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The management of the Suez Canal 
., raffle service was entrusted to an in
, lependent authority, with an inde

·" ,endent budget and all powers, with
,·,,ut being subject to Government rules 
and regulations. 

The funds and assets at the natio
nalised company were frozen. The 
<1ew authority was under obligation 
o retain the existing personnel who, 

in tum, were not to relinquish their 
posts without permission. The decree 
also provides for enioroement of the 
law and penalties attaching to breech
es thereof. 

The announcement has had world
wide repercussions. A grave crisis 
which, if not resolved peacefully, can 
lead to conflict. the extent and effects 
of which it is not easy to assess, has 
developed. In this crisis, the foremost 
consideration must be to strive for 
a calmer atmosphere and a rational 
outlook. When passions dominate, the 
real issues recede into the back. 
eround, or. are viewed or presented so 
as to emphasise the differences bet
ween the disputants and to rouse or 
feed the passions already engendered. 

It is not easy for anyone, much less 
for the disputants, to escape this tra
gic involvement, and even for others, 
total objectivity is not possible. In 
crisis of this kind we deal not merely 
with the issue in dispute, but we 
witness the upsurge and conflict of 
mighty forces. 

So, we have to deal with the pro
blem as it confront5 us or be over
c· helmed by it. It is appropriate, 
therefore, to elance at the facts and 
the history of this problem. 
t The Suez Canal Company, which is 
rationalised by Egypt, controls the 
•peration and the equipment, and 
olds the concession of the Suez 

!lal. The Canal itself is in Eeypt 
i an integral part of Eeypt. The 

'. vereienty of Egypt is thus beyond 
•estion. This is recognised both in 

Charter eiven to the Company in 
"11·' by the Viceroy of Egypt under 
;11"1·"toman Empire as well as in 

&Yt\:,uent a,reements and until u 

late as 1954. The original Charter ot 
1856 which aet out the tenns of. tbe 
canal concession provided tllat the 
Canal "lhall always r-.m open ,u 
a neutral passage to every merchant 
ship crossine from one - to another 
without any distinctioll, exclu.ion, or 
preference of persons or nationali
ties . . . . .  " 

The Convention of Constantinople 
of 1888 reiterates that the � shall 
always remain free and open. 

,. The position in reeard to the sove
reignty of Ecypt on the one hand and 
the character of the international 
waterway is well set out in the 
Anglo-E1Yptian Aereement . of 19U, 
negotiated by the Governments of the 
United Kingdom and l:IYPt. 

The House "!/Ould be in�reste.d in 
the torm1.1latioos in this �t. 
which is a very recent Aer;eement 
lletween Eeypt and the Unite4 King
dom, two (!f the main parties In the 
present crisis: 

Article 8 reads: 'The two con
tractina Governments re,cocniSe 
that the Suez Maritime Canal, 
wlµch is an inte,nl part of 
Egypt, is a waterway econouli
cally, commercially and 11.rateei
cally of international im_port
ance, and express the determina
tion to uphold the ,COnvent,on 
guaranteeing the freedom of 
navie�tion of the � � at 
Constantinople on the 2.9th ot 
October 1888". 

The sovereignty of Egypt on the 
one hand and the character of the 
waterway as one "of in�tional 
importance" is recognised in /l 1olemn 

··agreflnent by l;gypt and the United 
Kingdom, and they .bo1h have also 
expressed their, determination to up
hold .the Convention of 1888. 

The Suez Canal Company is an 
Eeyptian Company and; in Eeypt's 
view, subject to the lawJ of �e coun
try. The shares are held, except for 
a small portion, by foreicn Govern
ments or nationals. The Brjtish Gov-

ernment hold 44 per cent. of th• 
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· 9bares. 'lbere are 32 Directol'S on the 

Board·: 9 British, 16 French, 5 Egyp
tian, · I American and 1 Dutch. 

The concession of the Suez Canal 
Company would have expired in 1968, 
and tlle Egyptian Government, the 
present and previous ones, have pub. 
Ucly declared that the concession 

· would not' be renewed. The assets 
and obligations would then have r e 
verted t o  Egypt unde1' the Agreement 

- �- 1856. 

The present decision of the Egyp. tian Government therefore would ap
pear to ante-date· the taking over by 
·them of the Company. No question 

of exproprlatfon bas arisen since the 
shareholders are to be compensated 
at market value. Even if there re
main any outstanding differences in 
tliis matter, they do not call for deve
lopments' which lead to an internatio
nal crisis. 

The Egyptian Government have 
also reiterated that they will honour 
all tbeit obligations arising from in
ternational agreements, and in their 
reaffirmation have referred both to 
the Convention of 1888 and to the 
Anglo- Egyptian Agreement of 1954. 

The French and the United King
dom Governments -reacted to the 
Egy\>tian·· announcement quickly, 
sharply and with vehemence. Hon. 
Members of the House have seen 
Press reports of military and naval 
movements ordered by the United 
Kingdom and France, and some mili
t;lry measures in Egypt. These have 
received much publicity and have ag
gravated the situation. All this has 
influenced public opinion not only in 
Ei)'J>t 'but over the Arab world. In 
Asia as· a whole, with its colonial 
memories, great resentment .has been 
aro1;1sed. 

I have no des.ire to add to the pas
sions aroused, but I would fail in my 
duty to this House and the country 
and even to all the parties involved 
.in this crisis, and not least of all to 
Britain and France, if I do not · say 

that threats to settle this dispute, or 
to enforce their views in this matter 
by display or use of force, is the 
wrong way. It does not belong to 
this age and it is not dictated by 
reason. It fails to take account of 
the world as it is today and the Asia 
of today. If this were all, we could 
perhaps possess ourselves in patience 
and reftect · that the mood will pass. · 
But it would be unrealistic and im
prudent not to express our deep con
cern at these developments and point 
to their ominous implications. We 
deeply regret these reactions and the 
measures reported to be taken in 
consequence, and we express the hopf' 
that they will cease and the parties 
will enter into neeotiations and seek 
peaceful settlements. 

We also much regret that, in the 
steps that have led up to this crisis, 
there has been no exercise by one 
side or the other of their respective 
or common initiative to inform or 
consult one another. 

We have great respect and regard 
for the sovereignty and dignity of 
Egypt and for our friendly relations 
with her. The Eeyptian nationalisa
tion decision was precipitated by the 
Aswan Dam decision of the United 
States Government in which the Uni
ted Kingdom. Government later join
ed. . More than the decision, the way 
it was done, hurt Egypt's pride and 
self-respect, and disregarded a peo
ple's sentiments. 

The suddenness of the nationalisa
tion decision and the manner in which 
it has been implemented may have 
contributed to the violent reactions. 
But the terms of the nationalisation 
itself under the laws of Egypt are· 
within the province of that Govern
ment: 

As 1 informed the House some days 
ago, the Suez Canal issue was not dis
cussed between President Nasser and 
myself when we met recently. Thi' 
consideration of it and the concered 
decision must have been made lair. 
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The Governments of the United 
States, United · Kingdom and France 
have held urgent and prolonged con
sultations and their views are set out 
in a joint communique which hon. 
Members must have seen in the Press 
reports. 

This communique recognise the 
sovereign rights of Egypt, but appears 
to limit these sovereign rights to 
nationalise only asSets, ·which in the 
words of the communique are 
"not impressed with an interna
tional interest". If this was the point 
at variance, the violence of the reac
tions and the warlike gestures-I 
would still hope they are not war
preparations-were Wlnecessary and 
have been grievous in their results. 

The three powers also !lireed that 
a conference of the -parties to the 
Convention of 1888 and other nations 
largely concerned with the use of the 
Canal should be held on the 16th of 
August 1956 in London in which they 
agreed to participate. The United 
Kingdom has in pursuance of this de
cision extended an invitation to 23 
countries which are: 

Australis, Ceylon, Denmark, 
Egypt, Ethiopia, Federal Repub
lic of Germany, France, Greece, 
India, Indonesia; Iran, Italy, 
Japan, the Netherlands, New 
Zealand, Norway, Pakistan, Por
tugal, Spain, Sweden, Turkey, 
the _U.S.A. and the U.S.S.R. 

· The Government of India received 
an invitation from the United .King
dom on the 3rd of August to a con
ference in London "on the Suez Canal 
question". Prior to this, the United 
Kingdom Government kept the Gov
ernment of- India inf-ormed of deve
lopments. 

Aware as they are of the extreme 
gravity of the situation that has deve
loped and of the circumstances th.at 
obtain, the Government have given 
anxious and careful consideratjon to 
all aspects of this question, including 
the reply to the invitation. The Gov
ernment have also been in contact 
with interested countries, including 
Egypt. 

It has always been quite clear to 
the Government th11t they could .not 
participate. in any conference which 
.bound its participants beforehand as 
to the conclusions k> be reached. The 
Government would equally decline 
participation in any arrangements for 
war-preparations or sanctions or 
any step which challenged the sove
reign rights of Egypt. They have also 
been concerned at the exclusion from 
the list of invitees of various count� 
ries who should be ·included in the 
categories of signatories to the Con
vention of 1888 or ·of principal users. 
Without �eeking to make invidious 
distinctions, I would like to say to ,the 
House that the exclusion of Burl!la 
is to us· a particularly regrettable 
omm1ss1on. Yugoslavia, by virtuf of 
being a succession State in res))fct of 
the Convention of 1888 and a mari
time power, should also have ioWld 
a place among the invitees. The Gov
ernment of India, therefore, do not 
subscribe to the appropriateness ot 
the list of invitees. 

They have sought clarifications from 
the United Kingdom Government and 
feel assured that their participation 

in the conference does not in any 
way· imply that they are restricted to 
or BOWld by the approach and the 
principles set out in the joint com
munique. They recognise that Egypt 
could not and would not particij)ate 
in a conference on the Suez Canal to 
which she ls merely an invitee and in 
respect of which there have been no 
consultations with her. 

The Government of India had to 
take a decision in the situation as It 
confronted them, India is not a disin

. terested party. She is a principle user 
of this waterway, and her economic 
life and devl!lopment h not unaffect
ed by the disputes, not to speak of 
worse development, in regard to it. 

Even more, India is passionately 
interested in averting a conflict. She 
is in friendly relations with Egypt, 
and associated with her in the acceP
tance of the Bandung Declarations 
and the "Five Principles". India has 
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also 1ood and close relations with the
principal Western countries involv
ed. Both these relations are held 
in great esteem by us, as thi$ House 
and all the world knows. nie consi
derations and the criteria on which 
the Government had to base their 
decision, and not an easy one, is how 
best they could serve the cause of 
averting conflict and obtainin1 a 
"peaceful settlement before it is too 
late. The Mouse will appreciate the 
gravity of the situation a� the Gov
ernment have done. The settlement 
of this problem, on the basis of the 
soverei,nty and di,nity of E1Ypt, and 
by agreement amonast all concerned, 
and the abandonment of postures of 
thre.,ts and violance, and of unilate
ral .l·�tion by either party, are there
fore '>f the utmost concern to India. 

nie Government therefore obtained 
the. necessary a,surances from the 
United Kin&dom and made their own 
position quite ..::!ear. 1iley have sati$
fled themselves that their partici
pation in the London Conference wili 
not injure the interests or the sove,. 
reign rights and dignity of Egypt. 
With the sense of grave re,pons!bi
lity that rests on them, the Govern
ment have decided to accept the invi, 
tation and to send representatives to 
the Conference. 

�Y have kept in close contact 
with Indonesia and Ceylon and with 
others who broadly, have a similu 
approach and attitude· to that of In
dia on this question. 

The Government are well awa:e 
that this conference can re(ICh no 
final decisions; for that requires the 
aereement of Egypt. 

Sir, the House, I am aware, shares 
the 1rave -ooncern of the Govern
ment in this matter. In all humility, 
I ask it to share with them the hope 
that the participation of India wili 
assist in he endeavours for a peace
ful settlement. 

Dr. Laalla. S,..- (Visakhapat
narn): There is a 1eneral desire in 
this House, particularly on the part 
of all opposition 1roups and parties, 
to have a full-dress debate on the 
Suez Canal issue in the licht of the 
4tatement that has been just made. 
(Interruptions) .  

Several Bon. Memllen: No. 

8ltrl Ale• 11&1 Sllukl (A.zamgarh 
Distt.-East cum Ballia Distt.-West): 
On a point of order, Sir, 1f � 
"'� � t .. .... . .. 

Dr. Lallka Sudaraa: May I ask 
the Leader of the House to have a 
debate either tomorrow or the day 
1tter in view of the fact that one of 
our representatives is going to Cai,o 
,n monday? (lnte,.rupl:iom. )  

Slut Jawallarlal Ndn: Sir, you 
have .decided that the House �hould 
adjourn after the statel!)ent? 

Mr. Speaker: Yes. The Hou�e will 
now stand adjourned as a mark of 
respect to Dr. Mookerjee. 

12.29. P.M. 

The Lok Sabha thffl Gd;oumed till 
Eleven of the Clock on Thur•da11, the 
9th August, 1956. 




