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

4 dreft communiqué was circulated to the confe: ence. (Annex 4)
L, Murphy said thaet hs was not in a position to ﬁ.c;%’-a%ﬁ '-1'1:1&}11“; b
anguage of this comminiqué and wondered if it wes essential to
produce it at this stags, Monsiour Pineay mentioned that | e
wishied to discuss it with his Goverument on the following day.
Arter discussion it was apreed to go through ﬁ-h&"uamniquﬂ '
paragraph by paragraph. T AR

A redraft of ths, comminiqué (Annex B) was agresd after
discuseion, in which the following points wers made,

lir, lhurphy did not wish to stress thet the Egyptian Covernment's
action vwap solely a measure of retaliation for the Unitew States
withdrawal Trom the hswan Dam. He considersd that the Egyptian
Government’s action had been under counsideration For Soms time and
was not simple retaliation. ' T

lionsieur Pincau said that his Government attached considerable
dmportence to this point, and would wish to emphasise this aspect
of the Egyptian sction,

A compromise was reached by relating the retaliation to a
statement made by the Egyptian Government, - \

 Mr, Murphy said that the action of ths Egyptian e
compelling foreign employees of the Canal Company to continue
work under threat of imprisonment could not be said to emonstrate
that the Lgyptian Goverument were incapsble of running the Canel.
The phrass in guestion was conseguently eliminated from the
communiqué, Nor could lr. Murphy accept the st at

Egyptians by avowing their intention to finance &
undertaking from Canzl revennes were showing
sruationel purposes for wh: L

iaternat :
sentence wais therefore also del

ed thot there should be
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TOP_SECRET

Monsieur Pineau said that any measures teken could be justified
by the situation In Egypt. The point was then made in discuasion
that the outcome of the debate in the Security Council would to some
extent depend on whether the question were judged to be a "dispute"
or a "situation". If 1t were judged to be a "dispute" the parties
subjeet to 1t would have no vote. Sir Gerald Fitzm@lurice thouaht
it would be possible to persuade the Security Eaunc?I tThat it was
dealing with a "situstion". The Foreign Secretary said that it
would be easier to maintain that it was a "situation" before a note
had been sent to the Egyptians, rather than subseguent to the
despatch of such & note.

The Foreign Secretary ssid that a provisional timetable for
future action had been agreed with the Prime Minister. This envisaged
an international conference of maritime powers from the 7th to the 9th
August. There would then be a two day interval, in which friendly
powers, such as the members of the Bagdad Pact could be informed of the
views expressed by the conference and their support enlisted. A note
to Egypt would be sent about August 12. Although a second conference
was not excluded, we were not enthusiastic for it, and we should not
eommit ourselves to such & conference. Mr. Mugggx said that his
instructions from Washington were thet Ar of the 1888 Convention
should form the basis of a conference and he had understood at the
last meeting that there would be a second conference. Monsieur Pineau
said that it vias essential to prepare a draft plan of action. The
Foreign Secretary pointed o¥tthe da:nger of going from conference to
conference while Nasasr eontinued to eallect due& Wro lly and
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TOP SECRET

Mr. hurphy asked whet there would be %o pre:
that we ghould have had rccourse to the Uniteg Nzgggnéf bg;nghggéiﬂ
the United States woulc aitend the proposed confercnce, but ws
would be subject to stsack end Griticisti, particularly f 5
a major world power like the U.S.B.R. The Foreign Scerct
that, 88 a basis for the conference, We Werc GEKINg the point of
view of the users of the cunal, that vas the shippers Of the worlds
e cceepted the United States contention that the broblem should
be tackled &s a tripartite one but that the buge should be broadened.
Wle were doing this by inviting the ucers. Mp. Murohy said that he
regretteﬂ the absence of Pakiatan, The Foreign Secretary said that
he had seen she Prime Minister of Ired anad Lthe repncsen*atiVss of
the Bagdad Powers Ghat aftrrnooh. He had pointed out Lt reasong
for whe confe ence and said that he hoped our frieads vouwld be
sssocicted wich 1ts conclusions. It would be better i
to do this unilsterelly, ratber than s members of hie
The Pakiston High Commissioner had crohasised the .
assoclating India with the conclusions of uhe'
agked how Lhe absencs of the T, 8.
he wished them o participate,
eould be explained on a user basis,
recollected an orguments he had had withz
time of the Korecan erisis._“
Government wished to keep th
should be asg relisble as
Majesty's Govaanm' t o
] P ﬁiec
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TOP SECRET

Mr. Murphy sald that United States ship owners had been in
the habit of making payments in Egypt. He was unable to say
whether the ship owners would be able to reserve their position
Wwhen meking payments in the future. B%r Harold Gagcis Baild that
the German Ambassador had celled that afternoon en pointed

out the legal difficulty which weuld arise if German shippers were
to pay their dues to the new Cansl authority instead of to the

Suez Canal Company. The Forelgn Secretery said that it was most
important that the International Chamber o% Shipping, which was
meeting in London on August 1, whould work out & common policy

Tor ship owners. Monsieur Pineau summed up the position as follows,
A ship would arrive at Suez and refuse to pay to the Egyptian
authority. The agent would then probably be informed that, if he
did not pay, his ship could not pass through the Canal. The next
stage would be to pay, but without prejudice,and to mske a protest.
It then remained to be seen whether the Egyptian suthorities would
&allow the ship tomss.

In reply to a question from the Foreign Secretary, Mr.Proctor
pointed out thet it would not be paasibla to have a g ue of ﬁips
at the end of the cana]. hecaus of lack i

Ecraigg Spgetagx :

views on she q k|

the Prime Min:

United States

situation ¢

payments

1t might b

present, the
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Draft Communiqué

(I) The Governments of France, the United Kingdom and the
United States regsrd the Suez Canal 88 an internastionsl
waterway of vitcl importance and sn essential factor in
the whole world econcmy and consider that it should
continue to be operated in accordance with the
principles lald down in the Conventiocn of October 29, 1358«

(II) The *hree Governments note with grave concern that the
Egyptian Government as e measure of retalistion, have,
by their sction on July 26, 1956, arbitrarily and
unilaterslly purperted to aholish 4 régime which
afforded all the guarantees necessary to ensure the
respect of these principles. The fact that the
Egyptisn Government have been obliged to have recourse
to what amounts to a denisl of fundamentsl human
rights by compelling foreign employees of the Suez
Csnal Company to continue work under threst of
imprisonment, demonstrates that the Egyptian Government
are incsp&ble of ensuring the proper functioning of
the Canal. Moreover, the Egyptien Government's
statement that the object of their action is to assist in
financing en Egyptian nstionsl undertoking of colossal
proportions shows a complete disr garﬂ for the 1
natinrnal purposes for which the | con
and for the relevant provisions of thﬁ Convention of
1888.

(III) In order that all countrie
canfidem_a thﬂ _the prine:
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