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- 1 asked Mr. Dulles to see me before his depar'ium for Berlin in
order that we might survey the Middle Fastern situation with special
refarence to Anerican defence plans for the area. This was after ¥r.
Byroade in his conversation with Mr. Shiloah had made it clear that the
newspapar reports about plans for military aid to Pakistan, Irag and
gaudi Arsbia were wsll faunded. g

, Before the conversation I fomulated my main points in a
written Aide Memoire. Mr. Byroads and Mr. Waller attended the meeting.
T was accompanied by Mr. Shiloah.

I said that I hai refrained from raising specific lssues with
the Secretary too frequently, as 1 praferred to devote our meetinzs to
general trends of policy in American-Isreel and Arab-Israel relations. .
Tie had had two conversations in this spirit which were of great value
and of some encouragement. Unhappily, they had been succeeded by
disoussions of critical issues which, though grave in thenselves, were
nothing but the symptoms of the abnormal ragional conditions under
which Isrecl was forced to live.

I now wished to return to the scope and perspective of our
earlier talks. I fslt that since our last meeting on November 23 a
new and disquieting trend could be discerned in the devslopment of Arab
policy. Hitherto the main dource of our mitual concern in the United
states and Israel had been the refusal of the Arab States to envisage
any progress towards peace. This refusal appeared to condemn us
indefinitely to the maintenance of an amistice eysten which even in
the best of clrcumstances was bound to' reveal growing tensions and
strains. Thers was nothing positive or constructive in the relations
between the Arab States and Israel under the Armistlce. Nevertheless
this system did assure the basic conditions of an international rela-
tionship, namely the absence of fipghting and legally established spheres
of soversign jurisdiction. It was clear, however, that even this
passive stability would be eridangered if there were no forward movemsnt
for a numbsr of years. Thus the United States and Israsl had jointly
beliaved that the Arab refusal to negotiate a peace gsettlement was
unfortunste and potentially dangerous. I understood that the Secretary
durding his tour of the iddle Fast had been impressed by the vehemence
with which the Arabs opposed the very principle of progress towards a
final settlement (the Sscretary nodded his assent). Sometimes they
exprassed this opposition to peace in frank terms. At other times they
gought to conceal it by making nepotiations conditional on the prior
acceptance of thelr demands! Xore frequently still they retrospectively
invoked the intermational programs of the past whosa validity and prac—
ticability they themselves had destroyed by force of arms. These, however,
were only different tactical expressions of the same position, namely
the rejection of peace with Israel 1tsolf as an objective or principle
of policy. . :

In these circumstances our consolation had been the integrity
of the amistice system. This by no means excused the Arad refusal to
make peace; but it did preclude.some of the worst results of that
refusal. It was a shelter behind which we could take cover until such |
time as Aradb intransigence was modified.

' The situation which has now developad appeared far more serious.
The Avab States not only maintained their refusal to make peace. They
e ardemdng the sraistian svastem. They appeared unready to
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accept anything in the Armistice Agreements which was not congenial
to thelr policy of intensified hostility. ‘

I smaid that this might seem a drastic appraisal: but I should
1ike the Sscretary to consider the accumulation of specific incidents
from which I drew this scmbre conslusion.

The Israsl-Jordan amistice was particularly unstable and
gave rise to many dangerous incidents. This had become clear in the
Security Council's debates last Cetober, since when many further '
incursions from Jordan had taken place. In an effort to eliminate
some of the conditions which ereated this danger the Israel Government
had inveked Artiele XII of the Neneral Amistice Agresment. The
Secretary-Gensral of the United Nations was attempting to convene a
conference under that Article. Tha Qovermment of Israsl was lending
its full support to his efforts. It was clear, however, that no such
cooperation had come from the Ooverrment of Jordan, whose replies and
reagtions had been entirely negative.. Thus the Govermment of Jordan
was showing its contempt for its obligations under the Armistice
Agresment by falling to carry out ths chligatory provisions of that
Agreement. The Goverrment of Israsl was fully entitled to invoke its
rights undsr the Amietice Agreement, and the Jordan Gevermment was
legally and morally cbliged to respond. I knew of the efforts which
the United States Government had made in this matter; and in the light
of thoss efforts the Jordanian intransigence was all the more sinister.
1t should not be ovarlocked that this violation by Jordan of her inter-
national oblizations had been supported and indeed inecited by the Arab
League ss a whola.

Yo less grave was the pusition of the "gyptian-Israel armistice.
Not satisfled with maintaining 1llicit blocksde restricticns condemned
by the Security Couneil, the Fgyptisn Government had now taken its
defiancs further and had extended itas blockade both in space and in
form. Interforence with maritime traffic was now regularly practised
in the Sulf of Fylat in an effort to stifle Israel's promising trade
relations in the African continent. In the Suez Canal itself the fom
of the blockade had been intensified by the spplication of restrigtions
not only to oil, ships and so-called war materisl - restrictions which
wars themselves illegitimate - but now also to food and other commodities
which had previrusly been exsmpted on the whole from these arbltrary
reguletions. There was no presesdent for such a position in the history
of the United Nations. A Security Council decisien had not only failed
to evoks mm any compliance for a period of three years, but had sctually
been grasted by intensified violation.

For the Oovermment of Isras) this problem ralsed many grave
4gsues. If we wers to acquiesee in the positicn we should acknowledpe
that ammistice rulings in our favour had no force; that requests of the
U.N. Chief of Staff to Aradb States have no validity; that Security
Council declsions on ammistice questiocns wasre not binding on Arab
goverrments; that Bgypt was emtitled to a belligerent status which the
United Nations had emphatically condemned; that Egypt had a right to
{mpose both upon Israel and upon other governments, especially maritime
powsrs, its own policy of unilateral hostility; and that Israel at Fgypt's
behest must surrender its hopes and efforts to trade and communication
with other friendly countries. The practical effects were also important.
The loss to Isrnel directly and indirectly through Fgyptian interference
with lawful trade at Suez cculd be meersured in tens of millions of
dollars: indeed over a period of five years this loss might well be not
much less than the total of financlal assistance which Israel had
received from the United States.
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Ho government could pessibly scquiesce in such a comprohensive’
violation of its rights and interests. My qovernment had declded to
take sction with a view to the protectlion of its maritime rights. Ve

weuld be entitled at any time Lo exsrcise freadom of navigation and
commerce through ths fues Canal. Our immediate thinking, however, lay
in the direction of politiesl actien, designed to mobilise world opinion
through the United Nations in condemnation of the Feyptian practice, in
en effort to bring it to sn end., ¥e had abstained from this course for
a long tims at the behest of friendly goveymment.s which had asked us
to awalt the ountcone of Anglo-Foyptlian negotiations. #e had never re-
celved from Oreat Britain any firm assurance that an Anglo-Fgyptian
gettlenent would automatically rastore the legitimate rights of Israel
and of all maritime nations to free passage through the Sues ganal. It
had been represented to us, howaver, that an Anglo~Fgypllan agreement
would at least bring guch a solution of the waterway problem nearer. We
no longer, however, had any reason to swsit this contingency, which
ssened more remote than pefore, and even the British GQovernment no
longer exhorted us to delay. dorsover Isracl's rights in pespect of
the Sues Canal had an 1dentity of thelr own, whether or not an Anglo-
Fgyptian sattlement was reached. We had no desire to impede Fzypt's
national aspirations, but enrsly Faypt could only improve its case by
demonstrating its capacity and will to respect international rights in
the Sueg Canal. Conversely, Foypt's piratiecal bshaviour cast a ghadow
upon her ambition to be left alone as the guardian of the waterway.
pecordingly wmy novermment would raise this matter in the Beourity
gouncll and would ask 211 members of the Inited Hations to give their
support to the resolution of 1 Septesher 1951 and to use their influ-
ence for its implementation. Our cbject was not the releass of &
specific cargo, but the total abolition of all these regulations, both
old end new, in order to pring the situation in the Sues Canal waterway
into conformity with i{nternationsl law. ’

In the north we had another symptom of growing Arab intransi~
gence. The Syrian Government, abotbed by the Lebanon and the aoviet
tinion, was opposing & very uild compromise golution of the pnoth Yaacov
dispute. A Westsrn regolution which gave lerael no more than the op~
portunity to prove 1ty case for resuming work on this lezitimate project
had encounterad fierce rasistance. Syria was afrald that any discussion
of this plen by the chief of Staff on its merits would inevitably lead
to a verdict for resuning the woxk. Syria therefore was sgainst gliving
. the Chlef of Staff this opportunity. The Syrian position appeared to
be that General Bannike possenged authority when it came to stopping the
work, but posseesed no suthority for facilitading its continuation. This
obstructive attitude made it clear that thse Arab governments were in-
capiable of accepting a moderste compromise solution on anything. They
must have thelr way entire}ly. ¥We had been gratified by the American
opposition to the dogtrine of indispensable Syrian consent. We hoped
that that position would be maintained to the last.

Hera I informed the Seeretary of my talk with Epr. Vishinsky,
and he asked ma to tell him as much as Y could about it. 1 informed him

sanction of the TVA plan, which he chose to regard as the -domination of
the Hiddle ragt by "fmerican monopolies®. 1 was not much impressed by
¥r, Yishingky's critique of the Jochnson plan nor did I think that his
interpratatiin was scourate. He had indicated, however, that if this
suspicion could be dispelled by appropriate fomulation nghe position

W O R ehans alreunatances, since my govermaent held
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Hr. Vishinsky had not said speeifically how he would vote
elther if the resolution were thus asended or if it were not,

The Secretary interrupted immediately to sayr "Can’t we Cind
& changa of language which would take care of that point? 1 sgree that
the Johnston plan should be kept cut of the Broth Faseov dispute.®
I said that I would be prepared to cooperate in an amendment of the
resolution with this sole object in view and would be willing to dis-
cuss the matter with his associates in Hew York. Mr. Dulles agreed to
this and Mr. Byroade saild that foraulas to this effect wore already
under consideration by the three delegations.

Nr. Byroade added that with respeet to what I had ssid sbout
Jordan, the United States would rogayd a Jordanian refusal to attend
the conference under Artiele XIT as & grave violation of the Amigtice
Agreement., .

Continuing my survey, I turned to Saudi Arabis and referred
to the violant threats of its monarch. In Israsl we were not dispoged
to take these bombastic statements lightly. Hemories of invasion five
years azo were atill fresh. w#hils we were confident of cur ability to
repel guch ageression we knew only too wsll how sericus was the cost
and how grave the hazard. X was not aware of any other region in
which the leaders of govarnments openly threatencd to overthrow by force

the territorial integrity and political independence of a neighbour,

, I went on to say that thess four incidents in their cumulative
effect could certainly be demcribed as a trend of Arab policy towards
abandoning everything in the armistice agreement which conflicted with
the doctrine of intensified hostility.

This ralsed the quemtion of western,.and especislly American,
policy. Ons of the roasons for this intensification of Arab hostility
wae an impression in the Arsb world that the policy of the Western Powers,
and especially of the United States, was ncw one of extrens indulgence.

- The Arab Governments had interpreted the Kibya resclution as an endorse-
ment of their poliecies. In my last talk I had drawn attention to this
danger, which was increased by the charscter and formulation of the
Resolution adopted by the Western Powers. I indicated that there was a
widespread bellef in the Arab States, and I must a3y in Isracl itself,
that the United States in its desire to strengthen its influence in the
iiddle Fast would be reluctant ever to call the Arab govermments to
account. The impression of excessive indulgence to the Arabs in matters
relating to Israsl had already done much damage and wae partly responsi-
ble for the deterioration whigh I had deseribed. It would therefore be
most timely for the United States to clarify its position diplomatically
and publiely in favour of the Armistice Agreement and in opposition to
any act or expression of hostility. ‘

In méking this suggestioh I wes animatéd by the belief that
the United States stood for the maintenance by all governments of the
Middle Fast of their Charter obligations and international treaties. I
had believed and advocated to my Covernment the view that this was the
correct interpretation of what President Fisenhower had called © '
tiality®. I presumed that this did not mesn that the United Etates would
be automatically impartial betwsen any Arab position and any Israsl
position irrespactive of their merits. The United States would not be
impartial bstwesn the chservance of Article XIT of the Jordan agreement
and its violation; between an 1llicit blockade and fyee navigation;
between Israel aceeptance and Eyrian rejection of a wonstructive solution

At fthe Nt Yaente I8 mvied a v ook o 0 a4 w -
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I asmumed that the meaning was that the basic attitude of the United

_ States was one of sympathy and friendship for all Middle Fastern
countries, but that on each issue which arvse the United States would

apply objective eriteria such as fidelity to the letter and spirit of

the amistice agreements. If that were correct then T could confidently

expact the support of the United Statss for our forthooming complaint

against Tgypt, for our cese sgainst Jordan of the violation of Article XII P

for a consiructive solution leading to the resumption of work abt Bnoth

'Ia:gw, and for resistance to such statements as thoss made by King

s‘ N d

In addition to these things which I hoped the United States
would ba able to do, there were thinga which I hoped that the United
States would avold out of regard for peage in our ares. It was in-
conceivable that this moment, this new climax of Arab hostility, should
be regarded as a sultable time at which even to consider the despatch
of ams to any country of the Arab League. Nob only would such mili~
tary reinforcement be highly imprudent but the political and psycholo-
gloal effects of any wilitary ald, however, mocdest, would be little
short of disastrous. The Arab povefmments would see the recaipt of such
armg at thls moment as an implied endorsement of a poliocy towards Israel
which the United States showld surely robuke and by no means encourage.

I _had no comment to make on tha plan for military aid to
Pakistan. The States of theArab League, howover. were sll collectively
responsible for each of the acts and expressions of hoatility to which
I had referred. In particular, Iraq was not a remote gountry in whose
reinforcement Israel would have no legitimate interest. Iraq had pro-
vided the command of the original invasion of our country by volunteer
foroes late in 1947 and the Ireql amy had taken a considerabls part in
the officlal invasion launched in May 1948; Iraqi troops had come within
a feow mileg of Tel Aviv and bad eut the water supply to Jarusalem.
Whereas tha other Arab countries had to some extent mitigated their
sggression by signing amistice agresments, Iraq had simply invaded a
country hundreds of miles away, inflicted as much destruction and
as poseible, and retired without eiyning any apreenents. Since the
armistice was signed by her neighbours, Yraq had persistently given
expreseion to the most vielent and intransigent hostility sgainst
Israsl. Israecli and Iragl Jews had been hanged in public The life
of the Ireqi Jewish community had been rendered so intolerable that a
mags exolus had taken place; while the current Iraai attitude to Israel
was well illustrated by the recent detention of permons with Israeli
passports whom the fortunes of air travel had brought down on Iraqi
soil.

We fully understood the impatience of the inited States at
gering no commencement in the reinforcement of Middle Fastern sacurity
sgainst global danger. This, however, must surely yield to the over-
riding consideration of regional pesce. Talk of amms supplies to Arsb
States, and still more the actual supply of such mms, would have vary
little effect in deterring aggression by a Great Powar, but would have
a potent effect in aggravating all the tensions of our repion. The
rlan t0 supply ams to the Arab States and not to Isracl was especially
surprieing since three years had elapsed since Israel had raimed the
question of military assistsnce from the United States. Igrael, unlike
her neighbors, did not maintain cr uphold a policy of regional hogtility.
Her military prowess was universally acknowledged. Yet Israel's requests
for ame under tha Mutual Security Act had evoked no tangible response,
except upder the provision for relmbhursablis 333 The rveewded vm o ® 5o
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to Israel. It might be that the plan to arm certain Arab States togsther
with Pakistan had besn eonceived on a purely military basis without.
regard to these overriding political considerations. I was confident
that if the Secretary would take what I had said into account, he would
not find it difficult to reach a conclusion in favour of withholding
American military assismtance at this time from any State-member of the
Arab League. a

The Seorstary had absorbed all this with decp attention and
without interruption except for his instruction
on the Enoth Yaacov amendment. He began his reply by saying that I had
given him an impressive and disquieting picture. He must admit that he
shared my view that there had besn a deterloration. At this moment he
saw no prospect of inereasing the chanoes of pesce and prosperity in
our region. This did not mean that the United States had despaired of
this problem or had lost intarest in 4%. At this moment, however, he
must sdmit that he saw no avenue of frultful progress. Hz would like to
say ai the outset that I had eorrectly defined and determined Amsrican
policy. That policy was not one of inlulgsnce to anybody's hostility
or of a mechanical impartiality. Thsre wers certain principles which
the United States would spply to each situstion as it arose. The United
States would support the armistice and would oppose any violation of it
from any quarter. Impartiality meant that an objective criterion would
be applied to every case. It did nobt mean that ths end result of
American consideration must always be equally favoursble to either party.
This was American policy and therefore what I had ssid to my Goverrment
on this point was truae.

He hoped that the Arsb Covernments had no misunderstanding on
this point. He found it hard to share my spprehensien that the Arabs
felt that the United States would alwaye be indulgent to theam. They
could hardly feel any such thing after his talk to two Arab Ambassadors
concerning the Bnot Taacov projeect. He had told them dirsetly that
water was {00 precious and rere for it to be impriscned by & dead hand
and withheld from construetive use and that such would be the effect of
making the issue dependent upon Syrisn ocnsent. They had pressed him
hard on this point and he had stood his ground. Hith refsrence to the
g:;dandeonfemma ha contented himzelf with the renarks which Mr.Byroade

Bnaue. .

On the gquestion of the Sues Canal he would like %o know when
we contemplated raising the matter in the Security Council. Before I
could reply, he amended the guestion to engquire whether I was asking hie
advice on the timeliness of raising the issue, or whether I was informming
bim of a decisicn that my Govermment had taken. I roplied that the ad-
vice of the United States jon this or other preblems would always be most
wzleome and inatruetive, But that my Covermment did not fesl that it could
evade its own responsibility for defending its intemational rights. The
position was that the Isracl foverrment had decided that the issue would
be raised in the fecurity Council at an early date unless, of course,
the Fgyptians would in ths meantime abolish the blockade regulations
and bring their position into conformity with the existing Security
Council resolution. As for the time of the discussion, we were influ-
enced by tha fact that the Security Council was already precccupled with
another case in which we hoped for an early conclueion. It was therefore
our present intentlon to raise the matter some time in February. The
Secrotary nodded assent and sald; "I think it would be best to wait
until the Bnot Yaacov discussion is complaeted®. Hs made no attempt what-
ever to dissuade us from bringing the matter for discussion.

Tl}e Secrotary sald that he was disappointed by the present
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was the intention of ghe United States to use a1l available pressure %o
induce Fgypt to rezch & peacs gattlement with Ysrasl. For this reason
he ventured to guggest that Tsrasl had & positive interest in the suc-
geag of the Anglo~Fgyptian negotistions. He nad hoard that soms of '
our friends had taken a A fforent view and were urging the British
government not to agrse to evacuation, He for his pard thought that
an agreed evacuation would contribute to the peacs of the ragion and
might be tha prelude for important developments betwesn reypt

Terasl. I said that I welcomed an opportunity %o clarify our position
on this point. Hr. sharett had cleaily gtated that Israel had no
deslire or reason t0 oppose Fpyptian nationsl aspirations. 1 had made
s sinllar statement in the Security Council in the astusl haaring of
an Fayptian yopresentative, and T knew that ho had eonveyed this to
Ceiro, We had communicated & gimilar exprossion of our visws to Yeypt
through such direct channels as wa had., I was quite certaln that the
pritish Govermment too pnderstood our position clearly. On the other
hand, we war? fully entitled to draw attention to the effect of an
Anglo-~Tgyptian agresment on Tsracl's vitel interesta. We found it
difficult to imagins that any Rritish Qovernment gould sign a treaty
with Zeypt which did not secure the {nternational intorest for free
passage through the Sues Canal. Great 3ritain as & member of the yUnited
Nations surely had 3 responsibility to have this internaticnal aspect in
mind, Moreover, the withdrawal of British troops fyom the Canal Zone,
which we did not oppose in itwelf, would constitute a vyeritable revolu-
tion in the military balanes. Ibt would be serious for Israsl if Feypt
were to inherit arsonals, installations and amme factories at & time
when she maintained active hostility towards Iarael.

Tha Seeretary said that the treaty envisaged between Britain
gnd Fgypt would have no such effect.

¥ replied that even 1f this was so, the removel of such a
formidable military barrier between Fryph and Israsl mst, in the con-
text of Teypt's current attitude, create for Israsl & legitimate gecurity
{nterest in the Anglo-Tgyptlan negotiations. These two problems, free .
passage through the Canal and the balanes of Tsrael's securlty, might
sppear marginel to the Anglo-izyptian nazotiation. They were, howaver,

of great importance to us and we wers fully entitled to raise thea.

sceretary Dulles gald that what I had saild caused him no aif-
ficulty at all and he fully understced our position. Som2 of our friends,
however, sppeared Lo be invoking us for substantive opposition to the
jdea of British evacuation as such. I said that we ecould not be res-
ponsible for such use as wos made of our position by thoess who, for any
resson, opposed an rayptian gettlement. There were soms in Britain who
wore sericusly impresspd by ths responsibility towarda Israsl which they
world incur by an evacuation which took mo account of the two considera=-
%ions which T had enumerated. There might ba others whe were opposed
- ¢o an Fzyptlan gettlement for thelr own British reasons bub wvho preferred
. to glve such altruistic grounds as consarn for Israsl's future. These,
however, ware the facts of politieal 1ife, in which there were often
 tactieal allisnces of interests betwesn those who wanted the seme things
for different reasons. Our position, however, should not be migrepresented
Wo wera not against an Anglo-Egyptisn sattloment as gueh - indeed we
would rogard such g settlenent as & gontribution to the peace of our
area; wa mersly urgad that within the framework of such a gettlement, if
it ware roached, the two elementary conlitions vhich T had defined, both
antirely Justified, ghould be glven due satisfaction.

The Sacretary sald that }{t was both gratifying and useful te
receive this clarification, The papartaent of state would continus to
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considar the specific issues which I had brought to his attention.

On the question of arms the Secretary wass brief and incisive.
He sald that he understood tha concern which I had expressed. Any ams
which ths United States might give to any Arab State would bs very
meagre. I must not, however, by any means take this to mean that he
had decided to glve any Arsb State any.ams at all. (This latter state-
ment appeared to embarrass Mr. Byrcadeiwhe had previcusly given Mr.gShiloah

to understand that a fim American decision had besn taken in this regard).

ey | b e P

' This was the fourth comprehensive discussion that I have had
with the Secretary of State since I returned from Ierael in mii-Septenmber.
The distingulshing feature of this talk was his unreservedly defensive
tone. Tor the first time he had no complaints to make about Israel and
no advice on how to alleviate regional tension. The legal orthodoxy
which ha had applied against us in the c¢sses of Kibya and Enot Yaacov
now obliged him, whether relustantly or not, to support our case against

Arab violations of the armistice. He is understood to be irritated by

the rejection of American overtures at smman, and is known to have been
unimpressed by the representations of Ir. Malik and Mr. Zeid ed Din on
Bnot Ysacov. The Egyptian position on the Sueg Canal question is too
indefenszible juridieally for him to condone. In relations with the
State Department under Mr. Dulles' direction the importance of correct
legal positions cannct ba too emphatically stressed. I do not imagine
that we can look forward to great enthusiasm in American action on
bohalf of cur armlstice positions. It is, however, an important poli-
tical feet that in these thres issues affecting Fgypt, Jordan and Syria
respectively, the United States is in principle allied with us and in
conflict with the Arab position. The same iz true in a moral sense of
Xing Saud's ptatement which has evoked both surprise and disappointment
in the State Department, not least because of its effect on the plan
for the inclusion of Saudi Arablia in the armament plan. At this date
the talk of aming Saudd Arabla has besn dropped.

The public comment on my visit to the Secretary eentred upon

the amas question. The two front page stories in the Hew York Times

gave gensiderable reverbesration to our protests, and this was deepened
further by the editorial published a few days later. According te
James Reston, the Administration was on the verge of taking a positive
decision in favour of ths ams plan during January. They bolieved that
the mention cf Iraq snd Saudi Arabia and the eliminatien of our contiguous

neighbours would either preclude or soften our opposition. lir. Reston
understands that in the 1ight of subsequent events the declsion has now
bean delayed and its adoption no longer regarded as certain.

While attaching all due ecredence to this report from such a
responsible sourge, I do not draw any conclusion at this stage except
that we may have contributed to the defermsnt of what was apparently
an imsinent decision. It should be noted, however, that the Secretary's
statement that a decision had not been made contained no promise to drop
the scheme or to eliminate its Aradb features. There.is no doubt that
the ammament of Paldstan in alliance with Turkey is the centre and erux
of the operation, and that the adhesion of Iraq 4s incidental. But the
idea has eertainly not been abandoned. :

on the ams question it would bs useful to clear up two obscure
points: (1) What is the Turkish attitude? There are soms who say that

Manbrarla mames 430 Malvnw E#nlrar 2w wnfrn amd $hatd Tuyiraywy 1o nnt inteareetad
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that the entire project is the frult of Turkish initiative;

(2) What is the British attitude? It 4is universally believed
here that the Ameriean plan has full British support or, as the Indian
Ambassador put it to me, British scquiescence. On the othor hand there
are cables and letters from our Fmbassy in London in which variocus
Privy Couneillors express profuse sorrow at our plight and dezeribe
the new Amerdcan plan as a jJoint danger to Britaln and to Israel, but a
danger to be avereom " appamt}.y, hy Isrsell efforts without British
.ﬁ-

N I raise thesa tum pcsinta beeaum while our own exertions will
be fully maintained, it will require Atlas-like efforts for us and our
' friends unaided to thwart a strategic policy concsived in the American
national interest and supported by America's partners in the free -
world.  If the Ireqi part of the plan were to encounter not only Indian
and Taraell opposition but almo pericus challenge, or at least indif-
ference, from Britain or Turkey, cr both, the prospect of long term
suceess. would be far greater. At present we are gaining v:luahla time
hut no‘h finally aliminating the threat.

January 25, 195k
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