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Record of the fourth session of tripartite talks on the Suez Crisis (London,
30 July 1956)
 

Caption: To establish a common position following the nationalisation of the Suez Canal Company by Gamal
Abdel Nasser, delegations from the United States, the United Kingdom and France meet in London from 29
July to 2 August 1956 for tripartite talks. At the fourth session on 30 July 1956, the talks focus on what should
be included in the final communiqué of the conference.
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"' TOP SECRET 

N.', TION.",LISi.TION OF THJ~ SUEZ CANAL 

COPY NO. 
ｾ＠. ..... 

TRI P,.RTITE T.~LKS BET1 :Ei:~1'I THE B'RENCH 1 UNITED KI NGDOM , 

Al'ID UJ\.J1TED ST.;TES DELEG,~TI O:NS 

Re cord of the 4th meet ing he l d i n t h e Counci l 
Ci1a mb e r , For e i gn Office , on MondRy , July 30·c h, 1956 , 
at 6.oo p. rn . 

De l ega tions ~e re h ea ded by: 

Unit ed Ki ngdom 

f.'.cnsieur Pinea u Mr . Se l wyn Lloyd 

Fo i' e i gn Of:f i ce, S. '."!.1. 

Auf.;ust 1 , 1926 

Unit ed Sta tes 

1,,r. Robe rt Mur phy 

,~.,_. 

1 
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SECRET 

FECORD OF i, MEETING Y.ELD IN THE COUNCIL CHAMBER , 
F OREI GN OFFICL J...T 6 P . M. ON JULY 30 . 1956 

J.. draft comrnuni qu~ was circulat ed to the conf' erence . (Annex A) 
J1Ir . M~ sa i d. th at he was not i n a position t o accept the 
langua~e .of this_comrnuni qu~ ~nd wondered i f i t was essential to 
? ~o~uce it ~t t hi s_ sta~e . ~ons i eur Pineau mentioned that he 
WJ. Sned t o discuss it vn th his Government on th e fo l lowi ng day . 
After discussi on it was agr eed to go th~ough the corrmruniqu~ 
paragraph by paragraph. 

. A ~edra~ t of _the corrl1llUniqu~ (Annex B) was agreed afte r 
di scussion , i n wln ch the foll owi ng points wer e made • 

. Mr . Murphy di d not wi sh to st r ess tha t the Eg,Jpti an Government 1
6 

action v,as sol el y a mea sure of r etali at ion for the Uni teu s tates 
withdrawa l f rom the J..swan Dam. He cons idered t hat the Egypt i an 
Government:s action ·had b een under cons i de r at ion for some t i me and 
wa s no t s imple retalia t ion . 

Monsieur Pi neau said t hat hi s Government a t tac hed consider ab l e 
i mport ance to this po i nt, a nd would wi sh to emphas i se this aspe ct 
of the Ei:;yp ti an act i on • 

.A corr.promi se was r eached by r e l at i ng the retal i ation to a 
statement made by t he Egypti an Gover nment . 

Mr . Murphy sa i d t hat t he ac t i on of the Egypt i an Government i n 
compelling for e i gn employees of the Canal Company t o continue 
work under t hreat of i mpr isonment c ould not be sa i d to demonstrat e 
that th e Egyp t i an Government were i ncapable of r unni ng the Canal . 
The phr ase i n que st i on was consequently el imina t ed f r om t he 
cornmuniqu~. Nor c ould Mr. Murphy accept the statement that the 
Egypti:rns by avowi 'e1g the ir i ntent i on t o f i nance a n&.t i onal 
undertal<:inG fr'orn Cana l revenues wer e s howi ng a disregard f or tbe 
i nternationa l pur poses for which t he Ca nal wa s c onstruc t ed . This 
sentenc e was th0ref ore also deleted. 

Tt vrns also agreed t·ha t there shou l d be ·no ref erence to due s 
i n the coT!llnuniqu6 . 

J1s t o pLragr aph l,1. it was de cided that t her e rrru.st be some 
refer ence to assoc i ation with the Unit ed Na ti ons , although t he 
natur e of this associat ion need not be spec i fied. This was 
parti cularly impor t ant f' r orn the po i nt of view of United St at es 
opi nion. 

The Gene r al ques t ion of the United Nations aspec t of the 
pr oblem was then ~o nsidered. 

Si r Ger a ld Fi tzmaurice s a id t ha t the Working Party had 
conside r ed tl1c p ossibilitie s both of Egyp t g oing t o th e United 
Fa tions , · or t he Mari t i me Power s t hems e l ves doi1:1g ~his: . Tl1e 
\Vor :-: i ng Par t y had cons i dered t l1at ::";gy:pt was no-c; likel y in. present 
circumstanc es t o r efe r to th e United Nat ions, exc e1Jt possibly to 
:fore s t all a mo ve t owards the i n t er na tionalisa tion of the Canal. 
The Fore ign Secretary aske d whe ther, if we were t o sto'P leave , 
start t r oop movements in Cypr us, and send orders to thin out 
Briti sh women and chi l dren i n Egypt, the E!sYJ?tian G?verrun~nt coul d 
refer to t he Security Counc i l . Sir Gera ld Fitzmaur ice said that 
the Egyptian Government mi ght say tha t there wa s a thrcc t to peace 
and security and ther e wou l d b e no way to prevent thc;o r ef erring 
to the Security Council under thes e circumstances. 



4/8

TOP SECRET 

Monsieur Pineau said that any measures t aken could be justified 
by the si tua tion in Egypt. The point was then made in discussion 
tha t the outcome of the debate in the Security Council would to some 
extent depend on whe ther the quest ion were judged to be a "dispute" 
or a "situa tion". If' it were judged to be a "dispute" the parties 
subject to it would have no vote. Sir Gerald Fitzmmurice thought 
it would be possible to persuade the security Council that it was 
dealing with a "situati on" . The Foreign Secretary s aid that it 
would be easier t o ma inta in tha t it was a "situation" before a note 
ha d been sent to the Egyptians, rather than subsequent to the 
despatch of such a note. 

The Foreign Se cre t ary said tha t a provisional timetable for 
future act ion ha d been agr eed wi th the Prime Minister. This envisaged 
an interna tional confer ence of maritime powers from the 7th to the 9th 
August. There would then be a t wo day interva l , in which friendly 
powers, such as the member s of the Bagda d Pact could be informed of the 
views expressed by the conference and the ir support enlisted. A note 
to Egypt would be sent about August 12. Although a second conference 
wa s not excluded, we wer e not enthusiastic for it, and we should not 
~ommit ourselves to such a conference. Mr.Mur~hy said that his 
instructions from Washington were that Article of the 1888 Convention 
should form the basis of a conference and he had understood at the 
l as t meeting that there would be a second conference. Monsieur Pineau 
said that it was essential to prepare a draft plan of action. The_ 
Woreign Secretary pointed o~tthe danger of going from conference to 
conference, while Nasser continued to collect dues wrongfully and 
consolidated his position. Mr. Mur~; said that although the United 
States were not signatories to the 1 Convention they nevertheless 
regarded this as their legal basis for using the Canal. 

There was some discussion of the basis on which countries should 
be invited to participate in the forthcoming conference. Sir Gerald 
E'l tzmaurt.y. said that the application of the 1888 Convention was 
not limited' to its signatories. Her Majesty's Government maintained 
that the Convention simply indicated the rights of maritime powers 
wi th regard to the Canal and had become a part of general international 
law. We ought to start on the principle that the first countries to 
invite to a conference were the principle maritime powers. Sir Harold 
Ca ccia said that a good basis was the International Chamber of 
Shipping, to which these powers belonged. Mr. Murphy did not like the 
idea of taking the International Chamber of Shipping as a basis for 
invitations. This· would exclude the USSR and Egypt. Monsieur Pineau 
said that he did not exclude the possibility of asking the opinion 
of signatories of the 1888 Convention, after the conference had met. 
The Foreign Secretary saw advantage in the host country, the 
United Kingdom, taking theresponsibility and issuing invitations to 
15 countries, who would in fact be the members of the International 
Chamber of Shipping. 

/Mr. Murph,y 
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_, ., ~ J,jurph.Y.. asked whe. t ti1e1•e would be to prevent it b <:. ins s a id 
~hO " w~ _ st10~:d ｾ＠ hav: h,1~ 1' ?. ~~urs~ to the United Nat ions . He thOught 
1,he Unit ed ::i ~o ues '.IOUlc, avvcnd 't,he ()ropos ed conference but we 
wou~ ~ be __ s ubJe ~t to s~~ ,J. c ; anc1 Ct Hicism , part i c ul r, r l y 'for ou:itting 
a mc: Jor world ~~wer li l{.e vhe _D. S. S . H. The Poreie;n Sccret c r_2 sa id 
t~at, a s ,_o. b as i s for t he confe rence, wc wer r:. t 2. king the point of 
';.1ew of "he ~ se rs ?f t11e ｾ＠ c ona l, tha t ~ias t he shippe r s of the wor l d . 
\ ie a c c et)t ed .,he Un~te d ~~u.a t es contention tlrn t the 9r·ob l em s11ould not 
be ~8ckl ~d_a ~ ｾ＠ Jri pa r~it~~?ne bu t that the b..:, se shoul d be b roadene d. 
Vie were uoinL d1J. s b y i nvi vi ng the u :::e r s . Mr. Mu ruhJL soie. tha t he 
r ee; r et t ed tl1~ a b ~e1:1ce ;'.~ ~e.kif;ta ::• The Foreip;n Secretar:l said t tia t 
he ha d seen t.he ?r i me Mini s ter OJ. Ira q nnc-:. t he r el.)rcsen'c ot ives of 
the Bagdsd Powe1' s t l1a t 2f~c rnoon . He ha d point ed out ~he l' eu sons 
fo r the conf e e nce snd s o. i d thc t te ho ped our _fri ·1c1s ' :ould be 
associ c ted wi th it s conc l usions . · It wou l G be bet t e r i f t hey were 
to do th i s uni L 0 t crc: 11~, , t'cthc r th::i n as membe r s of' the Bagdad Psct 
The Pa k i stan Hi g h Co,.1r,1iss ione r hcd er,~ phas i sed the i moort once of • 
assoc i .8 t i ng Ind i a ,~ i tl1 the cor~cl usions of the c onf er ence Mr. MU~Qh;L 

aske,d . h ow the ab s ence of t he u. s. s. R. co uld be e xl)l o i ned , not tha t 
he wi s he d the m t o pa rt ic i po t e . Si r Har old Cc. c cia s a i cl tha t t his 
could be expl a i ned on a user bas i s . The Fo re ign Secret a ri 
recoll ect ed an argu me nt ~e ha d haJ u i t h the United s :ates 8t the 
time :.of tlle Kor ea n c1'i s.;i. s • .. At t ha t ti mo the Uni ted Stat es 
Gove r nme nt '.'l i shecl to · keep the Kor e1J.n Confe renc 6 limitec"1 so tha t it 
shoulc.1 be ns r e l iable as po'ss ibl e . , It 'Nas now the a im of He r 
Ma j esty's Gove n 1111ent ' to make 'Gh c c onfe{!ence of Ma ri.ti me Power s as 

reliabl e as pos s ible . He stre ssed that -r; he powers princ i pa lly / 

c once rne d were tr1os'!1 ,1 i _th .~.2. jor -- ~hi PP i,,!1.fl. !nter~sts~ _ ~~"'-. -~"-"-! 
f'int1lly agreed tha t Uthe Umt eu Kin[,d o~ul d i s su~ inv i v~ ti'o'm:l t...o 

to _µ,ieconfercnce , 4i hich would be ' he ld ·n Londory ｾ＠ .JIJ~ ｾ＠
ｾ＠ 0.. . {Jd,rt~'- -

P,:. y; ment of J)ues v 

Mr. Proctor sa i d tJ~,1. t the M;i.ni ste r of Trans port had me t shi p 
owne r s that af'·tG rnoon. . t{o decis{on: li;-:cT been u.ke n ns to ;:hat 

advice they s hould be t iven; c, nc1 -~· ne Minis·~er ha d s ,1 i C: that he r1 ould 
inform them of t h i s l a te1•, a ft er he !w d c onsulted his colleagues. 

The p1' c-.se nt ·s itu , tion in tlie Canc\l ··1:as that chi ps ·:1er e passing 
thrqug h nor ma lly. Shi ps concern(:') d h t:d alr:ea dy pnid ~heir ~ues to 
the Suez C2n2 l Co,119s.ny , ~m1 tl1e ]:;c~rpticlns v1 ~rc n cc ~;>~ing t h~s; , . 
So rr..e time in the . fif' ternoon of JuJy 31 t ne fHst British sh~ >- rnich 
ha d no 'G pnid its r.lu P.s would c"o cl: the Cei mtl. This ,;i~ua ti~n was 
unliltely to c.,• ise for o. French ship until Auc;ust 2, bu~ matters 

.v;ere likel;y to 00 1;:e .;b a hr: ad within the next few d.:iys. 

The shi:::> O\mers had ,, ome to ·the· c onclusion tho~ it \':ould not 
be des1L' able.for British shi l.)S to boycott the Cn na_l unlE;uS other 
lea.ding countric s '::ere to do the same. The Forei{m Secr:;~r;L 
exprec:sed concern that United St~tes shi ~ ownu•s might ~lr .:-u dY be 
acceotin" the new 1.:;gyptian Suez Ccnal £. Uthority und making~ payments 
to it. 0

1:t' this wer e the · case it re ['.)r e-:; ented a mos~ unfor vunate 
sehism bet~0en United Kin aom a n~ United Sta t e s policy. 

/Mr, UurW said 
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Mr. Murphy sa id tha t United St a t es ship own er s had been in 
t he habit of' ma ki ng paymen t s i n Egypt . He wa s unable t o say 
whether t he ship o wner s would b e ab l e t o r e s er v e their pos i tion 
when maki ng payment s in t h e futur e , Si r Harold Ca ccia s a id tha t 
the Ger man Amba s s a dor ha d ca lle d t ha t a f t er noon a nd ha d poi nt ed 
out t he lega l diff iculty whi ch Wl,Uld a r ise if' German s hi pper s wer e 
to pay the i r dues to t he new Cana l a u t hori t y in s t ead of' to the 
Sue z Cana l Company. The For ei gn Se cret ar y s a id t ha t it wa s mos t 
impor t ant t ha t t he I n t er na ti onal Chamb er of' Shi ppi ng , which wa s 
meeting in London on Augu s t 1, whould wor k out a common poli cy 
f'or ship own er s . Monsi eur Pi nea u summed up t h e p os i t i on a s f ollows , 
A ship woul d a r r i ve at Sue z a nd r ef'us e t o pay t o t he Egyp t i an 
author i t y . Th e agent woul d then probably b e i nfor med t ha t, if' he 
d i d not pay, h i s shi p could not pa s s t hr ough t he Cana l . '.JJ'he next 
stage would be t o pay, b ut without pr ejudi ce ,and t o make a prot es t , 
I t then r emaine d t o be seen whe ther t h e Egyp tian a ut horit i e s •.vould 
a llow t he ship to p,s s. 

In r epl y t o a questi on f rom t h e Forei gn Secre t ar y, Mr.Proctor 
poi nte d out t ha t it would n ot b e possible t o hav e a queue of' shi ps 
a t the end of' t he Cana l , beca u se of' l a ck of' berthing spa ce . The 
F'c r e i gn SP.cr e t ary asked Mons i eur Pineau and Mr. Murphy f'or their 
v i ews on ~he que stion of' a r e -r outing , which had b een r a i sed by 
the Prime Mini s t er a t lunch. Mr . Murphy s a id tha t he doubted if' t he 
United Sta t es Gov ernment would agree to d o this. He tho ught t he 
si tua ti on could b e cov er ed by a decision of' Governments to s ay tha t 
pa yments wer e made under dure s s . Monsi eur Pineay said tha t while 
it mi ght b e de sirable t o keep Cana l traf'f'ic as low a s possible a t the 
pr esent, ther e wer e a numb er of' ships which , f'or e conomic r ea s ons , 
1 t woul d b e b etter not to divert. Mr. Murphy s a id tha t r e-routing 
woul d be v er y expensive. The Foreign Secretary stressed the grea t 
i mportance he atta ched to a common d·ecla r ati on on the principle 
t ha t any payments by s hip owners wer e made without pr e judice , 
Tri partite solidarity on thi s point wa s vita l, Monsieur Pineau 
sa id t ha t the Sue z Cana l Company ha d instructed its emp loyees to 
a sk for r epa triati on. If' consulted on this q uestion, the French 
Gov ernment would say tha t it wa s best, in the circumstance s tha t 
French na ti ona ls shouldreturn home . In view of' the difficulty 
of' ge tting such a message to a l~ members of' the Co~pany , the French 
Gov er nment wer e go i ng t o arrang~ f'or it to be broaa~ast. Sir Ger a ld 
Fitsrna urice pointed out th8t if' the employees of' the Company lef't 
Egyp t it would no longer be possible to cla im tha t the Egyptians 
nee ded these employee s t o run the Canal. They would then have to 
u se the ir own personnel. 

Mr. Murphy sa id tha t the Egypti ans would then be able to 
cla im tha t the f'r ee passage of' the Canal was being obstructed, a s 
a r esult of' t he withdrawal of' the Canal Company'-3 employees. 

Af'ter discus s ion it VIB s agr eed that guidance issued to the 
pre ss should be non-committa l. 

The conf'erence then adjourned and the next meeting was f'ixed 

for 3.15 p.m. July 31. 
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~I) 

(II) 

(III) 

Drnf t Communigu~ 

The Governments of France, the United Kingdom and the 
United States regard the Suez Canal as an interna tional 
wate r way of vit a l im portance and an essential factor in 
the whole world econc~y and consider that it should 
continue to be opera t ed in accordance with the 
principles l aid down in the Conventi on of October 29, 1888. 

The three Governments note with grave concern that the 
Egypti a n Gov ernm~nt as a me asure of retali a tion, have, 
by the ir action on ~uly 26, 1956, arbitrarily and 
unilateral l y purport ed to abol i sh a r6gime which 
afforded all the guarantees necessary to ensure the 
re spect of the s e principles. The fact that t he 
Egypt i an Gov e rnment have been obliged to have recourse 
to what amounts to a deni al of fundament0l human 
rights by compelling foreign employe es of the Suez 
Canal Company to continue work unde r thre a t of 
imprisonment, demonst r a tes that the Egyptian Government 
are incapable of ens uring the prope r functioning of 
the Canal. Moreover, the Egyptian Gove rnment's 
sta t ement that the object of their action is to assist in 
fina ncing an Egyptian national undertaking of colossal 
proportions shows a complete disregard for the inter­
nati onal purposes for wh ich the Canal was constructed 
and for th e relevant provisions of th~ Conventi on of 
1888 . 

In order tha t a ll countries concerned ma,y have 
confidenc e that the principles enshrined in the 
Convent ion of 1888 will be respected, it is necessary 
to establish operating arrangements under international 
control, guaranteeing fre e navigation, reasonab le dues 
and continuity of effici ~n t administration. 

(IV) Such arrangements should preferably be established 
under the auspices of the United Nations. 

(V) It does without say:.ng that the legi tirr;3 te interests 
of Egypt, including a fair financial return from the 
operation of the Canal, should be fully respected. 
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First Rcdr~f t of · Com~uni au6 

(I ) The Governments of France, the United Kin dam and 
the United States r egard the Suez Canal as an 
internat i ona l waterws y of vit a l import ance which i s 
an essential factor in t he who l e world economy, and 
cons i de r that it shoul d continue to be opera ted in 
a c cordance with t he pr inc i ples la id d own in the 
Conv ention of Octobe r 29, 1888 . 

(II) The three Governments note vii th gr ave concern that 
the Egyptian Gover 'lment in proclaiming that they 
were act ing i n a spirit of r e t al i ation, have given a 

politic a l character to their action of ~uly 26, 1956 , 
and hav e , by tha t act i on, arbit r a rily and unilaterally, 
purpor t ed to abolish a system which affo rded all the 
gaa rantres necessar; to ensure the respect of the 
orinc i ples . They dep lore the f ac t that the Egyptian 
Goverrunent have had rec urse to what amounts to a 
denial of fundament a l human rights by compelling 
foreign employees of the Suez Canal Company to continue 
wo rk unde r t hreat of imprisonment. 

(III ) I n order that all count~ies concerned ma y have 
confidence t hat the principles embodied in the 
Convention of 1888 will be re spe cted , it is 
nece s sa ry to es tablish opera ting arrangements under 
interna tiona l control, guaranteeing free navi ga tion 
and open use of the Suez Cana l and continuity of 
eff icient admini s tra tion. 

(IV) Such arrangem ents sho uld preferab l y be associated with 
the United Nations. 

(V) The legitimate interes ts of Egypt would be f ully 
re spected, 


