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I called on Secretary Dulles on September 25 at 3,15 Pem. accompanied
by Mre Reuven Shiloah, mbm I formally introduced in his new capacity.

In preparation for the meeting I hed submitted a short aidememoire in-
dicating that I wished to survey the whole fleld of Americen-Israel relatione
baviag brought from Jerusalem a clear impression of governmental and publie
anxiety at the trend of recent actions and statements by the United States
Government, I listed the main eplsodes which had contributed to this anxiety

A few days before the September 25 meeting the Secretary had approached
me at a reception given by the Australian Delegation in honour of Foreizn
l{inil.ster Casey. Mr.Dulles had said that he had noted that I was fundementall;
worried sbout asp‘ects of American-Israel relations, He would therefors like
our-meeting to take place soon, but would prefer it to be in Washington s;:: the
the State Department could record it and g:l.';'e the meeting its proper official
status. I agreed to thia“ course ;a.nd. the talk was arranged for the first day
after the Secretary's return to Washington.

In the meantime the press had published General Bemneke's request for a
stoppage of work in the demilitarised zone and Israel's rejection of that re-
queat. I had elso ha.d é. telephoné conversation with Mr.Byroade, who had made
it plain that the operation of the grant~in-aid programme was being delayed
mtil our compliance with the Generalls request, It was obvious therefors thaf
this issue wonld inevitably cat acress the line of my general eriticism of rece
State Department policy, Accurd.ing]‘.y I preferred to begin with this point,
rather than respomd to Mr. Dulles' anticipated initiative,

I sald that I had plenned to discnss the wider aspects of our relationship
but would first like to 8ay a few words on the Jordan project, I described
thie project in some detall end summrised the content of Mr.Sharett!s reply -

to Gen.Benneke, The position was that a request had been made %o interrupt



A few days before the September 25 meeting the Secretary had approached
me at a reception given by the Australian Delegation in honour of Forelzn
Minister Casey. Mr.Dulles had sald that he had ro*sd that I was fundementally
worried sboub asp;acts of American-Israel relations. He would therefors like
our-meeting to take place soon, but would prefer it to be in Weshington z0 that
the State Depertment could record it and give the mseting its proper official
status. I sgreed to this course and the talk was arranged for the firet day
after the Secretary's return to Vaahingt‘;oii.

In the meantime the press had published Genarel Benneke's request for a
stoppage of work in the demilitarised zone'and Iarael's fajaction of that re-
quest. I had alsc had a telephons conversation with Mr.Byroade, 1n'\v}m had made
it plain that the operation of the grant-in-aid programme was being delayed
mtil our compliance with the General's request, It was obvious therefore that
this issue wonld inevitably cut acro;as the line of my general criticism of recent
State Department policy. Accordingly I preferred to begin with this point
rather than respomd to Mr. Dulles! anticipated initiatlve,

I said that I had plenned to discuss the wider aspecis of our relationship
but would first like to ssy a few words on the Jorden project, 1 described
this project in some detail and summ.rised the content of Mr.Shareti's reply
to Gen,Benneke, The position was that a rsqus{at bad ‘nee;z made to interrupt
______work on a project vital for Israelfs economie future. This work had begun with
the full kmowledge of United Nations authorities, and its fulfilment was in
complete accordance with policies and princlples which the Security Council
had ‘.Laid down two and a half years agé.- Gen.Bennéke had based his regquest

for an inberruwption on some four or five gror_mds, all of which could convincingly

prove %o be wrong in fact, and some of which conflicted with established



United Nations ;principla-a and commitments., We therefore had an unassailable
right to ask Gen,Benneke to reconsider his decision in the light of Mr.
Sharett!s reply -« a reply based opon our intimete knowledge of the scene, and
containing assurances which shnulg} dispel his disquiet. If, to our surprise,
he maintained his position in the light of our reagoned appeal, we then hed a
| rizht to turn to the Security Council. I pointed out that in 1951 we hed been
told that the drainage of the Huleh swamps would have fearful consequences to
the prejudice of other interests; that we hed made ourselves somewhat un-
popular for a brief period by tenaciously holding our ground against that
assumption; but that in the course of time our position had been proved en-
tirely Jjustified, and ways were found of continuing the project to the full
satisfaction of legitimate local interests. Similarly, for over two yeara
we had pars.'.,stently wpheld our viewpoint of the Suez fanal issue, and here
’a‘ga:ln. we had been proved right, although Egypt was still 1%1101'111@ the Security
Council Resolution. Nobody, however, had atiempted to disesuade Egypt from
maintaining its position while utilising all avenues of appeal wp to the Se-
eurity Council iteelf, In the 1;ght of this experience we had learnt that
we might sacrifice legitimate interests by ydélding prematursly to unsound
positions; and also that we had & way of proviidg:the justice of our case if
only we were able to argue it with perseverance and freedom. I therefore now
had two requeets from the I}e;_':grtment of State.

The first request was not to lmpede us in our efforis fo utilise all
the availaeble procedures of a;-gu_ment,‘ reconsideration and appeal. We should
not, and indeed, would not, be deterred.. from the use of peaceful remedies by
giving any heed to Syrian sabre rattling, ' It was painful, however, to record
that this was not the only extemai influence which was hampering our effort
to seek reconsideration by every legitimate means. Q,ui‘.te irrelevently, and
I thought most unwisely, the execution of the Foreign Aid Programme in Israel

was being held wp by the United States with the avowed intention of influencing
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the prejudice of other interests; that we hed mede ourselves somewhat un-
popular for a brief period by tenaciously holding our ground sgainst that
assumption; but that in the course of time cur position had been proved en-
tirely justified, end ways were found of continuing the project to the full
satisfaction of legitimate local interests., Similarly, for over t,ﬁo years
we had parsfl'.stently upheld our viewpoint of the Suez Canal issue, and here
“sgain we had been proved right, slthough Egypt was still ignoring the Security
-Gonncil Resolution. HNobody, howev‘ex; bad attempied to dissumde Egypt from
maintaining its position while uti::il.iaing all avenues of appeal wp to the Se-
" eurity Council itself. In the light of this expari;ence we had learnt that
we mizht sacrifice legitimante interesis by yiélding prematurely to unsound
positions; end aleo that we had a way of proviig-the Jjustice of our case if
only we were able to argue it with persev;ara.nce and freedom, I therefore now
had two requests from the Department of State.
The first request was not to impede us in our efforts to utilise all

the available procedures of a;gnment,' reconsideration and appeal. We should
not, and indeed, would not, be deterrsd from the use of peaceful remedies by
giving any heed to Syrian sabre rattling. It was painful, however, o record
that this was not the only externsl influence which was hampering our effort
to seek reconsideration by every legitimate means. Quite irrelevantly, and
I thought most unwisely, the execution of the Foreign Ald Programme in Isresl
was being held up by the United States with the avowed intention of influencing
our action in a matter now umder negotiation between Israsl snd the United
Nations. This was a very grave I-me;tter 1:1:15511. It could only be described

as using our finencial difficulties as a means of preventing us from main-
taining our national and international rights by peaceful discussion. Let

us agssume that it would take us several weeks or months to win our causs

in the United Nations on this issue, ag we had won similar causes in the past.
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The effect of the United States action was to deny us this capacity by .im-
posing an urgent economie prssure to impedse our deliberate pursuit of legal
remedy. The Mutual Seeurity Programme had been one of the most constructive

| expressions of American foreign policy ;n“tha world as a whole and in Israel

in particular, It was a matter for gri;:f to see any comfort being offered to
1ll-disposed eritics who had asserted that this beneficient programme was an
instrament of political influence. Had all the consequences of this irrelevant
connection between the Jordan dispute and the Mutuzl Security Programme baen
considered from the viewpoint of Amezjican—lsraei relations and of the larger
international objectives which had given the programme its moral stature in |
the eyes of free countries which henefitted from it? We were in financisl
difficulties, but national pride would prevail against economic preassure. My
firet request, then, was that the United States should not impede us in our
pursuit of réconsideration; and should, sbove all, re-sstsblish the complete
ae.jaaration between the mutual security programme and politicel differences such
as wore bound to arise from time to time betwsen free governments which cherished '
their liberty of conviction and Judgment,

My second request was that if and when we pursued our appeal in the Security
Council 1tself, the Thited States would then remain fedthful to the policies
vhich 1% bed publicly enunciated in 1931,' both in i:ka ovn statement, and in
statements by other Western representatives in the name of the group of cotintries
sponsoring the Security Council's Resolution of May 18,1951, The United States
had been categorically committed to t];le view that normal ecomomic work should
proceed in the demiliterised zone ‘tznobairucted'by the United Nations, =0 long
as the progress of such work would not prejudice the private interests - or
more speclfically the land rights - of Arab inhabitants, If the Western Powers
remained true to this commitment, eny case for the stoppage of work 1n the
Jordan could easily be refuted if proper time and considaratio;l vere given.

I then subsided in order to give the Secretary a chance to reply before

proceeding to my major theme.
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connection betwesn the Jordan dispute and the Mutual Security Programme been
considered from the viewpoint of American-Israel relations and of the larger
internationel objectives which had given the programme its moral stature in

the eyes of free countries which henefitted from it? We were in financial
difficulties, but national pﬁde would prevail against eccnomic pressure. My
firet request, then, was that the United States should not impede ns in our
pursult of réconsideration; and should, sbove all, re-sstablish the complete
separation betwsen the mutual security p:.:ogra.mme and political differences such
a8 were bound to arise from time %o t:tn:e between free goyernmenta which cherished
thelir 1liberty of conviction and judgment. -

My second request was that if and when we pursued our appeal in the Security
Council itself, the United States would then remain faithful to the policies
which it had publicly enunciated in 1951, 'both. in its own statement, and in
tatem_ents by other Western representatives in the name of the group of cotintries
éponsoring the Security Comncil's Resolution of May 18,1951. The United States
had been categorically committed to the view that normal ecomomic work should
proceed in the demilitarised zone ‘nmbstmcted by the United Nations, so long
as the progress of such work would not prejudice the private int;aresta - Or
more specifically the land rights — of Arab inhabitants, If the Western Powers
remained true to this commitment, any case for the stoppage of work in the
Jordan could easily be refuted if prop:er time and comsideration were given.

I then subsided in order to give the Secretary a chance to reply before
proceeding to my major theme, :

Mr, Dulles reacted as follows: ' He was of course interssted to hear my
account of the project and of its ma.ny topographical and other aspects, He
had not mastered these details. He ?rasumad that I would not expect him to

g into them. It was no% a matter directly affecting the United States. There

wes a United Nations authority involved and tﬁie authority had given a ruling,

He hoped that we would comply with that ruling. "In general, he said, "your



hever be changed except by war, They don't take enough care of the legalitibs
of their bosition," Qf course onceia fact wag created in the area it was

difficult to disrupt it; but we seemed to make it g é:eneral policy to create

long ag they remain in force; aso long as Israel m intained its rights under
the armistice treaties, 1tg poaitio:.n ¥as under no legitimate eriticism at alj,
If our neighbours wanted any change let *;'.hem enter into negotiations and put
forward their "proposals, We would then do f;ha same,

4, Mr.Dulleg réeplied that what I had said was unassailsble but it seemed to
crantain 2 valusble new element. I hag Intimatéd that the Arab States coulg
mskte proposals for a change in the peace negotiations. Mr, Sharett, on the
other hand, hag given him the impression that We wers no% prepared for any
singlg concession in Ieapect of the status quo, The Jibre.ign Minister had saig
that nothing except war would enable the Arabe to get anything from us which

s
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Gen.Benneke's recoimendation and to go shead es if nothing had heppened.

I aaiﬂ. that I would like to reply both to his generel description of
our policy and to his more specific allusion. If he meant that Israel's
position was founded on nothing but & falt accompli which we refused to modify,

then this was an unacceptable definition., Our territorial position and our .
relations with our neighbours rested upon valid intermational treaties. We
had our rights under those treaties and. had no obligation to chenge them to
our d.isa.d.mtage. We neither exerci,‘ped nor claimed any rights beyond them so
long as they remsin in force; so long as Israsl ma intained its rights under
the armistice treaties, its position was under no legitimate criticiem at all.

If our neighbours wanted any change let them enter _i.nto negotiations and put
forward their -proposals., We would then do the same.

. Mr.Dulles replied that vhat ‘I had said was unassailsble but it seemed to
contain & valusble new element, I hed intimated that the Arab States could
make proposals for a change in t}xe peace negotiations. Mr, Sharett, on the
other hand, had given him the impression that we were not prepared for any
ain.glg concession in respect of the status quo. The Foreign Minister had said
that nothing except wax wb.uld ensble tﬁe Arasbs to get anythil;g from us which
they did not possess or enjoy under the armistice agreements. ¥What I had now
sald about poaa_ihilities of revision of a peace negotiation sounded different '
and valusble, but was I quite sure‘tha.t that was my Government's current
positioni;

I replied that if he studied Mr.Sharett's views as a whole he would see
nothing mew in what I hed said, Our position had been and was that we legally
and justly held certain positio&ana under the existing armistice treaties. If

the Arab States wented to change anything, the very discussion could only ariee

in the course of a megotiation aimed at replecing the armistice treaties by



peace treaties., In such a discussion we were ready to consider mubuel ad-
Justments, It was Just as legitimate for us to seek improvemente of the
existing situation %o our advantege as it was for the Arzbs to do so. While
they could mske any proposal for ;?.djustment. we were quite free to agree or not
to agree to accept it. We were slso free to suggest adjustmente in our favour.
Thus, in the formal sense, all parties were on & sound basis in mainteining
their full rights under the srmistice, just as they would be on & sound basis
in wrging mutual edjustments in a new negotiatipn. As a matter of political
fact, bowever, the present positions have crystallised into the national 1ife
of the State over a period of five years, snd it was obviouns that vhatever
chenges occurred in a peace negotiation could not be such a8 to change the
pi-esent balence of territorial or other rights in our disfawvour. Everyithing
I had just said‘ was substantively a repetition of what lr.Shareti had told him
in Jeruszlem. My only object mow was to reject the sugges;tion that anything
in Israel!s present political or territorial position could fairly be described
as & unilateral fait accompli. I distinctly remenber that Mr,Dulles himself
in 1648 had proposed the thitednﬁe.tiona resolution out of which the present
position srose. He hed proposed that Israel and the Arsb States should reach
their own arrangements for boundaries end other matters by negotiating in two
stages: first by negotiating armistice sgreements, and then by extending their
scope %o peace negotiations .of which the armlstice agreement would be the
gtarting point,  That is exactly our pol;cy. Ve had accomplished stage one,
and were prepared for stege twq w‘hen the other side declared iis readiness,
Mr.Dulles said that he d1d not mean to question the legality of our posi-
tion or xighits under the armistice agreen;ents, but would like to return %o
the matter at issue which is 'l:hat‘ we had taken a position contrary to the
United Fetions in the Horth, This hed followed the d.i..sq_uiet ‘caused. by the move
of our Foreign Office to Jerusalem, on which subject he had received represenia-

tions from menbers of Congress, asking him why he did not do anything about it.

%
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in urging mutual sdjustments in & new negotiation. As a matter of political
fact, however, the present positions have erystallised into the national life
of the State over a period of five years, and it was obvious that vhatever
chenges occurred in a peace negotlation could not be such as %o change the
pfesent belence of territorial or other rights in our disfavour. Ever-ything
I had just sai.d. was substentively a repetition of what Mr.Sharett had told him
in Jerusalem. My only object mow was to reject the suggestion that anything
in Israel?s present political or territ;rial position could fairly be described
as z unilateral failt sccompli. I dis;:inctly remerber that Mr,Dulles himself
in 1548 had proposed the Tnited Natlons resolution out of which the present
position arose, He had proposed that Israel and the Arab States should reach
their own arrengements for boundaries end other matters by negotiating in two
stegee: first by negotiating armistice agree;nents, and then by extending thelr
gcope to peace negotiations of which the armistice sgreement would be the
starting point, - That is exactly our policy. We hed accomplished stage one,
and were prepared for stage two w;nen the other side declared its readiness.
MreDulles sald that hel did not mesn to question the legality of our posi-
tion or rishts under the armistice egreements, but-would like to return to
the matter at issue which is that we had teken a poeiifion contrary to the
Tnited Nations in the North, This hed followed the disquiet caused by the move
of our Foreign Office to Jeruselem, on whick subject he bad received repreaenté—
tions from membere of Congress, asking him why he did not do enything about it,
It was this charge that we disrega::_-ded the United Nations whenever it sulted
us that mede things difficult for the United St-ates which hed to give & clear
impression of even-handed policy in ite reletions to Middle Eastern States.
Since we that was its desire the aonly course open to the Uhited States was to
support the verdicte of impertial United Na;ions orgene, no matter in wvhose

favour or ageinst whom those verdicts were given.
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(Here I would db.greas by seying that Mr.Dulles' statement sbout our
creating accomplished facte and then refusing to change them may not have
been intended to refer generelly to the territorial position, but rather
more gpecifically to the accu‘_m;lation of incidents under the armistice, to-
gether with our Foreign Ofﬂc;s moves On the other hand, once I ascribed his
remark to our totel position he entered the argument with forensic persistence,
sbendoning it only when allusion wes made to his own part in esteblisking the
rresent sltuvation. This clearly gratified him, as does any reference ad personer
¥hether I misunderstood hig vague avéep:l.ng charge or not, I do not feel that
anything was lost by giving him a detailed end accurate account o:f our position
under the armistice treaties,as they affect the problem of territorial revision.
I would only add that the State Department itself has recently reaffirmed and
supported our-boundaries position in a letter semt to Congresswoman Kelly, We
shall,of course,remind the Secretery of this if, es I do not enticipate, he .

-

returns to the frey).

-

Vhen ke returned to the immediate metter at issue Mr.Dulles began by seying
that the Syrian position could not be completely frivolous if Gen.Benncke had
supported it. He did mnot evén know the nationelity of the General (Was it not
Swedish?) but he wes surely en impartisl person. The Secretary went on to say
that he would not for a moment suggest thet we should be prevented from esking
for reconsideration, either from the Genersl himself or from the Security
Council. This was our perfect right. . However, we would win sympathy and good
will in meny quarters if we werg to comply first, out of respeect to the T.Ini.ted-
FNations, and then go on to challenge and sppeal ms strongly as we 1liked.,

I sald that I would certainly com;rey his views fully to my Government.

The fact was, however, that the status quo was the continustion of the work
and not its suspension. ‘It would thés be logical for the present situation
to be maintained until the move for stoppage had been carried through every

avenue of appeal, Otherwise the stoppage itself might well prejudice our
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anything was lost by glving him a detailed end accurate account of our position

under the armistice treaties,as they affect the problem of territorial revision.
T would only add thet the State Department itself has recently reaffirmed and
supported our-boundaries position in & letter sent to Congresswoman K_telly. Ye
shall,of course,remind the Secretary of this if, es I do not enticipate, he

returns to the fray).

When he returned to the immediesté metter at issue Mr.Dulles began by saying
that the Syrisn position could mot be completely frivolous if GenBenneke had
supported it, He did not even kmow tha. naticnality of the General (Waz it not
Swedish?) but he was surely en impartial person. The Secretaiy went on to say
that he would not for a moment suggest that we should be prevented from esking
for reconsideration, either from the Genmsrel himself or from the Security
Council. This was our perfect r.’;.ght. However, we would win sympathy and good
v.til in meny quafters if we were to comply first, out of respect to the Thited
Fations, and then go on to challenge end sppeal as strongly as we liked.

I said that I would certainly convey big views fully to my Government.
The fact was, however, that the status quo was 'she continuation of the work
and not ite suspension., It would thiis be logicel for the present situation
to bo mainteized untll the move for stoppage had been carried through every
avenue of appesl, Otherwise the stoppage itself might well prejudice our
position. He asked whether it would no% be a fact that by continuing the work
we would create such & fait accompli that those who adjudicated it would not
even be able to consider whether itshoul_d proceed or not.

Mr.Shiloeh interposed to say that this wes not the case. Until some of

the Jordsn waters were actually diverted - and this would mot be for some years -

no change of topogrephy or the level of the Jorden wes involved.

b |



?.

The Secretery é.ppea.red to be interested in this aspect smd. turning to
Mr.Gardiner said *We might sk the Genersl whether ke would say that any
4rrevocsble fact would be created if the work went on vwhile the argument and
appeel continued,.? We selzed u;:o;z this and definitely encouraged him to pursue
this line, (I doubt, however, ;hether be meen% this to cancel the State De-
partment's real desire, vhich is that irreapecti.:v'e of merits some act of
tribute to United Natlons snthority should take place 110‘1; that Gen.Benneoke
nes suggested a stoppesd.

Goncluding this part of the interview Mr.Dulles said thab financiel aid
under the mutuel security progremme Was wjigcretionary” and th_e United States

was entitled to a judgment as to when and in vhat circumstances it cen be most

‘appropriately epplied. He concluded: "The ald programme should wait a few

more deys, by which time 1 hope you will have bhelped us clear up this other

. 8ituation,” He was careful to avoid the jndelicate language of quid pro quo

which Byroade used,

411 this hed occupied us for gbout 25 mim;t-es. I now told the Secretary
that I eould have wished that the previous matier bed not dominated this con-
versetion which I had sought for & completely different reason, I thought it
appropriate that we shonld now consider the basic problems of American-Israel
relations. I had come back from Israel vith a clear impression that a cloud
had fallen over this relationship end that its treditional atposphere no longer
prevailed. 1 hed discussed this problem at home in governmentsl and perlia—
mentary circles, and also-a-a far as :anssible ip lerge public gatherings. The
avid interest which the pro;ble‘m evoked proved -~ as the Secretary himself m:.st-
have felt during his visit - that for the people of Isrsel the American reé-
lé.tionahip is the central problem of their infernationa.l thinking. It is for
this reason that every sympto:g of improvement oxr decline ‘is followed with the
closest: scrutiny. A position had been reached in vhich it was impossible
by explaining away & geries of evenis, however rationa.ily. to eradicate from -

~&
teceal wubldie opinion end from other public opinion concerned with Isrsel's
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¥r.Gardiner sald "We miznt &

jrrevocsble fach would be created if the work went on while the argument and
eppeal continued.” We geized upon this and definitely encouraged him to pursue
this line. (I doubt, however, whether be meant this o cancel the State De-
partmentts real desire, which is that irrespective of merits some sct of
tribute to Unlted Fations euthority should take place now that Gan.B.eﬁneke

hes suggested & stoppegg.

Concluding this part of the interview Mr.Dulles said thet financisl aid
pnder the mtual gecurity programme gaa 'discretionary“ and the United States
was entitled %o a judgment as to vhen and in what oirpwnstances 4t cen be most
‘eppropriately epplied. He concluded: "The ald programme should wait a few
pore deye, by vhich time I hope you will have helped us clear up this other
. gituvation.® He was careful to avoid the n;(lelicate lenguage of quid pro quo

> vhich Byroade used.
T .

; A1l this had occupied us for gbout 25 minutes, I MOW told the Secretery
thet I eould have wished thet the previous matter bed not dominated this con-
versation which I had gought for a comple tely different remson. I thought 1%
appropria’oe that we should now consider the basic problems of American-Israel
relations, I had come back from Israel with a clear impreseion ¥hat a cloud
had fallen over this relationehip and that its treditional atmosphere Do longer
prevailed. I hed discussed this problem at home in governmental and perlie—
mentary eircles, an and eleo 88 i’ar“a.a possible in large public gatherings. !mé
avid interest which the pro"blem evoked proved ~ as the Secretary himself mist
have felt during his vigit ~ thet for the people cf Isreel the American re-
lationship is the central problem of thelr {pternationsl thinking. 1t is for
this reason thal every aympt;:n; of improvement or decline is followed with the
clogest: scrutiny. A position had been :gea.ched. 4n which it was imposaible
by explaining away & geries of eventis, however rationally, %o eradicate from
Isreel public opinion end from other p;::blic opinion concerned with Isreel's
future (et this phrexe the secretary 1odkad up sharply and gmiled) that there
bad been no departure from & tradition vhich hed endured meny years Qith the
epproval of all major political parties in both count;'ies. {ihether or not the
Secretary believed thet this attitude of public epinion wes Jjustified, i%s

existence was nethertheless & politicel fact.
\
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I went on to cite the list of events which had built up this 1npr§asion.
First, there seemed to be a deliberate relvctance by leaders of the Americen
Government to affirm and assert the American-Isrsel friemdship. It was all very
well to say that words were of no prat;t;.cal velue and that their absence con-
stituted no cauese for concern. Both ou.r countries are governed by their public
opinion; it is important not only that friendly rela.tic:ns should exist but also
that friendly relafions ehould seem to exist, This American silence on the
positive aspects of relations with Israel contrasted with a marked readiness
to let the world kmow quickly and early a.houi; any differénces of opinion. It
coincided also with a tendency to emphesise the interests of the United States
' in maintaining its¢ friendship with the Areb world. I believed I was right in
saying that concern for the American-Israel friendship had never been expressed
gince the Administration came to power, except as a quelifying parenthesie to
what was, in the main, an expression of desire for Arsb friendship. Here I
* hinted obliquely at the sabsence of administrative eppearsunces or utterances
et occcesions dedicated to American~Israel cooperation; and more specifically
'-so the impression created in Iersel by the Presideni's avoldance, in a recent
mescage, of & traditional opportunity at a Z0A Convention %o express thie
element of American policy which had been handed down for the past three decades.

Second, wherever differences .o:t; Judgment ex:iated. between us, as they must
exist between free Governments, the United States appesred concerned to empha-
gigse rather than understate them, There hed seemed to be a speciel concern
to let the Arab world know of &mer-fl.ca'a unwiflingnesa to help us in a certain
sector of our firanclal problem. ‘ I ‘said that I was not quarrelling with the
decipion itself, to which the United States was fully gntitled, although we
8till hoped to change ite mind. Ez wvas concerned by what seemed a positﬁ
desire to demonstrate to the Arsb world every dissociation of the Thited States
from Isresel's hopes or requests;. A similar position existed in the Jerusalem
question, I was referring not so mmch to the statements on whil;h there had

been much correspondence; but rather to ‘the extraordinary practice of rigidity
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poeitive aspects of relations with Israel contrasted with a marked readiness
to let the world kmow quickly and early about any d:lffere’nces of opinion. It
coincided also with a tendency to emphasise the interests of the United States
in maintaining its¢ friendship with the Areb world., I believed I was right in
seying that concern for the American-Israsel friendship had never been expressed
since the Administration came to power, except as a quelifying parenthesis to
vhat was, in the main, an expression of desire for Areb friendship, Here I
hinted obliguely at the ebsence of ad.ﬁjinistratiw sppearances or utierances
at occesions dedicated to American~Israel cooperation; and more specifically
tol the impression created in Isrsel by the President's avoldance, in a recent
messsge, of a traditional opportunity at a Z0A Convention to express this
element of American policy which had been handed down for the pest three decades.
Second, wherever differences of judgment existed between us, as they mst
exist between free Governments, the United States appeared concerned to empha-
gige rather than understate them, There had seemed to be & special concern
to let the Arab world know of America's unwillingness to help us in a certain
sector of our fimencial problen, ‘I said that I was not quarrelling with the
decipion itself, to which the Unlted States was fuily entitled; although we
still hoped to change its mind. Bz wag concerned by what seemed a positive
desire to demonstrate to the Arab world every dissociation of the United States
from Isrzel's hopes or requests, Auaimilar position existed in the Jerusalem
question, I was referring mot so much to the stetements on which there had
been much correspondence; but rather to the extraordinary practice of rigidity
prescribed for the American Mission 1n Israel with the effect that this effective
instrument for American-Israel flriendship was now seriously blunted, There was
a lerge measure of agreement between the Thited States and Isrsel on the
Jerusalem problem as such, for at m_:st stages during the past six yeers we had

had pimilar ldeas at identical times on the way that this problem should be

solved. Thet was =till the case, I knew of the Secretary's recent soundings
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in this matter, and I myself was pessimistic about any parliamentary possi-
bilities of achieving & reasonsble gettlement at this time for the establish-
ment of a Thited Nations emthority for the Eoly Places in Jerusalem. The point
is however that the Tnited States ami glsrael were, in genersl, against the same
proposal snd for the same proposal. .(He noddéd in assent)., We differed only
on & marginal aspect of the problem, namely: whether we had chosen an &ppro-
priate time to move the Foreign Office to Jeruselem. That Jerusalem was
Politica}.ly a part of Israel was not doubted on either side. But whereas the
aspect of the Jerusalem problem on which the;re were differenées between the
United States end Isrsel had been given wide public reverberationm, the Uﬁited
States has shown no such concern to publicise its basic agreement wkth Israel
on the problem as & whole., This, of course, made the conflict about the Foreign
Office even sharper. Here then was a pro'blei?which Isrsel and the Thited States
were reelly allies end partners, opposed by the Arab world and by other interests;
and yet precisely here the atmosphere of conflict was most acute and was being -
monifested with greatest frequency to the prejudice of our diplomatic relations.
Other countries, including Catholic countries, had been far less sharp in theiz"
reaction snd were now willing to be far less rizid in their diplomatic practice,
Even if we assumed that the basic positions of Israel and the Thited States

on the lecetion of the Foreign Office and ‘the .Diploma.tic Missions had to remain
as they were at present, it was still quite possible, within the framework of
these positions, to work out more harmonious arrangements which would ensble

Pl

the diplomatic relations of the two countries to be as little affected as
possible by the present anomaly.‘ I pointeéd out that a recent letter by Catholic
aunthority in America gave the clear impression that the writer believed Mr.
Dulles to be in favonr of territorial internationalisation. I und.eratoo‘c‘i this
to be completely untrue. (The Secreiary nodded his head in agra:ement) .

My conclusion was that the present policy of the Unil‘aed States on Jerusalenm,
including its judgment on our Foreign Office move, did not did not compel the

e

eontinuation of the irritation and snomsnly inherent in the present practice of



2 L ——

States hes shown no such concern to publicise ifs besic agreement with Isrzel
on the problem e&s & whole. This, of course, made the conflict about the Foreign
0ffice even sharrer. Here then was a proble;:}":_-ich Isreel and the Thited States
were really sllies snd partners, opposed by the Arab world and by other interestis;
and yet precisely here the atmosphere of conflict was most acute and was being
manifested with greatest frequency to the prejudice of our diplomatic relations.
Other countries, including Catholic countries, had been far less sharp in their
reaction and wers now willing to be far less rigid in their diplomatic practice,
Even if we assumed that the basic po?‘aitiona of Israel and the Thited States

on the loczation of the Foreign Office ami the Diploma.i;ic Misgions had to remain
as they were at present, it was still quite possible, within t.;ne framework of
these positions, %o work out more hermonious arrangements which would enable

the diplomatic relations of the two countries to be as little affected as
possible by the present a.nomaly.‘. I pointed out that a recent letter by Catholic
authority in America gave the clear impression that the writer believed Mr.
Duiles to be in favour of territorial internationslisation. I understood this
to be completely untrue. (The Secretary nodded his head in agreement) .

My conclusion was that the present policy of the United States on Jerusalen,
including its judgment on our Foreign Office move, did not did not compel the
continuation of the irritation and anomaly inherent in the present practice of
the American Mission., If there was = will, then thers were seversl ways, even

within our present political positions, of excluding the Jerusalem question

from the list of conflicts between Israel and the Thited States.
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I then turnedbo the guestion of arms. In Washington, the issus, viewed
at a distance, might be contemplated against a global strategic background.
In Israel and the Arab States, however, this matier wes always considered
predominantly in its regional coni;e;:t ~ that is, in direct relationship to
thé Arab-Israel tension, The Seo;etary might have seen what kind of a country
Tsrael waes., There was not a single populated area .mra than a few miles from
a hostile frontier. Nearly all of these frontiers were the'acene of inter-
mittent violence, of which the basic cause was the Arab refusal either to make
peace with Israel or even to 191; Israsel alone, In these circumstances when a
citizen of Israel hears that the United States, Israel's best friend and zea~
lous custodian for peace in the area, even contemplates the possibility of
giving arms to bellicose dictators or other Arab Govermments, without any
substantial modification of their relations with Israel, he is struck by a
complete and stunned incomprehension. The unwisdom of pouring oil on such
troubled waters appears so simple that it was in;:onceivabla that there should
be any difficulty in bringing the United States to' ghare our point of view.
¥e wers not consoled by assurances on the modest quentiiy of arms. The United
States and Israel had a vastly different scale of thinking; they inevitebly
differed in their judgment of this matter. Vhen Mr.Byroade told me that nelither
Syria nor Bgypt would receive mﬁre than a c_értain quantity of military eid
apiece, his sincere intention was to allay my concern; actually he merely re-
inforced 1t. Those quantities, smell in American eyes, could substantially
affect the balance of Iarael'é military gecurity which rested on very slender
merging, Moreover, there wa; a question of principle. These arms would be
stamped with the American eagle; fhey would convey to the Ared mind a clear
message that for the Thited States the refussl of the Arab Stetes to live at
peace with Israel wes not a barrier to Arab military and mordl reinforcement
by the United States, We were at a loss %o understand wvhy the United States
found it difficult to accept our view in this matter, The vhole tradition of

American history, in so far as 1 cc;éld underatand 1%, was one of abstinence
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peace with Israel or even to let Isrzel alone, In these circumstances when &
citizen of Israel hears that the United Staves, Israel's best friend and zea-
lous custodian for peace in the area, even contemplates the possibility of
giving arms to bellicose dictators or other Arab Governments, wi.tl;dut any
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- complete and stunned incomprehension. The pawisdom of pouring oil on such
troubled waters appears 80 gimple ‘shat 4t was mponceivable that there should
be any difficulty in bringing the ﬁUni.ted States to share our point of view.

' We were not comsoled by assurances on the modest qp:antity of arms. The Unifed
States and Israel had & vastly different scale of thinking; | they inevitably
differed in their judgment of this matter. WVhen Mr.Byroade told me that neither
Syrie nor Egypt would receive more than o certain quantity of military aid
spiece, hia sincere sntention was to allay my concern; actuslly he merely re-
inforced it. Those quentities, smell in American eyes, could substantially
affect the balance of Isreel's military security which rested on very slender
marging, Moreover, there wa; a quustion of principle. Thege srms would be
stemped with the American eagle; they would couvey to the -Areb mind a clear
megsage that for the Tnited States the refusal of the Arab Stetes to live at -
peace with Israel was not a barrier to Arsb military and moral reinforcement
by the United States, We were ‘at a loss to understand why the United States
found it difficult to accept our view in this matter., The whole tradition of
American history, in so far a.s_I could understand it, was one of ebstinence

and restraint in the matier of arming a.ny.country which deliberately meintained
belligerency sgalnst snother country in friendly relations with the Thited
States., While all the other problems which I hed mentioned were of substantive
importance, this wne was especially cru:cial. 1t would be imposeible %o explain
to our people that a friendly .power, ‘concerned for Israel's jnterests, could

give the militery zeal of the surrounding Arab States the powerful moral re-
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inforcement of direct military aid withoumt this signifylng a lack of regard
for that which in the Israzeli mind predominated over everything else, namely:
the sharp fear for physical security. AllL that I had so far been able to tell
my Government and public was that tlfe‘:lssue vas not yet settled. The United
States Government had received an au:bhcrisation but not a definite mandate to
give any arms to the Areb States, (Agein Mr.Dulles expressed assent). Thus
the issue was still open and we were still entitled %o hope that our view would
prevail. But the apprehension etill existed. I had heard nothing which entitled
my Government to believe that the danger had passed, Indeed, my last talk with
Mr.Byroade showed that it still tangibly existed.

I said that a2ll the misunderstandings and differences which I had enumerated
‘had occurred within a brief space of time and seemed to constitute a trend of
policy. The effect can only be understood if we thought of the cumulative
-influence of these events., Perhaps each one by itself could ‘be explained in
terms of & tactical posture which the Thited States thought suitable in order
_ to increasze its influence 1n the Areb world., All of them together, however,
could not be thus explained; and our public opinion in the wide sense o in
which I had deseribed i%, was so disturbed that the only way %o allay it was by
some tangible token that the American-Israel .fr.‘..end.ahip wag firm, I had felt
in Israsel that saturation point had been reached beyond vhich any further mis-
hep would swing the balance tow;ards a widespread and profound impression of
injured relationships, Now we had the gra.v?at matter of all. The United States
by its action on the Jordan di;put_e and the Muiual Security grant had shown
a definite lack of trust in Israel’s a‘bility and willingness to solve this
matter by the legitimate exercise of its pol'itical rights es a member of the
United Nations, Instead of standing by sympathetically while Israel made the
effort to solve the question through sppropriate channels, the Tnited States
was exerting the strongest possible pressure in favour of Israsl's precipliate

surrender of what it thought to be right and Just.
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Mr.Byroade showed thet it still tengibly existed.
1 said thet all the misunderstendings and differences which I had enumerated
‘had occurred within a brief space of time and —cemed to constitute a trend of
policy. The effect can only be understood 3f we thought of the cumulative
_4nfluence of these events, FPerhzps each one by itself could be explained in
terms of & tactical posturs which the United States thought guiteble in order
. to increaze its influence jn the Arsb world, All of them together, however,
could not be thus explained; and our ﬁublic opinion in the wide sense ef Iin
\hich T had described it, vas so disturbed thet the only way to allay 1t wes by
pome tangible token that the American-Israel friendship was firm. I had felt
in Isrsel that saturation point had been reached beyond uhichlany further mis-
hap would swing the balance towards a widespread and profound impression of
injured relationships. How we hp.d the gravest matter of all. The United States
by its action on the Jordan dia?nta and the Mutual Security grant bhad sbown
a definite lack of trust in Tsraelts ability and willingness ‘40 solve this
mabter by the legitimate exercise of its political rights as a member of the
United Nations., Instead of standing by sympathetically while Israel made the
effort to solve the question through eppropriate channels, the United States
was exerting the strongest possible pressure in favour of Israsl's precipitate -
gurrender of what 1t thought to be right and just. ‘
Towards the end of this latfer point the Secretary had been handed a nofe
%o say that hils next appoiniment awaited. Secretary Wilson, Secretary Hurphrey,
Mr.Stessen, Mr.MacArthur snd a group of unidentified Generals awaited him out-
gide. The Secretary said: "You ﬁam raiyaed'ﬁatters of fundamental importance.

I did not quite realise that 'we were gzoing to have such an importent talk, I

muet now interrupt it but it is vitall that we should resume BoOR. it is not a



matter that we can consider in haste, I will therefore give you only 'one

quick reaction to illustrate my general thinking., When I was in Few TYork

ot the Thited Nations meetings I met high ranking representatives of all

the Arab Stetes. They told me that théy were disappointed in the new Admini-
stration. They had exzpected it %o depart from the policy of its predecessors.
They had especially hoped that the Eiseﬁwer Administration would abandon the
pro-Israel pollcy. They were now disillusioned. They said that we were follow-
ing the same line and were still close to the.Israel position on every point of
pubstance, I wonder vhether that d;.:-es not reassure you, but we must talk about
‘this some more,"

Ag we rose to go I said to the Secretary that what he had just told me
prc:"ved a completely different point. It proved that the steps which the United
States had taken’ and which had had such a disquieting effect on Israeli and
Jewish opinion had had no compensating advantage on‘the Arseb side., The question
therefore was whether there was any point in diluting or concealing the
American-Israel friendship in the hope of m&ing an impression on the Arabs.

Thius ended this important and revealing conversabion. 1 should add that
MroDulles listened to the second half of my exposé with = tense and anxious
interest far beyond that which he showed in dealing with the specific issues
on which he had been briefed. I% Qoem clea;x; to' me, especially when we compare
this talk with that recently held between the Secretary and Mr. Javitz, that the
Elsenhower Administration, despite  its purpgseful pursuit of Arzh favour, does
not view without deep alarm the prpspect of being described as having initiated
a major and adverse change in American-Israel 'relations. They had hoped, and
perhaps still hope, that they can combine sppessement of the Arabs with an
Iaraslii policy which, despite all vagaries, will still enable them to make a
cose for undiminished friendship for Israel. There is at least a possibility,
which will presumsbly grow as 1954 comes round, of gettlng them' to do something

aimed &% deliberately at redressing the balance in our favour. In my cables 1
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pro-Israel policy. They were now disillusioned, They said that we were follow-
ing the same line end were still close %o the Isrzel position on every point of
gubstance, I wonder whether that does not reassﬁra you, but we must talk ebout
this some more,"

As we rose %o go I said to the Secretary that what he had Just told me
préved a completely different point., It proved that the steps which the United
States hed taken. and which had had such s disquieting effect on Israell and
Jewish opinion had had no compensating adventage on the Arsb side. The question
thel:r‘efore was whether there was any point in diluting or concealing the
American-Israel friendehip in the hope of making en impression on the Arebs.

This ended this important and revealing conversatlon. I should add that
MroDulles listened to the second half of my exposé with & tense and anxious
interest far beyond that which he shewed in dealing with the specific issues

on which he had been briefed. It seems clear to me, especially when we compare
this talk with thet recently held between the Secretary and Mre, Javitz, that the
Eisenhower Administration, despite its purpgseful pursuit of Arsb favour, does
not view without deep alarm the prpspect of being described as having initiated
a mejor and adverse change in American-Israel relat;ions. 'l‘hey-had hoped, and
perhaps still hope, that they can combine sppessement of the Arabs with an
Israsli policy which, desplite all vageries, ‘will still enable them to make a
case for undiminished friendship for Israel. There is at least a possibility,
which will presumsbly grow as 1954 comes round, of getting them to do something
aimed &% deliberately at redressing the balance 4n our favour. In my cables I
have pointed out frankly that the ﬁtmsion' of fhe erisis of the Jordan River
has considerably weakened the effect of our approech; but the effect is still
there. It is significant that within 24 hours the Secreiary had fixed the date

for the resumption of this talk., The State Department officials down to a
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falrly modest level are aware that we have raised the basic issue of the .
Amrican attitude towards Israel and that the Secretary is taking this very
seriously, Theyithemselveé are Ibverighiy at work to prove that any worsen-
ing in the position is due to our own ;acent aets. Vhether we see eny
substantive progress upon the resumption of the talk aiil dependlvery largely
on wvhether the weskening and diversionary influence of the Jordan crisis has
been relieved by at least the first step towards an asgreed settlement. Other-
wise - gnd not for the first time - we may hav'e allowed an issue of local and
narginal importance to cast a shadow larger than itself over the most impoftant

sectors of our intermational relations.

Ahba Eban
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