UNITED NATIONS

SECURITY Dlotr.
COUNCIL 5/3649

1.7 September 1956
' ENGLISH

QRIGINAT,: RUSSIAN

LETTER DATED 15 SEPTEMBER 1956 FROM THE REPRESENTATIVE OF THE UNION OF
SOVIED SOCIALISY REPUBLICS ADDRESSED TO THE SECRETARY-GENERAL OF ‘
THE UNITED NATTONS ,

I have the honour hereby to request you to have the "Statement by the Soviet
Goverument on the need for a peaceful settlement of the Suez question" of
15 September 1956 published as an official Security Council document.

I have the honour to be etc.

(Signed) A. SOBOLEV

Permanent Representative oi' the
USSR to ‘the United Nations

|
|
56-214519 | ' \



8/5649
Inglish
Papa 2

STATEMENT BY THE SOVIET GOVERNMENT ON THE NEED FOR A
PRACETUL SEUTIEMENT OF THE SUBZ QUESTION
15 SEFTEMBER 1956

The Soviet Government considers Lt necessary to restate its position on the
sitnabion which has at present arisen in comnexion with the Suez question.

Tt 1o known ‘that the United Kingdom and France are contlnuing to threaten
Beypt with force and that a growing concentration of United Kingdom and French-
military and naval forces 1s taking place in immedlate proximity to Egypt. This is
undoubtedly leading to an even greater exocerbation of the gsituation with regard to
the Suez Conal and is creating a situation dangerous to peace.

In 1ts Statement 9 August 1955, on the Suez Canal question, the Soviet
Government already pointed out the incompatibility with United Nations princlples
of the thrembts and military preparations begun by the United Kingdom and French
Governments with respect to Bgypt in comexion with the nationallzation of the
Suez Canal Compeny. In this Statement the Soviet Govermment outlined its point of
view concernlng the_legality of the act of nationalization of the Suez Canal
Company by the Bgypbian Govermment, and the question of ensuring freedom of
navigation through the Canal, and pointed to the need for a peaceful solution of
the Buew question. \

Being firwly in favour of a relaxation of international tension, conslstently
pursuing & policy of peace and friendship among nations, and striving to promote
in every way the peaceful settlement of intermational disputes, the Soviet Union
accepbed the invitaticn of the United Kingdom to participaete in the London
conference, despite the fact thal this conference could not by its composition
or its nature be regarded as an internabional and representative conference with
legal capacity to take any decisions with regard to the Suez Canal. On this point
the Soviel Union based itsell on the fact that if the countrles concerned so wished,
even such a conference could assist in finding an appfoach to the settlement of
‘the problems connected with freedom of navigation through the Suez Canal as could
promote a peaceful solution of this guestion.

Guided by these considervations, the delegat. n of the Soviet Union set out
at the Tondon conference the Soviet Goverrment's position on the Suez Canal
question, namely that the Suez question must be sebtled by peaceful means, in

strict accordance with the requirements of the United Nations Charter and with
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the indisputable soverelgn rights of Egypt, as complete master, owner and
administrator of the Canal, while guaranteeing freedom of nevigation through the
Canal at all tlmes and for all countries using this watervay.

The Soviet delegation accordingly endorsed the proposal submitted by India
on ‘the question of the Suez Canal, based on the principle of the proper ‘
adjustment of Egypt's Iinterests as a lovereign Stete and the interests of all
other users of the Suey Canal.

At the London conference the lawfulness of the Egyptian Govermment's act of
netionalizing the Suez Canal Company was, in 1ts essence, recognized by “he
rnajority of participanits. Representatives of several countries, touchling upon
“he methods of settlement of the Svez question, expressed themselves quite
ositively, in fuvour of 1ts sebtlement by peaceful means. Such a settlement of
chis questlon was also supported by the Governments of many countries which did
not take part in the work of the conference, but which are lnterested in navigation
through the Suez Canal.,

The attempbts of some Powers to impose upon RBgypt, in the name of the London
conference, proposals to remove the Suez Canal from ‘the control and sovereignty
of Bgypt have failed.. The conference took only one decision: +to transmit to the
Egyptian Government the full verbatim report of the confererce, The initiators of
a proposal for the lnternational administration of the Suez Canal took the step
of acting separately, outside the conference, hoving formed for this purpose the
so-cadled Commitise of Wive, This Cumnlttee was clearly created in order to
atbenpt to Jmpose upon Hypphk the so-called Dulles mlan, which provides for the
handing ovnr of the Suez Canul o foréign administration. .

Simultaeiroosly with the atbemwis do iwpose the Dulles plan upon Egypt the
United Kingdom snd French Guvérnmuuts in onder to excrt progsure on Epypt and
other Arvab fiotes, have embarked upon the padh of military measures. They have
concentrated ond coatlnue to concentrate naval, gir and land forces atb ‘hé
approaches Lo the Suez Canal., By agreement with the United Kingdom Government,
the French comrasnd has despatched military units, including parachute and air
force uuits to the island of Cyprus. French transport planes with parachute units
from Madagascar are arriving in the region of Djibuti in French Somaliland.
Incfeasingly extensive mobilization measures are being carrled out in the
United Kingdom and mewvchant shipe swye being requisitioned foi the speedy
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transportation to the Near Hast of troops and miiitary equlpment, More and more
military contingents are belng despatched from British and French ports to the
regions adjoining the Suez Canul, The press, incited by militeant circles in the
United Kingdom and France, is demanding the adoption of immediate and resolute
military measures with regerd to Igypt.

The recent extraordinary session of the Atlantic Bloec Council (North Atlantic
Treaty Orgenization) at which the Suez Canal question was considered was
'bbviously convened for the same purpose of exerting pressure upon Egypt. The
United Kingdom and France, supported by the United States, are attempting to use
NATO against Hgypt, undisturbed by the fact that they do not cease to advertise
this bloc as "a defensive and regional organization". The organizers of the
Atlantic bloc apparently wish to draw into these dangerous plans other wembers of
the Atlantic blo¢ who might wish to stend aside.

Reports about the conference of the Prime Ministers and Ministers of Eoreign
Affairs of the Unlted Kingdom and France held in London a few deys ago, with the
participation of military representatives of the two countries, show that the
Govermments of these countries are continuing a policy of military preparations
against Egypt. At an emergency sesslon of the British Parliement on
12 September, Prime Minlster Eden, quoting an agrecment reached with the
Govermments of the United States and France, made a statement on the immediate
setting up of a so-called canal users' agsociation which the above-mentioned
three Governments are to Jjoln in the first place, and which, in the British Prime
Minister's words, is to take over "coordination of navigation through the Suez
Canal", the recruitment and use of pilots and the levying of dues for the passage
of ships through the Canal. It was stated in this connexion that if the
Egyptian Government refuses to co-operate with this organization, Bgypt will be
deemed to have violated the 1888 Convention.

In wide lnternmational circles this plan of the three Powers is rightly
evoluated as a dangerous provocation leading to a further aggravetion of the
situation with regard to the Suez Canal and to the creation, by artificial means,
of incidents which could be used as a pretext for the use of force against Egyptb.

Connected with this plan there 1s also the measure which is obviously
designed to disrupt normal operations in the Cenal: the recall by the Western

Povers of the foreign pilots working on the Canal.
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It is easy to realize that the whole of this plan 1s aimed at removing thé
administration of the Canal from the hands of Egypt and transferring it to a
foreign administration, although it is perfectly plain that such & plan can only
be iuplemented by the use of force against Bgypt. {f this plen were not aimed
at an artificial aggravatlon of the sitﬁation end the creation of incidents, the
question may be agked: why, then, was it necessary to create some kind of forelgn
asgociation for the administration of the Egyptlien Canal, which is the property
of the Dgyptian Govermment and the Egyptlan people?  The British Government -
ablenpts to Jjustify militexry preparations against Egypt by alleging ﬁhat Teynpt,
having nationslized the Suez Canal Compauy, has used force. However, such an
allegation is evidently de°tgncd for the very naive. As a matter of fact, ‘the
nationalization by Fgypt of the private Suez Canal Company, which 1s an internal
affair of Deypt's, was carried out in accordance with her legal rlghts, and. 1t
would be absurd to justify attempts to use armed forces against Bgypt by references
fo this nationslization. In addition, it is not Egypt that is sending lits troops
agminét the United Kingdom and France, but, on the contrary, the troops of these
Towers are being concentrated near BEgypt.

The French Govermment, carrying out milltary measure aimed agalnst ¥g yﬂt, |
alleges that it is doing thils with the aim of defending French citizens iving in
Egypt. But who can take such assertions seribusl&, when it is well known thet no
one has threatened or is threatening French citizens in Feypt? It would not be
superfluoﬁs to recall in this connexion that such means have frequently been
resorted to in the past, as an excuse for the invasion and enslavement of the
countries of the Bast. |

It is impossible not to p01uL out ‘that, although in the United States of
America there is much talk about a peaceful settlement of the question, in fact
the United States of America is not protesting agalnst the concentratlon of troops
and the threat of their use, which c&mnot but encourege the advocates in the
United Kingdom and France of the use of force agalnuﬁ Egypt. Furthermore, in his
statement at his press conference of 11 September, President Eisenhower dld in
fact recognize the admissibility of the use of armed forces by the United Kingdom
and Frence agalnst Bgypt. A still clearer picture of the attitude of the
Unilted States of America is glven by the statement mede by Secretary of State
Dulles at a press conference on 1% September at which he, first, admitted the
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possibility of the United.Kingdom.and:France using force against Bgypt during the
passage of thelr ships through the Canal, and secondly, stated outright that the

United States of America ig the initlator, of the proposal to. set up the so-called
"agssociation of canal usera”, . . ‘

"The Soviet Govermment cousiders 1t necessary to state .that the military
preparations of the United Kingdom and France, conducted with. the support of
the United States of America, for the purpose of exerting pressure on Egypt over
the Suez question, are gross}y at variance with the principles of the United
Nations. The United Nations.was'set-up by the joint efforts of States, and
especially of the great Poveps, for the very purpose.of securing a peaceful
life for the peoples. Its prime duty is to consider conflicts and disputes
wvhich mey. arise in relationg between States, so as not to allow a development of
events which wight lead to @he violation of peace,

The United Nations -Charter directly forbids the use or threat of force
against any State, except for sellf-defence in the event of an armed attack on a
given State and makes 1t obligatory tb»seek peaceful means for the solution of
disputes vhich may awrise amopg States, Of course the Charter does provide: for the
Possibility .of using}fdrce in ‘the forw of sanctions, but only in those extreme
cases vhen it is necessary to repel an aggressor and ensure the maintenance or
regtoration of peace. But in these clipcumstances, which do not apply to the
present case, the question of the use of force mst be declded, not at the
discretion of a given country or. group of countries gulded by their own narrow
caleulations, but in accordance with the decision of the Securdty Council which
has appropriate rowers to this end vnder the United Nations Charter.

Consequently the Govermments of the United Kingdom and France have no
grounds whatever for resorting tor @ threat of force or the use of force agalnst
Egypt, which has exercised its Tegitimate rights as a govereign State in respect
of the Suez Canal Company. The actions of the United Kingdom and France are
incompatible with their participation in: the United Nations, especially taking
into aceownt the fact that botli countries are Permanent members of the Secuxyity
Council, which has a Bpecial responsibility for the maintenance of peace, The
military preparations carried out by-%hese Powers dgainst BEgypt can only be
regarded as a manifestation of +tHe intentions of the United Kingdom and France
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to seize the Suez Canal which Passes through Bgyptlan uerrntory and is under
DeprLan suvereﬁwuty. uch actlons canrot be regarded otherwise than as an act
of aggression against ngpt 1no matter wh@t attempbs are made to present them
dlffuzoutly.

By embarling on nilitaxry threatu, the Unlted thgdam and Prance not only
create a v“tuaiJon damgerous to peace, buL aluo rlbk irrebr¢cvable damage ‘to
'fhemuelve "here can be little doubt that a mxlit ry attack on Lgypt and

hostillities in that area wouid load ﬁo immenue dcstrucblon 1n the Suez Canal and
in the oil fields in the countrles of the Avab Taot, as welJ a8 to the oil
Pipelines pascing through the terrlbory of those countries. Undogbted;y also
such a aeroloﬁmﬂnt of eveuts would cauee Lonaiderablo damage to other countries
vhich have exienulve cconomi.c contacts with the countries of the Bast.

Il foreLbn LTVogLon should be undertaken against Egypt, then undoubtedly,
in woae1ion to the ai,"emenunoned materlal consequences of such an act, the
reooleu of Asia eud Africa would be aroused aga nst the Govprnmenbs of the
countrxc_e wh:ch hud emlarled on aggre851on. Inese peoples are profoundly avare
thab the hzstorical dercLopment of manklnd is’ leading toward the complete
'llquldation off v1le coJonialnsm, and that no forces are capable of sbopplng this
process, _ , .

The campalen of mjlitary threats and the military measures launched by the
United Kingdom and Frahce show that there are certain circles in those counbr1Ls 

“that are 1nqbigating the adoptlon of militery action against Bgypt. They alm to
1mpose upon. Dgypt a soJuoﬁon of the Suez Canal issue by force of arms. HoWever,
thuy forget that in our times, with the vxgoroug upsurge of the peoples of the
Hast thaﬁ have éntered a broad bath of indepehdent development and national
rebirth, and in an age when Thore exlst such destructive types of veapons as the
atomic and hydrogen weapons, 1L 1is useless to threaten and rattle the sabrc,
‘o;‘&ct in the manner characterl tic oI the past period of colonial conqxests.

The threats o u=e force against Egypt are meetmng with deciuive
condemnatlon by world oplnion, 1nclud1ng ever broadcr publlc circles in the _
United Kingdom and France. In this connexion one cannot fail to note the stand
taken by the Brltlsh Trade Unilons which at thelr recent Congreos Ln Brlghton
categorlcally oppoued the use of force or the threat of force in the solution
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of the Suez question, and also the stand taken by the French General Confederation
of Labor, which condemns the above measures, threats and sabre-rattling.

The Soviet Governmwent considers it necessary to state once agein that it
adheres to the view that freedom of navigation through the Suez Canal must be
salfeguarded for all countries, and that this can and should only be achieved by
peaceful means, toking into account both the inalienable sovereign rights of Egypt,
and the interests of the States using the Suez Canal, There is no other way if one
does not wish to create a serious conflict and artificially to aggravate the
situation,

The Soviet Govermment realizes the importance of the Suez Canal to France as
maritime powers, and the rule it plays in their economic relations with the
couatries of the East. The Soviet Union itself attaches great lmportanct to
freedom of navigation through and the normal functioning of the Suez Canal, as was
pointed out in the Soviet Govermment's statement of 9 August and in the statements
of the USSR delegation at the London cdonference,

The USSR Government 1s, however, deeply convinced that the Suez question can
and must be solved by peaceful means, especially as the Dgyptian Govermment for its
part expresses full readiness to take an active part in such a solutlon. It is
widely known that the Egypitian Govermment has repeatedly stated ite readiness
to observe the 1888 Convention on the freedom of navigation through the Suez Canal,
and also expressed its readiness to take part, together with the interested States,
in the work of preparing and concluding & new international convention
corresponding to present conditions and the spirit of the times, to replace the
Convention of 1888. At the same time, as is known, the Egytian Goverament,
wishing to ensure freedom of navlgation through the Canal, 1s taking the measures
necessary for the normal functioning of the Canal vhich is in uninterrupted use.

On 10 September 1956 the Egyptian‘Government despatched to all the States .
Interested in the freedom of navigation through the Suez Canal, & note reaffirming
its readiness for a peaceful settlement of the Suez problem and proposing to .
convene, along with other Govermments, signatories to the Constantinople Convention
of 1838, a conference to revise this Convention and discuss the problem of
concluding an agreement confirming and guaranteeing freedom of navigation through

the Suez Canal. Wishing to promcte a peaseful. settlewent of *he Swewn problew, . the



8/3649
English
Page 9

Sovliet Government has received +his note of the Egyptlan Government with
satisfaction and expressed its readiness to take part in the aforementloned
international conference. At the same time the Soviet Government has expressed
itself in favour of the representétion at the conference of all the countries
which sipgned the Convention of 1888, including the rightful successors of the
countries which signed that Convention, the Arab countries whose territoriés

lie in immediate proximity to the canal and which are vitally interested in a
peaceful settlement of this problem, end other countries which use the Suez Canal.

On the basie of this consideration and guided by the necessity for a
peaceful settlement of the Suez issue, the Soviet Government expresses its -
readiness to take part in %he work of the hHody proposed by the Egyptian
Government for holding negotiations, on which would be represented the different
viewpoints of the States which use the Csnal, for the purpoge of finding an
acceptable basis for the solution of the Suez Canal issue.

The Soviet Union has taken a number of steps to promote a just seoiution
of the Suez issue by means of negotiation. It is continuing end will continue
efforts in this direction.

The Soviet Government expresses its lope that all those who hold dear the
interests of peace and who, not in words but in deeds, wish to bulld their
relations with other countries on the principles of equallity and non-interference
in the internal affairs of other countries, will take steps to ensure that the
Suez question is settled by peaceful means in accordance with the national
interests and rights of Egypt and in the interests of strengthening peace and
international co-operation.

The USSR as a great Power, camnot stand aside from the Suez problem. It
cannot fail to show concern at the situation which exists at the present time
as a result of the actlon taken by the Western Powers. This is understandable,
because any violation of the peace in the area of the Near and Middle Fast
cannot but affect the security of the Soviet State.

The Soviet Government considers that the United Nations cannot fail to react
to the existing situation and to the threats of force against Hgypt which are
being made by some States Members of thls Organization. Such threats are grossly
at varlance with the principles and the Charter of the United Nationg, which

put all Mewbers under an obligation to refrain? in their international relations
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from the threat or use of force against the territorial integrity or political
independence of any State, or in any other menner inconsistent with the solemn
Purposes, and peaceful principles of the United Nations.
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