of which is
enclosed. ' iz 3

I have received your letter of
Septe 7, 1956, relating to the
meetings held between us and

the committee headed by .you
and representing eighteen of the
Governments which participated
in the London conference on the
Suez Canal. Your: committee
will recall that during those

meetings, I took up various basic

points and .commented upon
them.

You have referred to the

ing over 90 per cent of the
users of the canal. Besides this
being distinctly a statistical ex-
aggeration, our understanding
of the “usersof the canal” in-
cludes  those countries which,
even though they have no ships

the canal for the passage of

An illustration of this would be
such countries as Australia,

|Thailand, Indonesia, India, Pak-
istan, Iran, Iraq, Saudi.Arabia,
Ethiopia and the Sudan. Fur-

thermore, the principle of sov-

ereignty, the right of owner-

'ship and the dignity of mnations
are all deeply involved in this
problem.

'
-

At least in appearance, the
starting point -of the present
crisis was July:26, 1956, when, in
the exercise of one of its pre-
rogatives, the Government of
Egypt nationalized the company
which bore the name of. ‘“the
Universal Maritime Company of
'the Suez Canal.”

That the Government of Egypt
was fully entitled to nationalize
that Egyptian company cannot
be seriously contested. In na-

tionalizing that company ' the
Government of Egypt stated

itself bound by the 1888
C

vention, including the' propos
of the countries which the ct

mittee represents. We .find o

selves in agreement with
eighteen countries when th

state that the solution must

(a) Respect the sovereign
right of Egypt;
'(b) Safeguard the freedomof

passage through the Suez Canal
rdance

with theSuez
i

29,

~ Nasser’s Letter to Men

eighteen countries as represents!

passing through the canal, use|

the pulk of their foreign trade.!

*Statement
The Spanish delegation agrees

that the proposal of the United
States, 'as amended, should be
submitted to' Egypt as a basis
for negotiation.. The Spanish
delegation requests that, in the
event of an agreement not being
reached with Egypt on the for-
mula for an international board
for the Suez Canal, negotiations
should :proceed on the basis of
the Spanish proposal, that is to

say, along the lines of an inter-
national participation on the

Egyptian body administering:
e canal.

i

R

71ies

canal, *

i

Ways and Means. Issue

When, however, we come to
consider the ways and means

proposed by the committee to

attack these objectives we find
that they are self-defeating and
that they lead to opposite re-

sults from' those aimed at.

The “definite system” as pro-
llposed by the committee would,

‘in fact, mean ‘“taking over the

operationof the canal” as circu-

||lated by the sponsoring Govern-
[|ment
(lconference among the Govern-

‘.ments\ invited and in substance
maintained throughout, in spite
of the variance of expression.

The system proposed is bound
to be considered and treated by
the people of Egypt as the
‘hostile infringing upon - their
rights and their sovereignty, all
ofswhich precludes real coopera-
tion. {

It can, moreover, be asked

,within the most part tactically

~|delegates of any nation repre-

immediately before the|

anal 'v’ll ;::» S .: ious “th
i

such - indispensable cooperation|
cannot be had if the people will

ir
d

hostile and as  against
sovereignty, their rightg
their dignity.

‘Intemationalizatioiéwa
Strangely enough, those who

pose as protagonists of “insu-
lating” the Suez Canal from
politics have been the authors
of many acts which diametrical-
ly contradict this announced
purpose.

i
What is the “internationaliza-

tion” of the Suez Canal, the
convening of the London Con-
ference - on. the Suez (Canal

selected invitees, the delegating
of the five-member committee,
the threats, the deploymnt of
armed forces and the economic
measures—What are all these,
if not politics? .

You have mentioned that the

sented in the proposed Suez Ca-
nal board should not be under
any obligation to observe polit-
ical instructions. They will, nev-

ertheless, be nationals of their
respective countries and sub-
jects of their respective Govern-
ments and it will be extremely
unlikely that they will be im-
mune from the influence of such
relationships. The similes you
have put forth of the Interna-
(tional Bank and the .Interna-

'tional .Court of Justice do not,
in our opinion, either hold or

convince.
We believe that the real insu-

lation of the canal from politics
would best. be guaranteed by a

solemn and internationally bind-

ing commitment in the form of
a reaffirmation or a renewal of
the 1888 Convention, either of

which, as we have already de-
clared,is acceptable to us.

. It has been alleged that the

ithrough the canal has

been and continues

whether it was the Suez Canal Government of Egypt aims at

Company which guaranteed the discriminating against one of
freedom of passage through the the -countries .you .represent,
canal, Was.it not, indeed, the namely the United  Kingdom,
Government of Egypt who safe- and -that « the Government of

guarded, and still safeguards, Egypt has among its objectives
that freedom ‘of passage? Would the disruption of British econ-

unequivocally that it considers}

y

pro

‘

this' freedom be, or' could its
-actual practice be, safeguarded
by the proposed Suez Canal
board? Is it not to be expected

of comfort” and help, but a

source of misunderstanding and
trouble?

o

, y the committee. Any
attempt to impose such a system
would indeed be the signal for
incalculable strife and would
plunge the Suez Canal into the
turmoil of politics, instead of as
the committee professed to want,
insulating it from politics. ‘

. Whatever

pend on the close, full

that this board be not a source|

'mentioned by you. I have in this

omy and. the interruption of the
line of trade and supply of the
United XKingdom through the
Suez Canal. .

;

It is clear beyond cavil that

nothing could be farther from
the truth and no one could val-

idly point out one single reason

why, .and for what useful pur-
pose, the Government of Egypt
should entertain such policy.

International confidence: was

;
2

~to the fact that confidence is a

just got rid of, or col:
5

connection called your attention

two-way  proposition and that,
while the confidence of other na-

tions  ig important, that of the

Egyptian people is at least of

equal importance in this respect;
and it cannot be had if the

Egyptian people are, as a result

always

b fr%}-
He Demands, Clarity; |

The only danger to this free-

consider the operating body as dom of passage stems from the

threats, the redegloymept of

foreaik ithe ingliation ofaomployes : jers, to_

sabo-

ta
L3 e m‘f —

?{m
a t économic measures
against  Egypt.
| 1f, on the other hand as it
|seems, the objective is to ampus
itate and to sever from the very
body of Egypt one of its main
points, if the aim is to deprive
Bgypt from an integral part of
its territory, we should be told
of it. It should be abundantly
clear by now that Egypt by the

very nature of things is vitally
interested in the maintenance of
peace and security, not only
around the Suez Canal but also
throughout the area in which it
exists and all over the world.

It should be equally clear that,
if only by sheer self interest,
Egypt is devoted to the fx[eedom
of passage through the ;canal
and is equally devoted to the
concept of an efficient enlight
ened and progressive operation
of the canal without any dis=
crimination or any exploitation.

I wish to refer in this last
connection to my having men-

tioned to the committee that the
Government .of Egypt is ready
to enter into a binding arrange-
ment concerning the establishe
ment of just and equitable tolls
and charges.

;

As for the future development
of the Suez Canal to which you
referred, I wish to reiterate that
the Government of Egyptis de=
termined to do everything possis
ble in this respect that it has
already announced its intention
to carry out the development
program which was planned by
the former Canal company and
othér programsof much wider
scope and longer range.

It is our announced policy
that the Suez Canal authority is
an independent authority with
an independent budget enpowe
ered with all the necessary pow=
ers without being limited by
government rules and systems.

We have also announced our

intention to earmark an ade-

quate percentage of the revea

nues of the canal to its future
development and to deviate
none of the revenues needed for
such development to other chane
nels. Both foy the development
and for the operation of the
canal, the Government of Egypt
does, and will always be ready
to, benefit by the knowledge
and experience of highly quali-
fied experts from all over the
world.

The crux of the present situ=
ation is, in our opinion, that the

proposed system; .in itself: and,
in what has accompanied it, and
what it involves, aims at secur=

ing for a group of the users of
the canal control of it by their
taking over its operation.

of certain acts and policies, im-

periled to doubt and lose faith
in the existence of international

@
_ . [ljustice and the rule of law in,

system
:

ati s g;anal i?go gt?M
.

Te

- to se
’

'and which seems to be’
e through
answer

i ‘a-'wifl‘pass: v

The London Conference Call
The paper which was circue

lated among the countries i
vited to the London conference



thorlty forthe Suez Canal:
France, the- United Kingdom

and:the-United States are in
agreement that at the confer- |5y
ence a resolution shall be ta-

- bled for setting upan interna-
. -tional authority for .the. Suez
Ca.nalon .the follo mg lines:

2. The purposesand func-
| tlons of this InternationalAu-

thomt\y would be
(I) To take over he opera-'

tion of thecanal;
functioningas a free, openand

_secure international-waterway
in accordance with theprin:_
cxples of the Suez Canal con=ventxon of 18885 utive

ment of fair compensation to
‘the Suez Canal Company;

(IV) To insure to Egypt an

equitable return which- will
take into accountall legitmate
Egyptian rights and interests.
Failing agreement with the
company or with, Egypt on

either of the last’ two ‘points,
. the matter would be referred
"

to an arbitral commlssxon of
 three members to be appomted'
by the Internationat Court of
Justice.

- 3. The constituent organs of
_ the Internatlonal Authonty

would be
(I)A Council of Admlmstra-

tion,  the 'members-of which
would be nominated by the:*
powers chiefly interested in

. through the canal;

working and admmistrat;
organs.

4. The powers of. the Ir
national ~Authority would,
particular, include:

~
(I) The carrying out o

‘necessary works; =
.

:

 (II) The determination of

tolls, dies and other charges on
‘a just and equitable basis;

EIII) AR questions of finance
V) All que

:

)

- (III) To arrange forthe pay-
|

‘|secure use —w1thout discrimi

biased stud of th
would leave ’the reader wlth but
one cOhvmtlon namely,that the

rpose istotake theSuez Canalouf.of the hands of Egypt and
put it into some other hands.It is difficult to imagin any-
thing more provocative :

people of Egypt than this, n
act of such a nature isboth self-
defeating and of a nature to

|generate friction, mxsunderétand-

would be, in other words, not. th
end, but the beginning of trouble,I 'would like, on the otherhand,to reaffirm that the policy of
Government remains to be: .

(d) The freedom of passage
through the Suez Canajaand:its
tion.

(b) The development
Suez Canal to meet the
requirements of navigati

(c)—The establishment st
and equitable tolls and char es;
and

(u)—Technical efficienthe Suez Canal
‘We trust ~that the Suez anal

will thus be insulated from. poli-|tics and will, instead of bei
source of tclflnoc become ';

standing between the nations of
the earth, Furthermore we are

navigation and sea-born -trade
f

(II) The necessary technxcal.' 5



CAIRO Sept 9—Prime Min-
1ster Robert G. Menzies of Aus-

tralia vehemently denied tonight
reports of disagreement with
Loy W. Henderson of the United

States during talks here with

President Gamal Abdel Nasser

of Egypt on the Suez Canal
CI‘lSlS
AT, Menzms sald ‘with great

emphams that, as far as talk of

“dwergence and dxsagreemen
went ‘“there had been none.

“That can be wiped [out]\
completely,” Mr. Menzies de-

clared. “This one is the most
unammous committee I have
ever seen.”

'

Mr. Menzies: ma(de flat state-
‘ments on two important contro-
versial points. He emphatically
denied the reported split between
‘him and Mr. Henderson, a Dep-
|uty \Under Secretary of State
and he said the committee had
neither asked for nor. received
lany counter-proposal from Pres-

’1dent Nasser.
,a, very, very ‘grave one’and‘has
been ever since it arose.” He

would not enlarge on that
remark.

' He remar} ed ‘“‘the. 51tuat10n is|ti

' By SAMPOPE BREWER
Special to The New York Times.

widely dxfferent sources f.ha.t Mr
Menzies supported the idea of

solving the crisis by military
occupation of the Suez Canal
Zone and thus was in conflict
with Mr. Henderson, who sup-
ported the United States’ policy
of mederation. Itwas these re-

port2L{ha.t produced Mr. Menzies’
deni

One rumor was that Mr. Men-

zies. was angry because of offi-

cial statements made in Wash-

ington indicating the United|
States would not back armed
action by the British if Egypt
refused to compromise on the
canal questxon

‘On the other hand, it was
rumored Prime Minister Menzies
encouraged premature reports
that the 'talks were a ‘‘failure”
because he wanted to justify
possibleJuse ffi‘ force bythe‘
British.'

Asked ‘Whether President Nas-i
ser had “conceded any oints,”
Mr. Menzies again declared that

this was nota case of _negotia-
anexchangeof vxew‘

pomts
;

Of the Egyptlans, he said “we
have been greeted with great
courtesy” and “there have been

There liave been reportsfrom|no delays.’


