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Excerpts From the Speeches by Eden and Gaitskell on Egyptian Crisis

LONDON, Oct. 31 (Reulers)—
Following are extracts from the
texts of addresses in the House
of Commons today by Prime
Minister Eden and Hugh Gaits-
kell, Opposition leader:

By Prime Minister Eden

I will begin by saying this
about the United Nations ses-
sion. Yesterday morning the
United States representative
tabled at the United Nations
organization a resolution which
was in effect a condemnation
of Israel as the aggressor in
the events of the last few days.

We felt that we could not
associate ourselves with this

and we said so through diplo- -

matic channels both in London
and in New York, Her Majes-
ty's Government did not feel,
and do not feel, that it is pos-
sible to pronounce in this way
against one of the parties in
the dispute for the action
which they have taken regard-
less of the cumulative effects
that went before.

Throughout recent months,
and in particular since the
seizure of the [Suez] canal,
the Egyptian Government have
kept up a violent campaign
against Israel, against this
country and against the West.

The Egyptian Government
have made clear over and over
again, with increased emphasis
since the seizure of the canal,
their intention to destroy
Israel, just as they have made
plain that they would drive the
Western powers out of the
Middle East.

That is what has been hap-
pening and that is the back-
ground to understand what is
happening. It is from these
Egyptian policies that much of
the present crisis has sprung
and to ignore them is to shun
reality.

Challenges Cairo’s Innocence

In these circumstances, is
there any member ,of this
House who can consicfer Egypt
as an innocent country whom
it is right to exonerate at the
Security Council by condemn-
ing Israel as an aggressor?

In the light of all these
facts, can anyone say that we
and the French Government
should have waited for a satis-
factory resolution by the Secu-
rity Council authorizing defi-
nite action to stop the fight-
ing?

I must remind the House
that we have recently been to
the United Nations and we
went with proposals for the
future of the canal approved
by eighteen powers represent-
ing more than 90 per cent of
the traffic users of the canal.

Admittedly, we received
strong support for our pro-
posals, but they were vetoed
by the Soviet Governmert,
Can we be expected to await
the. development of similar
procedures in the situation of
much greater urgency that
confronts us now in and about
the canal?

We have no desire what-
ever, nor have the French
Government, that the military
action that we shall have to
take should be more than
temporary .in its duration, but
it is our intention that our
action in a settlement will
prevent such a sityation aris-
ing in the future. If we can do
that, we shall have performed
a service not only to this coun-
try but to the users of the
canal.

In the actions we have now
taken, we are not concerned
to stop Egypt but to stop war.
None the less, it is a fact that
there is no Middle Eastern
problem at present which could
not have been settled or
bettered but for the hostile
and irresponsible policies of
Egypt in recent years, and
there is no hope of a general
settlement of the many out-

standing problems in that area
so long as Egyptian propa-
ganda and policy continues its
present line of violence.

To Avert Greater Eetrayal

What would the future of
the Middle East have been if,
while denouncing Israel, we
had done nothing to check
these Egyptian actions? The
only result would be warfare
spreading through the whole
area and a great increase in
the strength and infiuence of
a dictator’s power. )

In these circumstances, to
have no action would have
been to betray, not our in-
terests alone, but those of the
free world and, above all of
the Middle East iiself. To
have taken ineffective action
would have been a greater be-
trayal than to have taken no
action at all,

In entering the Suez Canal
area, we are only protecting a
vital international waterway.
We are also holding—-and this
1s a point I would ask the
House to bear in mind—the
only line of division possible
between the combatants which
is practicable for us because,
even if it had been fair, it
would not have bheen possible
to have attempted to establish
ourselves upon the armistice
line itself.

It is an irregular line with
no facilities and no possibility
of any limited forces doing
anything effective to control
it, and, of course, would have
been no assistance at all in
respect of shipping in the
canal,

Now I wish to say some-
thing about our relations with
the United States in the mat-
ter. The decisions which we
and the French Government
took were, as T said yester-
day, taken on our own account
and on our own responsibility.
The Governments remain con-
vinced that we could have
done no other and discharge
our national duty,

Now, it is, of course, an ob-
vious truth that the safety of
transit through the canal,
though clearly of concern to
the United States, is for them
not a matter of survival as it
is to us and, indzed, to all Eu-
rope and many other lands.

Cites Dulles _

Indeed, Mr. Dulles himself
made this clear on th2 28th of
August when he said the
United States’ ezonomy is not
dependent upon the canal. Of
course that is true, We must
all accept it, and we should
not complain akout it, but it
is equally true that through-
out all these menths this fact
has inevitably influenced the

attitude of the United States .

to these problems, as com-
pared to that of oursclves and
France.

If any one says that on that
account we should have held
up action until agreement
could be reached with the
United States as to what to
do, I can only say that this

would have been to ignore
what every one knows here
and in the-United States to
have becen different ap-
proaches to some of these
vital Middle Eastern ques-
tions,

They know it, We know it.
Of course, we deplore it, but
I do not think that it can
carry with it this corollary
that we must in all circum-
stances secure agreement from

our American ally before we

can act ourselves in what we
know to be our own vital in-
terests,

of conversations between the
United States and ourselves
upon this situation, and we
have expressed our preoccu-
pations and our reasons, dat-
ing right back to the Suez
Canal seizure, why the matter
seemed to us of such over-
whelming - importance, We
have done that at all stages.

(Philip Noel-Baker (Labor)
interrupted to ask: “Did not
those conversations take place
after and as a result of the
Israeli mobilization about
which the United States had
issued a very serious warn-
ing ?” Sir Anthony proceeded:)

I was going to say there
was conversation only yester~
day morning between the For-
eign Secretary and the United
States Ambassador in resp. °
of tie action to be taken at
the. Security Council, with
which I have already dealt.

I have said quite clearly to
the House, and I repeat, that
the decisions taken by us yes-
terday afternoon—the French
Government and ourselves—
were our decisions which we
thought it right to take at
once in the interests of our
own nationals and our ship-

ping.
Cites Message to U. 8.

The moment -the French
Government and ourselves had
reached conclusions as towhat
we should do, I authorized the
dispatch of a full message to
the United States explaining
our action before even coming
to the House.

Earlier yesterday I also in-
formed the United States Gov-
ernment of our reasons for
concern and our anxieties as
to whether the Security Coun-
cil was the method to deal
with the increasing dangers
that faced us, but I do not
think that on either of these I
have anything to repent, be-
cause it is sometimes a gov-
ernment's duty to take deci-
sions for its own security.

best to make it clear why we
thought that decisive action
would have to be taken.
While weyagreed to the Se-
curity Council, we also ex-
plained, as I said just now,
that experience showed that
thig proeedure was unlikely to
be either rapid or effective. -
I conclude by repeating that
our request to the Govern-
ment of Egypt is still open.
We are still convinced that
this offer is the best opportu-
nity there is of bringing hos-

| tilities rapidly to an end, and

There have been a number of preventing the conflagra-

tion from  spreading widely.
That was the purpose of our
two Governments in the action
we took yesterday. We stand
by it.

By Mr. Gaitskell

There was at least one ex-
traordinary omission from the
Prime Minister's statement.
Last night, we begged the Gove

ernment to give us an under- |

taking that they would refrain
from using armed force until
the Security Council had com-
pleted its deliberations or we
had had another chance of
discussing the matter here,

I had hoped, even after the
refusal of the Government to
g've us that undertaking, that
wiser counsels might well have
prevailed, We are still left to
some extent in the dark as to
what the Government have
done,

This is really a fantastic
situation. It is not only the
honorable members on these
benches, it is the whole House,
and indeed the whole country
which is waiting for an ans-
swer to this question,

I ask the Prime Minister
once again—I do not ask him
to disclose troop movements—
I ask him simply to tell the
House and the country, and
indeed the whole world this:
whether the decision has been
finally taken that British and
French troops shall invade the
canal zone and Egypt?

I am at g loss to understand
why the Prime Minister should
be so reluctant to give this
essential item of information
frankly and fully to the House.

‘A Tragic Situation’

I can only assume, however,
from what you have said that
this decision has been taken
and therefore British and
French troops are at any rate
at the moment on the move,

i If this is not so, the Prime

I am glad to see that Mr. -

Cabot Lodge, the distinguished
American representative on
the Security Council, said
yesterday that it took “more
than one question, important
though it is, to upset relations
between ' the United States,
Britain and France.”

This is' true. Throughout
this period, and longer still in
the communications we have
had with the United States
Government, we have done our

Minister owes it to the coun-
try to say it is not so, so that
we can then conclude that
there is still time to prevent
fighting.  He is evidently re-
luctant to do that and I think
my friends must draw their
conclusions.

All ¥ can say is that in tak-
ing this decision, in the view
of the Opposition, the Govern-
meni have committed an act
of disastrous folly, whose
tragic consequences we shall
regret for years,

All of us will regret it be-

sause it will have done irrep-
arable harm to the prestige
and reputation of our country.
This action involved not only
the abandonment but a posi-
tive assault upon the free
principles which have gov-
erned British foreign policy
for at any rate the last ten
years—solidarity with the

Commonwealth, the Anglo-'

American alliance, and adher-
ence to the Charter of the
United Nations. '

This is a tragle situation
and' I cannot but feel that
members of Parliament who
are sincerely concerned with
the maintenance of this unique
institution, the British Com-
monwealth, must in their
hearts feel the deepest anxiety
at what has happened.

From time to time, there
have been disagreements be-
tween America and Britain
but, in the light of what has
happened in the last twenty-
four hours, I am bound to con-
clude,with the American press,
that a far greater strain is
now beipg placed upon the
Anglo-American alliance than
ever before.

We are told that we have
been in close connection with
the United States. Yet even
yesterday evening, the State
Department put out a2 notice
to the effect that they had no
prior intimation of what was
going to be done. It is perfect-
ly clear that nc opportunity
whatever for discussion with
the United States was allowed
or permitted.

I can only say that those
of us who feel as I do—and I
thought some members oppo-
site—that the Anglo-Ameri-
can alliance wag the basis for
the maintenance of peace,
ought to be a little disturbed
by the reports now coming in.

Sabotage of U.N. Charged

Even worse is the third
pillar of our foreign policy
which has now been so wan-
tonly attacked by the Govern-
ment—our support for the
United Nations. It is our at-
tack on the principles and the
letter of the Charter which is
the reason why our action has
been so cooly, indeed hostilely,
received by both the common-
wealth and the United States.

Who was responsible for the
veto this time? Only the Brit-
ich and French Governments.

If it had not been for their
action, there would have been
a unanimous resolution of the
Security Council. I can only
describe that as a major act
of sabotage against the United
Nations.

Even more serious is our
own armed intervention in this
matter. I can only say that
any impartial observer must
recognize that this is a clear
breach of the Charter of the
United Nations.

Whatever doubts there may
be about the degree of aggres-
sion in the Israeli invasion of
Egypt and the extent of the
provocation she suffered, there
can unfortunately be no doubt
abeut the nature of the Brit-
ish and French aggression, It
is clear beyond all peradven-
ture.

There will, therefore, be a
further debate in the Security
Council. No doubt the British
and French will be able once
again, unaided, to veto any
decision. of the Security Coun-
cil. The next stage will be
without, doubt the reference of
this whole matter to the As-
sembly of the United Nations,
It is, I am afraid, only too
obvious that if this matter is
pressed, as it will be, in the
United Nations Assembly,
there will almost certainly be
a two-thirds majority against
us. That is a terribly 'serious
situation.

Israel’s True Interests

The Chinese Government
could perfectly well intervene
in Singapore and say it was
bound to do so and entitled to
do so under international law
to protect the lives and prop-
erty of its own nationals, It
has been set a wonderful ex-
ample by the British Govern-
ment,

The terrible thing about
what the Government has done
is that it set such an example
to every potential aggressor in
the world. There can be no
doubt at all what the view of
the world as a whole is on this
decision of the British Govern-
ment. They look upon it as a
transparent excuse to seize the
canal, to carry out the policy
of force from which they were
deterred by public opinion here
and in the world in August
and September.

I cannot believe that it is in
the true interests of Israel to
be associated with the reoccu-
pation of the canal zone. If
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.then what do we do?

they are looked upon as simply
the stooges of Britain and
France —a kind of advance
guard of Western imperialism
—then any prospect of a peace~
ful settlement with the Araw
states is gravely endangered.

In the canal zone, we may
geize territory and may defeat
—and no doubt will quite eas
ily—the Egyptian forces. But
The
Prime Minister's own comment
today that before we left we
should have to make sure this
did not happen again, leads
one to suppose that he has no
real intention of evacuating
at all.

But there are even graver
possibilities. The Arab states
have indicated their solidarity
with Egypt. What kind of
action they may take about
oil supplies I do not know.
It is possible that the inters
vention of the United States
against us may be of some
assistance there, and thank
goodness for it. .

There are wider implicae
tions than this, for this recke
less and foolish decision had
been taken just at the mo-
ment when events in Poland
and Hungary had given the
free world its greatest hope
and encouragement for ten
years. This act of the Gove
ernment has done untold dame
age to the democratic causa
throughout the world, and,
above all in those wital, un-
committed areas of the world
where special concentration
should be made.

T must now tell the Gove
ernment and the country that
we cannot support the action
they have taken, and that we
shall feel bound by every cone
stitutional means at our diss
posal to oppose it. We shall
do this because we consider
it our duty in the present cri=
sis both to do everything in
our power to save the coun-
try from the disasteérs which,
we believe, will follow the
course set by the Govern-
ment, and to proclaim to the
world loudly and clearly, that
there are millions and millions
of British people—as we be-
lieve a majority of the na-
tion—who are deeply shocked
by the aggressive policy of
the Government and who still
believe that it is both wise
and right that we should stand
by the United Nations, the
Commonwealth and the Unit-

Ad CHrbam allinman



