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Preface

The publication Foreign Relations of the United States constitutes the
official record of the foreign policy of the United States. The
volumes in the series include, subject to necessary security consider-
ations, all documents needed to give a comprehensive record of the
major foreign policy decisions of the United States together with
appropriate materials concerning the facts which contributed to the
formulation of policies. Documents in the files of the Department of
State are supplemented by papers from other government agencies
involved in the formulation of foreign plicy.

The basic documentary diplomatic record printed in the volumes
of the series Foreign Relations of the United States is edited by the Office
of the Historian, Bureau of Public Affairs, Department of State. The
editing is guided by the principles of historical objectivity and in
accordance with the following official guidance first promulgated by
Secretary of State Frank B. Kellogg on March 26, 1925.

There may be no alteration of the text, no deletions without
indicating where in the text the deletion is made, and no omission of
facts which were of major importance in reaching a decision. Noth-
ing may be omitted for the purpose of concealing or glossing over
what might be regarded by some as a defect of policy. However,
certain omissions of documents are permissible for the following
reasons:

a. To avoid publication of matters which would tend to
impede current diplomatic negotiations or other business.

q ll) To condense the record and avoid repetition of needless
etails.

c. To preserve the confidence reposed in the Department by
individuals and by foreign governments.

d. To avoid giving needless offense to other nationalities or
individuals.

e. To eliminate personal opinions presented in despatches
and not acted upon by the Department. To this consideration
there is one qualification—in connection with major decisions it
is desirable, where possible, to show the alternative presented to
the Department before the decision was made.

Jits



IV Preface

Documents selected for publication in the Foreign Relations
volumes are referred to the Department of State Classification/
Declassification Center for declassification clearance. The Center
reviews the documents, makes declassification decisions, and obtains
the clearance of geographic and functional bureaus of the Depart-
ment of State, as well as of other appropriate agencies of the
government.

The Center, in coordination with geographic bureaus of the
Department of State, conducts communications with foreign govern-
ments regarding documents or information of those governments
proposed for inclusion in Foreign Relations volumes.

Carl N. Raether of the Office of the Historian compiled this
volume under the supervision of John P. Glennon. Paul Claussen
provided planning and direction and Nina J. Noring conductéd the
initial editorial review. Harriet D. Schwar assisted in final prepara-
tion for publication. Lynn Chase and Bret D. Bellamy prepared the
lists of sources, names, and abbreviations.

-Althea W. Robinson performed technical editing under the
supervision of Rita M. Baker. The Twin Oaks Indexing Collective
prepared the index.

William Z. Slany
The Historian
Bureau of Public Affairs



Contents

Preface....... veeaeen cereerenes cereeseanne ceseene ceeerssasessiatans ceveens cevesnennns ceeraeen .
List of Unpublished Sources ........... vereeens ceeenene ceeeeeaes T eeeeraeeeens
List of Abbreviations............ vesesenseetssesatatsaresenesserasonsnsesnre
List Of PerSONS .....cceveiuriiniiieriineciasensacsnsosessnes F PN

Arab-Israeli Dispute

U.S. efforts to obtain a settlement between Egypt and Israel; the beginning
of operation Alpha, January 1-August 26, 1955 ..............ooeiiiiinnis

Impact of the Egyptian—-Czechoslovak arms deal, August 27-November 16,

11

VIl

XI

XVII

402

781

895






List of Unpublished Sources

Department of State

1. Indexed Central Files. Papers in the indexed central files of the Department for the
years 1955-1957 are indicated by a decimal file number in the first footnote. The
following are among the most useful of these files for the preparation of this volume:
120.1580, 396.1-GE, 474.008, 601.0084A, 611.61, 611.74, 611.80, 611.84A, 645W.74322,
674.84A, 684A.85322, 684A.86, 774.00, 774.5-MSP, 774.56, 780.5, 784A.5274, 786.00,
and 874.2614

2. Lot Files. Documents from the central files have been supplemented by lot files
of the Department, which are decentralized files created by operating areas. A list of
the lot files used in or consulted for this volume follows:

Conference Files: Lot 59 D 95

Collection of documentation on official visits by ranking foreign officials and on
major international conferences attended by the Secretary of State for the years
1949-1955, as maintained by the Executive Secretariat.

Conference Files: Lot 60 D 627

Collection of documentation on visits to the United States by ranking foreign

officials and on major international conferences attended by the Secretary of

State for the years 1953-1955, as maintained by the Executive Secretariat.
Conference Files: Lot 63 D 123

Collection of documentation on official visits by heads of government and
foreign ministers to the United States and on major international conferences
attended by the Secretary of State for the years 1955-1958, as maintained by the
Executive Secretariat.

INR-NIE Files
Files retained by the Bureau of Intelligence and Research.

1O Files: Lot 71 D 440

Master files of classified records and correspondence of United States delegations
to sessions of the U.N. General Assembly for the years 1945-1965, as maintained
by the Bureau of International Organization Affairs.

NEA Files: Lot 59 D 518

Top Secret records pertaining to the Near East, and in particular to Project Alpha
and the Anderson Mission, for the years 1954-1957, as maintained by the Office

vii



VIII _ List of Unpublished Sources

of Near Eastern Affairs of the Bureau of Near Eastern, South Asian, and African
Affairs.

NEA Files: Lot 58 D 722
Files maintained by the Office of Near Eastern Affairs for the years 1954-1956,
relating to the Middle East Watch.

NEA/IALI Files: Lot 70 D 246

Documentation on the Jordan Valley Mission for 1955, as maintained by the
Office of Israel and Arab-Israel Affairs of the Bureau of Near Eastern, South
Asian, and African Affairs.

NEA/IALI Files: Lot 70 D 254

Files for 1954-1955 pertaining to the Eric Johnston Mission and for 1945-1963
concerning the Jordan Valley Waters (Yarmuk) Project, as maintained by the
Office of Israel and Arab-Israel Affairs of the Bureau of Near Eastern, South
Asian, and African Affairs.

NEA/IAI Files: Lot 72 D 438

Miscellanepus Top Secret records concerning the Middle East for the years
1955-1964, as maintained by the Office of Israel and Arab-Israel Affairs of the
Bureau of Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs.

Presidential Correspondence: Lot 66 D 204

Exchanges of correspondence between the President and heads of foreign govern-
ments for the years 1953-1964, as maintained by the Executive Secretariat.

Secretary’s Memoranda of Conversation: Lot 64 D 199

Chronological collection of the Secretary of State’s memoranda of conversation
for the years 1953-1960, as maintained by the Executive Secretariat.

Secretary’s Staff Meetings: Lot 63 D 75

Chronological collections of the minutes of the Secretary of State’s Staff meetings
during the years 1952-1960, as maintained by the Executive Secretariat.

S/S-NEA Files: Lot 61 D 417
See State-JCS Meetings.

S/S-NSC Files: Lot 63 D 351

Serial master file of National Security Council documents and correspondence,
and related Department of State memoranda for the years 1947-1561, as main-
tained by the Executive Secretariat.

S/S-NSC (Miscellaneous) Files: Lot 66 D 95

Administrative and miscellaneous National Security Council documentation, in-
cluding NSC Records of Action, as maintained by the Executive Secretariat for
the years 1947-1963.

State-JCS Meetings: Lot 61 D 417

Top Secret records of meetings between the Joint Chiefs of Staff and representa-
tives of the Department of State for the years 1951-1959 and selected problem



List of Unpublished Sources IX

files on the Middle East for the years 1954-1956, as maintained by the Executive
Secretariat.
UNP Files: Lot 58 D 224

Miscellaneous country and subject files relating to political issues before the
United Nations for the years 1943-1956, including the Collective Measures
Committees, Palestine, and Suez, as retired by the Office of United Nations
Political and Security Affairs.

UNP Files: Lot 59 D 237

Subject files of the Office of United Nations Political and Security Affairs for the
years 1946-1957. :

Dwight D. Eisenhower Library, Abilene, Kansas

Dulles Papers
Records of John Foster Dulles, 1952-1959, including General Memoranda. of
Conversation, Meetings with the President, General Telephone Conversations,
and White House Telephone Conversations.

President’s Daily Appointments Record
Records of Dwight D. Eisenhower as President, Daily Appointments, 1953-1961.

White House Office Files

Several White House office collections, including files of the Office of the Staff
Secretary, and Project “Clean Up.”

Whitman File

Papers of Dwight D. Eisenhower as President of the United States, 1953-1961,
maintained by his personal secretary, Ann C. Whitman. The Whitman File
includes the following elements: the Name Series, the Dulles-Herter Series,
Eisenhower (DDE) Diaries, Ann Whitman (ACW) Diaries, National Security
Council Records, Miscellaneous Records, Cabinet Papers, Legislative Meetings,
International Meetings, the Administration Series, and the International File.

Princeton University Library, Princeton, New Jersey

Dulles Papers, Dulles Daily Appointment Book

Daily log of the meetings and appointments of Secretary of State John Foster
Dulles for the years 1953-1959.






List of Abbreviations

Editor's Nofte: This list does not include standard abbreviations in
common usage; unusual abbreviations of rare occurrence which are
clarified at appropriate points; and those abbreviations and contrac-
tions which, although uncommon, are understandable from the con-

text.

A, airgram

AA, anti-aircraft

Achdut Haavoda, Israeli Socialist Labor
Party

ACSP, Arab Collective Security Pact

AFSC, American Friends Service
Committee

AKA, Attack Cargo Vessel

AL, Arab League or Arab Legion
(Transjordon)

ALCSP, Arab League Collective Security
Pact

ALO, series indicator for military
telegrams

AmEmb, American Embassy

AMS, Agricultural Marketing Services,
Department of Agriculture

AP, Associated Press; Atlantic Pact

ARA, Bureau of Inter-American Affairs,
Department of State

ARAMCO, Arabian-American Qil
Company

ARMATT, Army Attaché

ASRP, Arab Socialist Resurectionist
Party (Syrian)

B/D, barrels of petroleum per day

BG, David Ben Gurion

BIS, Bank of International Settlements

BJSM, British Joint Services Mission or
British Joint Staff Mission

BMEQ, British Middle East Office

BNA, Office of British Commonwealth
and Northern European Affairs,
Department of State

BSFMC, Bilateral San Francisco
Memorandum of Conversation

CA, circular airgram

CARE, Cooperative for American
Remittances to Everywhere

CASU, Cooperative Association of Suez
Canal Users

CCS, Combined Chiefs of Staff

CE, Corps of Engineers, U.S. Army;
Central Europe; Council of Europe;
Division of Central European Affairs,
Department of State

CF, Conference File

CHMAAG, Chief, Military Assistance
Advisory Group

CIA, Central Intelligence Agency

CIA/LC, Central Intelligence Agency,
Legislative Counsel

CINCAL, Commander in Chief, Alaska

CINCARIB, Commander in Chief,
Caribbean

CINCFE, Commander in Chief, Far East

CINCLANT, Commander in Chief,
Armed Forces, Atlantic

CINCNELM, Commander in Chief, U.S.
Naval Forces, Eastern Atlantic and
Mediterranean

CINCONAD, Commander in Chief,
Continental Air Defense Command

CINCPAC, Commander in Chief, Pacific

XI



XII  List of Abbreviations

CINCSAC, Commander in Chief,
Strategic Air Command

CINCUSAFE, Commander in Chief,
United States Air Force, Europe

CINCUSAREUR, Commander in Chief,
United States Army in Europe

circ, circular telegram

cirtel, circular telegram

COM, communications

comite, committee

CONAD, Continental Air Defense
Command

CONADR, Continental Air Defense
Command Regulation

ConGen, Consulate General

Contel, Consulate telegram

CRO, Commonwealth Relations Office

CS, Chief of Staff

CSA, Chief of Staff, U.S. Army

CSAFM, Chief of Staff, Air Force
Memorandum

CSS, Commodity Stabilization Service,
Department of Agriculture

CVA, Attack Aircraft Carrier

CVS, Anti-Submarine Warfare Aircraft
Carrier

CX, Naval Reserve Captain, Captain, or
Commander

CZ, Canal Zone

DA, Development Assistance

DCI, Director of Central Intelligence

DD, Destroyer

DEFREPAMA, Defense Representative
Army Attaché

Del, Delegation

Delga, series indicator for telegrams
from the U.S. Delegation at the
United Nations General Assembly;
also used to refer to the U.S.
Delegation at the United Nations
General Assembly

Dento, series indicator for telegrams sent
from the Denver White House

Depcirgram, Department of State
circular airgram

Depcirtel, Department of State circular
telegram

Deptel, Department of State telegram

desp, despatch

DEW, Distant Early Warning

DIB, Defense Intelligence Briefing

DirGen, Director General

DL, Demarcation Line

DRN, Division of Research for the Near
East, South Asia, and Africa,
Department of State

DRS, Division of Research for the
Soviet Union and Eastern Europe,
Department of State

DRW, Division of Research for Western
Europe, Department of State

Dulte, series indicator for telegrams
from Secretary of State Dulles while
away from Washington

DZ, Demilitarized Zone

E, Bureau of Economic Affairs,
Department of State

EARIS, Egyptian-American Rural
Improvement Service

ECA, Economic Cooperation
Administration

‘E-I, Egyptian-Israeli

EIMAC, Egyptian-Israeli Mixed
Armistice Commission

E.]J., Eric Johnston

Embdesp, Embassy despatch

Embtel, Embassy telegram

ES, Emergency Session of the United
Nations General Assembly

ES-I1, First Emergency Session of the
United Nations General Assembly

ESS, Egyptian-Syrian-Saudi Pact

ETW, Eden Talks, Washington

EUR, Bureau of European Affairs,
Department of State

EUR/RA, Office of European Regional
Affairs, Bureau of European Affairs,
Department of State

EURATOM, European Atomic Energy
Community

EXIM Bank/EX-IM, Export-Import
Bank

FAF, French Air Force

FAO, Food and Agricultural
Organization of the United Nations

FAS, Foreign Agricultural Service,
Department of Agriculture

FBI, Federal Bureau of Investigation

FBIS, Foreign Broadcast Information
Service

FE, Bureau of Far Eastern Affairs,
Department of State

FinAtt, Financial Attaché

FLO, Foreign Liaison Office

FN, Division of Financial Affairs,
Department of State

F.O., Foreign Office



List of Abbreviations  XIII

FOA, Foreign Operations Administration

FonMin, Foreign Minister; Foreign
Ministry

FonOff, Foreign Office

FPSC, Foreign Petroleum Supply
Committee

FRC, Foreign Relations Committee of
the US. Senate

FSD, Division of Fuels, Department of
State

FTC, Federal Trade Commission

FY, fiscal year

FYI, for your information

G, Office of the Deputy Under
Secretary of State

G-2, Army (or Marine) general staff
section dealing with intelligence at the
divisional level or higher

GA, United Nations General Assembly

GAA, General Armistice Agreement

Gadel, series indicator for telegrams to
the U.S. Delegation at the United
Nations General Assembly

GHQ, General Headquarters

GMT, Greenwich mean time

GOE, Government of Egypt

GOI, Government of Israel; Government
of India

GOL, Government of Lebanon

GOS, Government of Syria

GSA, General Services Administration

H, Office of the Assistant Secretary of
State for Congressional Relations,
Department of State

Herut (Tenuat Haherut), Israeli political
party

HICOM, High Commission(er)

Histradut, General Federation of Jewish
Labor in Israel

HJK, Hashemite Jordanian Kingdom

HJK-IMAC, Jordanian-Israeli Mixed
Armistice Commission

HK]J, Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan

HM, His/Her Majesty

HMG, His/Her Majesty’s Government

HQ, Headquarters

IAC, Intelligence Advisory Committee

IBRD, International Bank for
Reconstruction and Development

IC, Division of International
Conferences, Department of State

ICA, International Cooperation
Administration

ICA /W, International Cooperation
Administration, Washington

ICAOQ, International Civil Aviation -
Organization

ICJ, International Court of Justice

IDAB, International Development
Advisory Board '

IDF, Israeli Defense Forces

IDF-FLO, Israel Defense Force-Foreign
Liaison Office

I-E, Israeli-Egyptian

IEG, Imperial Ethiopian Government

IFC, International Finance Corporation

IG, Israeli Government

IIS, Israeli Intelligence Service

IMF, International Monetary Fund

INR, Bureau of Intelligence and
Research, Department of State

INS, International News Service

IO, Bureau of International Organization
Affairs, Department of State

10/OES, Office of International
Economic and Social Affairs,
Department of State

I0/OIA, Office of International
Administration, Department of State

IPC, Iraq Petroleum Company

IRD, International Resources Divisfon,
Department of State

ISA, Office of the Assistant Secretary of
Defense for International Security
Affairs or the Assistant Secretary of
Defense for International Security
Affairs; also Office of International
Security Affairs, Department of
Defense

ISMAC, Israeli-Syrian Mixed Armistice
Commission

JCS, Joint Chief of Staff

Jlem, Jerusalem

JSPC, Joint Strategic Plans Committee of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff

JSSC, Joint Strategic Survey Committee

Jugs, Yugoslavs

JVP, Jordan Valley Plan; Jordan Valley
Proposal

K, kilometer

kw, kilowatt

L, Office of the Legal Adviser,
Department of State

L/E, Office of the Assistant Legal
Adviser for Economic Affairs,
Department of State



XIV___ List of Abbreviations

L/NEA, Office of the Assistant Legal
Adpviser for Near Eastern, South Asian,
and African Affairs, Department of
State

LE, Egyptian pounds

Leb, Lebanon

Lon, London

MA, Military Attaché

MAAC, Mutual Assistance Advisory
Committee

MAAG, Military Assistance Advisory
Group

MAC, Mixed Armistice Commission

MAG, Military Advisory Group

Mapai, Israeli Labor Party

Mapam, Israreli United Workers’ Party

MATS, Military Air Transport Service

MC, Memorandum of Conversation;
Office of Munitions Control,
Department of State

MCM, Milliard Cubic Meters

MDA, Mutual Defense Assistance

MDAP, Mutual Defense Assistance
Program

ME, Middle East

MEEC, Middle East Emergency
Committee

MEPPG, Middle East Policy Planning
Group

MinDef, Minister or Ministry of
Defense

MinFonAff, Minister or Ministry of
Foreign Affairs

MP, Member of Parliament (United
Kingdom)

MSA, Mutual Security Agency/Act/
Assistance

MSP, Mutual Security Program

MSTS, Military Sea Transport Service

mytel, my telegram

NAC, North Atlantic Council; National
Advisory Council

NATO, North Atlantic Treaty
Organization

NE, Near East; Office of Near Eastern
Affairs, Department of State

NEA, Near East and Africa; Bureau of
Near Eastern, South Asian, and
African Affairs, Department of State

NEACC, Near East Arms Coordinating
Committee

NH, Note to Holders

Niact, communications indicator
requiring attention by the recipient at
any hour of the day or night

NIC, National Indications Center

NIE, National Intelligence Estimate

Noforn, not releasable to foreign
nationals

NSC, National Security Council

NUP, National Unionist Party of Sudan

NZ, New Zealand

O, Office of the Deputy Under
Secretary of State for Administration

OCB, Operations Coordinating Board

ODM, Office of Defense Mobilization

OEEC, Organization for European
Economic Cooperation

OFD, Office of Financial and
Development Policy, Department of
State

ONE, Office of National Estimates

ORM, Office of Refugee and Migration
Affairs, Department of State

OSD, Office of the Secretary of Defense

OSP, Offshore Procurement

PAO, Public Affairs Officer

PCC, Palestine Conciliation Commission

PIO, Public Information Officer

PL, Public Law

PLG, Paris Liaison Group

PM, Prime Minister

PMCG (NY), preparations for the
Meeting of the Chiefs of Government
(New York)

POL, petroleum, oil, and lubricants

Polto, series indicator for telegrams from-
the Office of the United States
Permanent Representative to the
North Atlantic Council to the
Department of State

POM (NY) MC, preparations for the
October Meetings (of the Foreign
Ministers) (New York) Memorandum
of Conversation

PPS, Parti Populaire Syrien, Syrian
National Party

PriMin, Prime Minister

PTS, proposed talks with the Soviets

R, Office of the Special Assistant for
Intelligence, Department of State

R&D, Research and Development

RA, Office of European Regional
Affairs, Department of State

RAF, Royal Air Force



List of Abbreviations XV

RCC, Revolutionary Command Council
of Egypt

RCT, Regimental Combat Team

reftel, reference telegram

Res, Resolution

RGT, Army Regimental Combat Team

RLG, Rome Liaison Group

RMA, Reimbursable Military Assistance

RO, Reports and Operations Staff of the
Executive Secretariat, Department of
State

S, Office of the Secretary of State

S/P, Policy Planning Staff, Department
of State

S/PV, Security Council/Procés—Verbal

S/S, Executive Secretariat, Department
of State

S/S-RO, Reports and Operations Staff,
Executive Secretariat, Department of
State

SA, Saudi Arabia

SAC, Strategic Air Command

SAG, Saudi Arabian Government

SC, United Nations Security Council

SCUA, Suez Canal Users Association

SEA, Southeast Asia

SEATO, South East Asia Treaty
Organization

Sec, Secretary

Secto, series indicator for telegrams from
the Secretary of State (or his
delegation) at international conferences

Secy, Secretary

SFIO, Sociéte Francaise de
I'Internationale Ouvriére (French
Society of International Socialists)

SHAPE, Supreme Headquarters, Allied
Powers, Europe

SNIE, Special National Intelligence
Estimate

SOCONY, Standard Oil Company of
New York

SOSUS, Sound Surveillance Underwater
System

SPC, Special Political Committee of the
U.N. General Assembly

SPD, Sozialdemokratische Partei
Deutschlands (German Social
Democratic Party)

SS, submarine

SY, Division of Security, Department of
State

SYG, Secretary-General

T/O & E, Table of Organization and
Equipment

TAPLINE, Trans-Arabian Pipeline
Company

TC, Truce Commission (in Palestine);
United Nations Trusteeship Council

Tedul, series indicator for telegrams to
Secretary of State Dulles while away
from Washington

Toden, series indicator for telegrams
sent to the Denver White House

Tosec, series indicator for telegrams
from the Department of State to the
Secretary of State (or his delegation)
at international conferences

TS, Top Secret

TSO, Truce Supervisory Organization
(United Nations) )

TVA, Tennessee Valley Authority

TWA, Trans World Airlines

U, Office of the Under Secretary of
State '

U/MSA, Office of the Special Assistant
for Mutual Security Affairs,
Department of State

U/PR, Office of the Chief of Protocol,
Department of State

UJA, United Jewish Appeal

UK, United Kingdom

UKG, United Kingdom Government

Umma, Umma (Independence) Party of
Sudan

UN, United Nations

UNA, Office of United Nations Affairs,
Department of State

UNGA, United Nations General
Assembly

UNMIS, United Nations Mission

UNP, Office of United Nations Political
and Security Affairs, Department of
State

UNRRA, United Nations Relief and
Rehabilitation Administration

UNRWA, United Nations Relief and
Works Agency for Palestine and the
Near East

UNSC, United Nations Security Council

UNSCOP, U.N. Special Committee on
Palestine

UNTS, United Nations Truce Supervisor;
United Nations Treaty Series

UNTSO, United Nations Truce
Supervisory Organization



XVI  List of Abbreviations

UNSYG, Secretary—General of the
United Nations

UP, United Press

urtel, your telegram

USA, United States Army

USAF, United States Air Force

USAREUR, United States Army, Europe

USARMA, United States Army Attaché

USCINCEUR, United States Commander
in Chief, Europe

USDel, U.S. delegation

USG, United States Government

USGADel, United States Delegation at
the United Nations

USIA, United States Infomation Agency

USIS, United States Information Service

USLO, United States Liaison Officer

USMC, United States Marine Corps

USNMR, United States National
Military Representatiave to Supreme
Headquarters, Allied Powers, Europe

USOM, United States Operations
Mission

USRO, United States Mission to the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization
and European Regional Organizations

USSR, Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics

USUN, United States Mission at the
United Nations

Wafd, Egypt’s principal political party

WE, Western Europe; Office of Western
European Affairs, Bureau of European
Affairs, Department of State

WFTU (WFTCU), World Federation of
Trade Unions

WH, White House

ZI, Zone of Interior



List of Persons

Editor's Note: The identification of persons in this list is limited to
circumstances and positions under reference in this volume. Histori-
cal personages alluded to in the volume and certain minor officials
are not identified in this list. All titles and positions are American
unless there is an indication to the contrary.

In this and in other editorial material throughout the volume
(document headings, footnotes, and editorial notes), every effort has
been made to provide recognizable and consistent transliterations of
names of individuals from countries using non-Roman alphabets.
The transliterations adopted for proper names were those commonly
used by the Department of State at the time, or in documents or
official publications of the countries concerned. (In the case of
Arabic names, differences arise in the transliteration of vowels. The
editors have generally rendered the definite article as al- rather than
el-, and have omitted diacritical marks.)

Aldrich, Winthrop W., Ambassador to the United Kingdom until February 1, 1957

Allen, George V., Assistant Secretary of State for Near Eastern, South Asian, and
African Affairs, January 24, 1955-July 26, 1956; Ambassador to Greece, October
12, 1956-November 13, 1957; Director, United States Information Agency, from
November 15, 1957

Alphand, Hervé, Permanent Representative of France at the United Nations until
August 24, 1956; Ambassador to the United States from September 10, 1956

Amer, Gen. Abdel Hakim, Egyptian Commander in Chief of the Armed Forces;
Minister of War and Marine; Chief Commander of the Egyptian-Syrian Joint
Command from October 23, 1956

Anderson, Dillon, Special Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs,
April 2, 1955-September 1, 1956; White House Consultant from June 29, 1957

Anderson, Robert B., Deputy Secretary of Defense until August 4, 1955; Special
Emissary for the President to the Middle East, January-March 1956, and again
in August 1956; Secretary of the Treasury from July 29, 1957

Bailey, Ronald W., First Secretary of the British Embassy in the United States until
October 25, 1957

Barbour, Walworth, Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for European Affairs until
November 20, 1955; Deputy Chief of Mission in the United Kingdom,
November 20, 1955-February 23, 1956; thereafter Minister—Counselor of the
Embassy in the United Kingdom
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XVIII  List of Persons

Barco, James W., Senior Adviser on Political and Security Council Affairs at the
Mission at the United Nations until June 16, 1955; thereafter Counselor of the
Mission

Barnes, Robert G., Deputy Director of the Executive Secretariat, Department of
State, June 12-August 1, 1955; Director, August 1, 1955-March 11, 1956;
thereafter Special Assistant to the Under Secretary of State for Mutual Security
Affairs

Beale, Wilson T.M., Jr., Officer in Charge of United Kingdom and Ireland Affairs,
Office of British Commonwealth and Northern European Affairs, Department of
State, until July 3, 1955; Deputy Director, July 3, 1955-September 30, 1957;
thereafter Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Economic Affairs

Beeley, Harold, Counselor of the British Embassy in the United States until May 19,
1955; Ambassador to Saudi Arabia, May 19, 1955-June 1956; thereafter Assistant
Under Secretary of State, British Foreign Office

Ben Gurion, David, Israeli Minister of Defense from February 17, 1955; also Prime
Minister from November 3, 1955

Bergus, Donald C., Officer in Charge of Israel-Jordan Affairs, Office of Near
Eastern Affairs, Department of State

Bernau, Phyllis D., Personal Assistant to Secretary of State Dulles

Black, Eugene R., President of the International Bank for Reconstruction and
Development

Bohlen, Charles, Ambassador to the Soviet Union until April 18, 1957; Ambassador
to the Philippines from June 4, 1957

Bowie, Robert R., Director, Policy Planning Staff, Department of State, until
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Arab-Israeli Dispute

U.S. Efforts To Obtain a Settlement Between
Egypt and Israel; the Beginnings of Operation
Alpha, January 1-August 26, 1955

1. Editorial Note

On January 4 and 13, 1955, the United Nations Security Council
continued its consideration of the case of the Baf Galim, an Israeli
flag ship which had been seized by Egyptian authorities at the
southern end of the Suez Canal on September 28, 1954. The Council
had taken up the matter in October 1954 at Israel’s request. For
related documentation, see Foreign Relations, 1952-1954, volume IX,
Part 1, pages 1660-1741 passim.

On January 4, the Representative of Egypt informed the Securi-
ty Council that his government had released the crew of the Bat
Galim on January 1; that his government intended to release the shxp
and suggested that the vessel’'s cargo might be placed aboard a
neutral vessel for shipment to Haifa; and that a subcommittee of the
Egypt-Israel Mixed Armistice Commission should discuss arrange-
ments for the ship’s release.

The Representatives of the United States, the United Kingdom,
France, and Brazil, with the support of the Representatives of Belgium,
Peru, and New Zealand, commended the dismissal of charges against
the Bat Galim’s crew but disagreed with Egypt’s interpretation of the
provisions of the Constantinople Convention of 1888 to justify its
refusal to allow free and unobstructed passage of Israel’s ships through
the Suez Canal. They maintained that Egypt’s action was also contrary
to the Security Council’s resolution of September 1, 1951, which had
called upon Egypt to terminate its restrictions on the passage of
international shipping through the Suez Canal. (U.N. doc. §/2322) (The

! For previous documentation, see Foreign Relations, 1952-1954, vol. 1x, Part 1, pp.
875 ff.
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Constantinople Convention of October 29, 1988, is printed in British and
Foreign State Papers, 1887-1888, volume 79, pages 18-22, and in The Suez
Canal Problem, July 26-September 22, 1956. (Department of State publica-
tion 6392; Washington, 1956), pages 16-20).)

Discussion of the matter concluded on January 13, 1955, when
the Security Council’s President indicated that it was the consensus
of the Council’s members to regard the Council’s resolution of
September 1, 1951, as having continuing validity and effect. For the
record of the two meetings on January 5 and 13, see U.N. documents
S/PV 687 and S/PV 688.

2. Telegram From the Embassy in Iraq to the Department of
State !

Baghdad, January 5, 1955—10:09 a.m.

408. Although Embassy pouching? its detailed observations on
Department’s CA-3378, November 22, > a brief telegraphic summary
of our views on subject may be helpful.

We agree attempt at settlement Arab-Israeli problem needs
again be undertaken and concur in specific objectives cited in
reference instruction. We strongly urge, however, that concept of
regional defense on one hand and of Arab-Israeli settlement on the
other be kept apart with priority of emphasis assigned to former.
While we recognize area of overlap exists, fact remains they are
basically distinct problems, and deserve to be pursued separately
even if concurrently. Any effort unnecessarily entangle them likely
impede progress in forging regional defense. )

We recommend, too, that Iraq no less so than Egypt be among
states with which initial discussions on subject are to be begun. As
leading contender with Egypt for hegemony in Arab community, any
approach to one alone is likely be seized upon by other to push its

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 684A.86/1-555. Top Secret; Limited
Distribution—Alpha. Received at 10:09 a.m. “Alpha” was the Department of State’s
code word for materials pertaining to a U.S.-British effort, initiated in November
1954, to develop proposals for a comprehensive Arab-Israeli peace settlement. Con-
cerning this effort, see Foreign Relations, 1952-1954, vol. 1X, pp. 1683-1741 passim.
Distribution of documents labeled “Alpha” was highly restricted; see ibid, pp.
1730-1731.

2In despatch 296 from Baghdad, not printed. (Department of State, Central Files,
684A.86/1-455)

3 For text, see Foreign Relations, 1952-1954, vol. 1X, Part 1, p. 1695.
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own case for leadership in Arab community. Conversely, realization
of this possibility likely cause either state be reluctant participate in
settlement talks unilaterally. If these two states are approached
jointly, possibility exists of fusing any “Arab side” which does not
really exist at present time but which appears to us be necessary
prelude to possible utilization Trieste technique.

Various inducements cited in instructions all have value, but
none by itself likely be compelling. We believe that cardinal point in
any projected settlement will have to be willingness on part of US
Government, no less so than UK, to give public undertaking to
underwrite terms of settlement, employing unusual measures if
necessary. US-UK cooperation in projected efforts seems desirable,
but participation by any other state (including Turkey) had best be
avoided in initial phases.

Gallman

3. Letter From the Assistant Under Secretary of State in the
British Foreign Office (Shuckburgh) to Francis H.
Russell !

London, January 7, 1955.

My DEeAR RusseLL: Thank you so much for your letter of
December 21, > which I ought to have answered long ago. I have no
doubt that you will have seen the various messages which have
passed between the Foreign Office and our Embassy in Washington
since then. You will know by now that I propose to turn up in
Washington on January 20 bringing with me Mr. G.G. Arthur. ? I
hope this will enable me to have a talk with Mr. Johnston before he
leaves Washington on the 23rd and to hear from him his estimate of

1Source: Department of State, NEA Files: Lot 59 D 518, Washington Talks,
Jan.—Feb. 1955: Memos, etc. preceding actual meetings (Dated 11/15/54 thru 1/27/55).
Top Secret.

On December 20, 1954, Secretary Dulles assigned Russell responsibility for
reviewing Arab-Israeli issues, formulating proposals to facilitate the conclusion of a
peace settlement in Palestine, and developing a concerted diplomatic strategy with his
British Foreign Office counterpart, Charles Arthur Evelyn Shuckburgh. Russell offi-
cially remained Deputy Chief of Mission and Counselor of Embassy in Israel until
May 17, 1955.

% For text, see Foreign Relations, 1952-1954, vol. 1X, Part 1, p. 1733.

3 Geoffrey George Arthur, British Foreign Service Officer in the Permanent
Under-Secretary of State’s Department in the British Foreign Office.
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the prospects of his forthcoming tour in the Middle East. I hasten to
assure you (in the light of a message which I received through the
Embassy here)* that I have never thought we ought to delay Mr.
Johnston’s further efforts to reach an agreement on the Jordan
Waters. When I wrote my paper for Sir Anthony Eden ° I was not
aware that Mr. Johnston was about to visit the Middle East again.
There is no doubt that if he has a success over his business it will
immensely facilitate our own wider task. If he does not achieve the
results he hopes, then we may have to fall back on some procedure
such as I suggested in my paper.

I suppose I should expect to remain in Washington for about a
week or ten days? I hope to arrive with some rather more precise
suggestions under the various headings in my paper. No doubt you
will have many ideas too for me to look at. I will, of course, stay as
long as it seems profitable for the sake of getting our ideas clear.

We must do our best about the secrecy side. I am quite sure it
will be no good trying to pretend that we have not discussed the
Israel/Arab dispute at all. The right line, I think, is to admit that this
is naturally one of the topics which I shall be discussing with my
opposite numbers in Washington but to deny absolutely that there is
any “joint solution” being worked out between our two Govern-
ments.

Yours ever,

Evelyn Shuckburgh

“For documentation regarding U.S. interest in the development of the water
resources of the Near East and the negotiations of Ambassador Eric Johnston, see
Foreign Relations, 1952-1954, vol. 1x, Part 1, pp. 1345 ff. Johnston was to resume his
negotiations in January; see the memorandum of December 20, 1954, ibid., pp.
1727-1730. Telegram 3456 to London, January 3, instructed the Embassy to discuss
the Johnston mission with Shuckburgh, emphasizing that the Department considered
that his efforts complemented the Alpha project and that it believed British support
was essential to the plan’s success. (Department of State, Central Files, 684A.86/
1-355)

® Reference is to Shuckburgh’s memorandum of December 16, 1954, to Eden. See
Foreign Relations, 1952-1954, vol. 1X, Part 1, p. 1719, footnote 1.
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4. Despatch From the Embassy in Israel to the Department
of State'’

No. 413 Tel Aviv, January 7, 1955.

SUBJECT

Arab-Israel Settlement

The following comments are submitted by the Embassy in
pursuance of the Department’s request transmitted in CA-3378 of
November 22, 1954. 2

A. General Observations

It has been the Embassy’s observation, based on comments
made by Israel leaders to Embassy officers over a period of some
months, that the Israel Government itself believes that a rapproche-
ment between Israel and Egypt is a prerequisite to a general Arab-
Israel settlement. Prime Minister Sharett recently commented to an
Embassy officer that “it may be taken as axiomatic that Egypt is the
key to the problem”. Defense Minister Lavon in a conversation with
an Embassy officer at the beginning of November said that if Israel
could reach an understanding with Egypt “things would rapidly fall
into their proper position elsewhere”. He added that Israel had no
outstanding problems with Lebanon which was merely waiting for
one of the stronger Arab states to set a precedent; Jordan was a mess
but could be straightened out by the British if the Egyptian problem
were solved; and Syria was so weak and divided internally that it
really didn’t constitute such a problem (to Israel) anyway.

Secondly, there is extreme skepticism among Israel Government
leaders of the ability of the Nasir regime to survive and, therefore,
of its ability or willingness to face up to domestic and Arab League
pressures to the extent necessary to negotiate a settlement with Israel
on terms acceptable to the latter.

Thirdly, the period of discussion envisaged by the Department,
i.e. February—-April 1955, is the time period when the Israelis will be
entering vigorously into a campaign period leading up to the general
elections scheduled for July of this year. It is quite possible that
before the end of that period the coalition Government here will
have been dissolved and a Government of a quasi-caretaker charac-
ter established. It does not follow from this contingency that negoti-
ations during that period would prove impossible. It is unlikely,

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 684A.86/1-755. Top Secret; Alpha—
Limit Distribution. Drafted by Lawson and White. Copies were sent to Amman,
Baghdad, Cairo, Damascus, Jidda, Jerusalem, London, and Ankara.

2 See footnote 3, Document 2.
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however, that such a caretaker Government would be prepared to
present to the Knesset an agreement unless its provisions could be
successfully defended as having on balance specific advantages to
Israel.

Furthermore, it is difficult to believe that from the standpoint of
either country much progress could be made in the general atmos-
phere prevailing today. This would point to the need of a modus
vivendi which would permit the establishment and maintenance of a
period of relative calm while the United States and United Kingdom
were discussing permanent settlement matters with the two parties
individually. This observation would point to the conclusion that
pending current issues between the two countries which are now
occupying such prominence in the press of Egypt and Israel, such as
the Bat Galim case, spy trials, > and recurrent destruction of the Israel
pipeline near the Gaza strip, would have to be taken out of the
limelight. In order to establish a period of calm it would appear
necessary at the same time as an approach is made to Nasir to make
an approach to Prime Minister Sharett, explaining to him on a
confidential basis the purpose of the exercise, the ultimate objectives
we have in mind, and the techniques we plan to use in attaining
such goals. This discussion should be accompanied by a request for a
commitment from him that Israel would pursue a course of action
during the period of discussions designed to assist rather than to
retard the course of negotiations. The limits of this course of action
might include commitments (a) to permit the Suez Canal and Gulf of
Akaba issues to remain dormant; (b) positive support to UNTSO in
border matters; (c) restraint on military and police activities along
the Gaza strip; and (d) the exercise of unusual restraint in the public
statements of Israel leaders regarding Egypt. A comparable list of
commitments on the Egyptian side would also appear to be neces-
sary if real progress is to be made. In this connection, Prime Minister
Sharett will be under considerable pressure from the more militant
members of his Cabinet to show some measure of progress in
lessening restrictions on the movement of Israel goods through Suez
as a condition precedent to active negotiations. The Bat Galim case in
its present status is a handicap to the obtention from Israel of a
constructive approach to the problem of Israel-Egyptian relations.

Finally, the Embassy believes that the participation of the Brit-
ish Embassy here in any discussions with the Israel Government will
serve a useful purpose. The position of the United Kingdom with

> On December 11, 1954, Egypt’s Supreme Military Tribunal began the trial of 13
persons charged with spying for Israel and attempting to incite insurrection in Egypt.
The trial ended on January 5, 1955, but no verdict was announced at that time.
Documentation relating to this case is in Department of State Central Files 774.00 and
784A.5274.
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the local public and with the Israel Government has been greatly
strengthened by the remarks of Foreign Secretary Eden in the House
of Commons on November 2, 1954, particularly by his policy
statement that the United Kingdom would continue to keep a
balance in arms deliveries ““as between Israel and the Arab States
collectively”. With respect to the question of French participation,
the Department is aware of the special problem existing here. The
solution suggested of keeping France generally informed but without
her active participation would lead to unpredictable results as re-
gards the use the French Mission here might make of the informa-
tion at its disposal.

B. Specific Comments

[Here follow specific comments on the questions in the refer-
ence airgram.]

For the Ambassador:
Ivan B. White
Counselor of Embassy

5. Memorandum From the Acting Assistant Secretary of
State for Near Eastern, South Asian, and African Affairs
(Jernegan) to the Under Secretary of State (Hoover) !

Washington, January 14, 1955.
SUBJECT
Military Aid to Egypt in Relationship to Alpha

Attached (Tab A) is the message to Nasser on military assistance
approved by the Secretary which stated “Grant military assistance
now depends on new Congressional appropriations which in turn
will be influenced strongly by public and Congressional attitudes
towards current Egyptian policies.” > that a paper be prepared for

! Source: Department of State, S/S-NEA Files: Lot 61 D 417, Alpha Volume 1.

Top Secret; Alpha; Limited Distribution.
2Tab A, attached to the source text but not printed, was a draft message from
Secretary Dulles to Prime Minister Nasser. John D. Jernegan initially sent a draft of
this message to Dulles under cover of a memorandum dated December 31, 1954. In
his memorandum, Jernegan recommended that Dulles approve this message for
transmission to Prime Minister Nasser. For text of the memorandum, see Foreign
(Continued)
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discussion with the that a paper be prepared for discussion with
the Secretary on January 17 regarding the relationship of arms aid
to Egypt upon Alpha.?

Whether we should use Egypt as the main instrument in the
Alpha operation is still unresolved and must await the discussions
with Shuckburgh. If it is decided to do so, it may be necessary to
provide Nasser with arms assistance under arrangements which he
can accept. Nasser strongly desires arms aid; arms are necessary to
bolster the position of the RCC, particularly with the key Army
group; there is little else which we can offer now which would be
sufficiently attractive. Although Nasser might proceed with the first
meetings with an Israel representative, he is unlikely to adopt a
position permitting progress without some material advantage to
Egypt. A détente with Israel offers few advantages to Egypt and
many dangers to her present leadership. If Alpha is to have reason-
able prospects of success, we must provide positive balancing factors.
Some form of arms aid may be indispensable to an answer to this
question. Arms assistance would probably also affect the degree of
cooperation which Egypt will extend on the Afro-Asian Conference.

We suggest the following procedures:

(1) In return for Nasser’s taking effective initiative in working
toward settlement with Israel, offer to extend to Egypt credit (up to
$20 million) under Section 106(b) of the MSA * for a term of 3 years
to purchase military equipment; (2) If negotiations on the Israel
question proceed favorably, offer Nasser a standard MDAP agree-
ment and funds at least sufficient to cover the credit previously
extended.

One objection to the course suggested is the reaction of Israel
and her supporters in this country to what could be labeled a
stratagem to avoid a standard MDAP agreement. The objection
could be met by the answer that we have in effect, through our
economic and other aid programs to Israel, extended credit to her to
enable her to purchase military equipment; and that the action is
being taken specifically as part of a program that contemplates an
end to a state of war between Israel and Egypt. (The Israel Govern-

(Continued)

Relations, 1952-1954, vol. 1x, Part 1, p. 2322. Although Dulles authorized this course of
action, no documentation has been found in Department of State files to indicate if
the message was transmitted to Nasser.

3 Presumably the memorandum printed here, together with the recommendations
in Attachment B to the memorandum, infra, fulfilled Under Secretary Hoover’s
request.

Regarding the January 17 meeting, see footnotes 7 and 8, infra.

4 Section 106 of the Mutual Security Act of 1954, which became Public Law 665
on August 26, dealt with the sale of military equipment, materials, and services. For
text of the act, see 68 Stat. (pt. 1) 832.
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ment has always taken the position that peace between the Arab
countries and Israel should precede arms to the Arabs.)

The Department of Defense has asked our consent to the release
of the $20 million in military assistance funds tentatively allocated
to Egypt to meet needs in Pakistan and Iran. We propose to agree to
the release but also to warn Defense that political developments in
the area may make it necessary to obtain funds for grant military
assistance to Egypt before FY 1956 appropriations become available.

6. Memorandum Prepared in the Bureau of Near Eastern,
South Asian, and African Affairs '

Washington, January 14, 1955.

SUGGESTED MAIN POINTS OF APPROACH
TOWARD ISRAEL-ARAB SETTLEMENT

1. Prospects: While the basic obstacles to Israel-Arab peace still
exist, there are a number of reasons for believing that special efforts
to induce the parties to take steps toward a settlement of their major
differences might bear fruit. These include: an improvement during
the past two years in the attitude of important segments of the Arab
world toward the West and particularly toward the United States;
the promises of the Egyptian government to take steps toward a
settlement with Israel following the completion of the Suez base
negotiations; the intense concern of Israel over its security and its
desire for a treaty arrangement with some major Western power; the
Turko-Pakistan 2 and Turko-Iraq agreements; > and the comparative
lull of the past few months. S

! Source: NEA Files: Lot 59 D 518, Washington Talks, Jan.-Feb. 1955: Memos, etc.
preceding actual meetings (Dated 11/15/54 thru 1/27/55). Top Secret; Alpha. Russell
forwarded the memorandum to Secretary Dulles and Under Secretary Hoover on
January 16 as an attachment to a memorandum which noted the paper “reflects
discussions with, and has received the concurrences of, Mr. Hare, Mr. Jernegan. . . . ”
(Jbid.)

20n April 2, 1954, Turkey and Pakistan signed an Agreement for Friendly
Cooperation, which among other points provided for consultation and cooperation on
certain defense matters.

3On January 12, following discussions between Turkish and Iraqi officials in
Baghdad, a joint communiqué was issued stating that Iraq would conclude a military
alliance with Turkey which other Middle East states would be invited to join. Text of
the communiqué is printed in Noble Frankland (ed.), Documents on International Affairs,
1955 (London, Oxford University Press, 1958), pp. 286-287.
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2. Immediate Context: Regardless of the amount and variety of
material inducements provided, they alone may prove insufficient to
break the present stalemate without the addition of a psychological
trigger. Psychological shocks have been applied to area problems in
the past with success, for example, the Tripartite Declaration of May
25, 1950, * and the military assistance agreement with Iraq of April
21, 1954.°

The announced intention of Iraq and Turkey to conclude a
collective defense agreement against aggression from inside and out-
side the area could provide the necessary impetus. However, this
development involves dangers and should be handled with delicacy.
A worried Israel could react by aggressive moves on her borders. She
will probably press with renewed insistance for some sort of security
commitment or statement from the US. Egypt may resent the
announcement which she will regard as a threat to her area leader-
ship and as endangering the Arab League. At the same time the
development may stimulate Egypt towards an agreement with Tur-
key during Menderes’ visit in March. In brief, the Turko-Iraq
agreement may serve as a catalyst for further developments in the
direction of the Alpha objective.

3. Basic Approach: U.S. and UK. should formulate the elements of
a fair settlement. An effort should then be made through various
channels, including direct talks where possible, to get the parties to
work toward such a settlement or an agreed variation of it. This is
suggested in lieu of relying upon direct talks exclusively, and in lieu
of a strict following of the Trieste approach. Direct talks may be
impossible in some instances and a solution in the present case will
require substantial contributions of an economic, political and securi- -
ty nature by outside countries. It is contemplated that different
types of approaches would be made with different countries.

4. Principal Elements of Settlement:

a. Permanent recognized boundaries between Israel and neighboring countries
after frontier rectifications. The principal boundary provisions would be:

(1) Division of the demilitarized zones between Israel and
Syria.

{Z) Minor readjustments of the armistice lines between
Israel and Jordan to give villages some of the lands formerly
belonging to them so that they may be economically self-
supporting. In return for this Israel would receive the Latrun

* For text of the Tripartite Declaration of May 25, 1950, see Department of State
Bulletin, June 5, 1950, p. 886.

% For documentation regarding the negotiation of a military assistance agreement
with Iraq on April 21, 1954, see Foreign Relations, 1952-1954, vol. 1x, Part 2, p. 2384. For
texts of the notes exchanged between representatives of the United States and Iraq,
see TIAS 3108; 5 UST (pt. 3) 2496.
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salient and a portion of the demilitarized zone in this area, thus
placing the old Jerusalem road wholly in Israel.

. . . .

b. Security on the border and cooperation in control of infiltration.

c. Termination of Suez Canal restrictions and of the Arab secondary boycott,
recognizing that the primary boycott would be one of the last points
of friction to disappear.

d. Agreements on repatriation and resettlement of refugees. This would be
accomplished through: (a) agreement with respect to the Gaza strip
refugees . . . ; (b) resettlement of refugees in the lower Jordan
valley under the Jordan River Development Plan; (c) possible reset-
tlement under other similar development plans; (d) turning UNRWA
funds over to the governments of Arab states having refugees and
placing the responsibility for the refugees upon them. (This would
have to be done gradually and with safeguards.)

e. Agreement on compensation of Arab refugees. Israel has declared her
willingness to pay compensation but is {inancially unable to do so
without outside assistance. A neutral international body—possibly a
“Palestine Refugee Compensation Commission”’—could be set up to
administer the compensation plan. Israel could issue debentures to
the total present evaluation of Palestine refugee real property in
Israel (estimated by the PCC at $300 million), the proceeds of which
would be utilized to pay the compensation. Working capital in the
form of non-interest loans could be provided to Israel by the U.S,,
UK., France and other interested governments.

. . . . . .

8. A free port at Haifa for Jordan and free route across Israel linking Egypt
with Jordan.
h. Agreement on the Unified Development of the Jordan Valley.

5. Inducements and Psychological Factors in Security Cooperation. The
inducements and psychological factors which can be utilized in
securing the cooperation of Israel and the various Arab states are
summarized in attachments A through E. ‘

6. Order of approach to Arab countries: Our first approach should be
to Egypt, with the realization, however, that if Egypt is to take
effective action it must be accompanied or closely followed by action
on the part of Jordan. It would be hoped that Lebanon could follow
as the third cooperating Arab country. Only after some progress had
been made with these three countries would it be worthwhile to
make any approach to Syria, Iraq and Saudi Arabia. The nature of
such an approach would depend upon the circumstances existing at
that time. The approach to Egypt should be in such terms that Egypt
does not obtain a veto power over an alternative approach if one
becomes necessary.
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7. Intra-Area Security: Steps to create a sense of security on the
part of Israel could be:

a. Early statement by Secretary Dulles similar to Sir Anthony

Eden’s concerning current validity of the Tripartite Declaration.®
The Secretary’s statement should follow the Tripartite Declaration
more closely than Eden’s did and should not refer to a “balance of
arms”’.
b. If the British are prepared to do so, a treaty of mutual
assistance between Britain and Israel. Israel is at present suffering
from a severe feeling of isolation because of the various treaties and
agreements between Arab nations and one or more of the great
powers while Israel has no such ties (her policy until recently was to
avoid such ties). It is unlikely that Israel can be counted upon to
engage wholeheartedly in an effort toward area peace in the absence
of a treaty with some outside power. The 1.G. does not regard a
unilateral undertaking by one or more outside powers, to which
Israel is not a signatory, as adequate although they would undoubt-
edly welcome such a commitment if it were supplementary to a
treaty arrangement. There appear to be greater objections to a treaty
between Israel and the United States, France or Turkey than to one
with Britain. ’

c. If (b) proves impracticable, or if Britain makes a treaty with
Israel but desires a supporting arrangement, an agreement in treaty
form by the U.S., Britain, France and Turkey that if the integrity of
the territory or the sovereignty or political independence of Israel on
the one hand or of Egypt, Saudi Arabia, Jordan, Syria, Lebanon and
Iraq on the other is threatened by any act of the other it would be
considered that it constituted a danger to the security of the partici-
pating states. In such an eventuality the signatory states would take
effective action both in and outside the United Nations in accord-
ance with their respective constitutional processes to meet the com-
mon danger.

It will be noted that (a) above is a “holding operation”. If (b)
proves possible but Britain desires some kind of additional support-
ing agreement from the United States, but it does not appear
possible for the U.S. to give the kind of commitment indicated in (c)
above, it might be possible to devise some form of supplemental
treaty which would take care of Britain’s requirements.

As a further alternative to (b), the United States, the United
Kingdom, and possibly France and Turkey might enter into an

S For text of Eden’s remarks, see Parliamentary Debates, House of Commons, 5th
series, vol. 532, cols. 324-335. Further information is in Department of State, Central
File 684A.86

7 At a meeting on January 17, Dulles considered the proposals advanced in this
memorandum and ordered that the Department officers involved in the forthcoming
discussions with Shuckburgh “take care not to appear to propose that the United
Kingdom enter into a treaty as suggested under 7b with Israel.” The Secretary had no
objection, however, if Russell and his colleagues asked if “the British Government
might itself favor entering into such an arrangement.” (Undated and unsigned
typewritten memorandum; Department of State, NEA Files: Lot 59 D 518, Washing-
ton Talks, Jan.—Feb. 1955: Memos, etc. preceding actual meetings (Dated 11/15/54
thru 1/27/55))
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arrangement with Israel for her defense against extra-area aggression
along the lines of the Manila Pact. It is assumed in connection with
this suggestion that the Western states would have already entered
into this kind of association through a regional defense arrangement
including at least one Arab state (Iraq). We might associate ourselves
with the Turko-Iraq treaty with a proviso that we would be con-
cerned under it only with external aggression. This type of arrange-
ment would probably be somewhat less attractive to the Israel
Goverr}iment than (b) but with (c) it might meet their psychological
needs.

8. Relation between Alpha and Area Securify: We should progress
simultaneously toward the two major U.S. objectives in the area—
area defense and Arab-Israel settlement—adjusting tactics so that
progress toward one objective will assist, or at least not unduly
impede, progress toward the other. It is assumed that the Northern
Tier is our immediate approach to area defense but that we hope to
expand the defense plans eventually to include the effective use of
the armed forces and facilities of Israel, Egypt and the other Arab
states.

9. Arab League: . . . our approach is not based upon utilizing the
Arab League . . . . At the same time we should bear in mind the
desirability of economic cooperation among the Arab states, and the
eventual possibility of federation between two or more Arab states.

[Attachment] “A”

ISRAEL
Inducements and Psychological Factors in Securing Cooperation

1. Israel urgently desires assurances that would strengthen her
security and position within the area militarily and politically. She
would prefer these assurances in a formal treaty with a strong
Western power, either the United States or the United Kingdom,
although an alternative arrangement as set forth in paragraph 7 of
the covering paper might be satisfactory. If the possibility of one of
these arrangements should be decided upon, it should be proffered
to Israel as a prize to be won through complete cooperation with the
United States and the United Kingdom in the negotiations for a
general settlement.

® At the January 17 meeting, Dulles “inquired whether it might be helpful, if in
this connection with paragraph 7c, U.S. in conjunction with the UK., France, Turkey,
Israel and the Arab states enter into a treaty commitment embodying the principles of
the Tripartite Declaration of May, 1950. . . . This treaty would be a formal one
calling for ratification by the Senate.” (/bid.)
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2. The plan for the unified development of the Jordan Valley,
with all that it offers to Israel economically and in commencing a
solution of the Arab refugee problem, should, at an appropriate time
be linked into a general settlement. More specifically, U.S. willing-
ness to provide funds for Israel’s water development could be made
contingent upon L.G. cooperation.

3. Israel would prize highly assurances from the United States
that the economic future of the country is a matter of more than
routine interest. We might express to Israel our continued willing-
ness to cooperate with her in striving for economic viability without,
however, committing ourselves to any specific level of continuing
aid.

4. The point can be made to the Israel Government that there is
little prospect of effective Israel-Western collaboration in the field of
area defense until a general settlement has been achieved.

5. United States Jewry could, at an appropriate time, play an
important role in influencing the I.G. to cooperate. Jewish donors to
Israel will be interested in a program which holds promise of
reducing the high annual level of their contributions to Israel as a
result of peaceful conditions. Moreover, they would probably be
responsive to the argument that Israel-Arab tensions, in the absence
of a plan to which both sides must make concessions, will be an
increasingly disturbing and troublesome obstacle to Free World
security in the Middle East.

6. We can point out to the I.G. that the substance of our
proposals is not at all unfavorable to Israel, nor, in many respects,
much at variance with suggestions the Israelis themselves have made
in the past. This is particularly true of our suggestions with respect
to such problems as refugees, the Jordan River, the future status of
Jerusalem, and Israel’s frontiers, the Suez blockade and the secondary
boycott.

7. While in its early stages Operation Alpha must be secret,
there will come a time when it must be made public that the United
States and the United Kingdom are exerting direct efforts to improve
intra-area relationships. At that time a high level United
States—United Kingdom statement of the immeasurable advantages
of peace to all concerned might be voiced in a way to serve as a
lever for moving the Israel public, and perhaps the Arabs, forward.
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[Attachment] “B”

EGYPT
Inducements and Psychological Factors in Securing Cooperation

1. The settlement itself provides little attraction to Egypt. We
are already committed to continue certain programs in Egypt regard-
less of her attitude towards Alpha. Specific returns which we now
receive include: general support of Western position on world ques-
tions; assistance on the Johnston Mission; agreement to the
UNRWA-Sinai project.° Because of the relatively limited supply of
“carrots”’ available it will be necessary to space them out avoiding
too heavy an expenditure during early stages of negotiations.

2. Egypt is primarily interested in military aid without any
commitments, at least in the early stages. At the time of the initial
negotiations we might agree to extend credit for the purchase of
arms under Section 106(b) '° (credit for 3 years to be paid back in
dollars), possibly in the amount of $20 million. Depending on GOE
performance during the negotiations, we could later offer a standard
MDAP agreement which would cover the amount of credit extended
plus an additional sum. Nasser’s domestic position might permit
signature immediately following the first substantial arrivals of U.S.
equipment. Alternatively, if the Egyptian domestic situation made it
imperative, we could provide grant aid under Section 401, ! conse-
quent to a special determination by the President. (In this connec-
tion, it may be noted that Israel’s objections to arms aid to the Arab
states have been based largely on the state of war existing between
Israel and the Arab countries. If arms aid to an Arab country were
offered in connection with a program for negotiations for peace and
was to be in whole or in part conditional upon the success of the
negotiations, a large part of the Israel case against the arms aid
would fall.)

3. We could in any event consider a substantial increase in the
number of positions allotted to Egyptian students in U.S. military

° Reference is to an agreement between representatives of UNRWA and the
Government of Egypt to search for practical development projects in the Sinai
Peninsula as well as in the Gaza Strip to enable Palestinian refugees to become
economically self-supporting.

1 Section 106 of the Mutual Security Act of 1954, which became Public Law 665
on August 26, dealt with the sale of military equipment, materials, and services. For
text of the act, see 68 Stat. (pt.1) 832.

" Section 401 of the Mutual Security Act of 1954 authorized the President to
extend special grant assistance to individuals or nations when he determined that such
assistance would contribute to the defense of the North Atlantic area or to the
security of the United States.
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schools and the assignment of high priority to Egyptian purchases of
U.S. military equipment. A start could be made on the present order
for 54,000 helmets which Defense informally estimates might be
delivered within one month.

4. Special economic aid inducements in addition to current
programs might include:

a. Committing the Executive, subject to Congressional appropri-
ations, to allot a specific amount as grant assistance to the High
Aswan Dam project as soon as engineering studies are sufficiently
advanced to permit useful expenditure of the funds. The amount
might be $20 million.

b. Depending on Egyptian performance during negotiations,
committing the Executive to provide additional grant sums to assist
in subsequent phases of the High Aswan Dam project. The amounts
provided by the U.S. might be such as to cover the gap between
Egypt’s borrowing capacity as determined by the IBRD and the
yearly cost of the project, possibly $20 million per year for five
years.

c. Concentration of the Atomic Energy project for the Middle
East in Egypt. This would include:

(1) Expanded assistance in establishment of the radioisotope
laboratory now underway.

(2) Establishment of, and necessary training for, an atomic
reactor.

d. Using U.S. food surpluses to assist Egypt. Wheat is the main
requirement.

e. Assisting Egypt in marketing her cotton crop. This would
include consideration of the U.S. cotton quota and special attention
to the effect on Egyptian markets of disposals of U.S. cotton
surpluses.

5. We should participate on a major scale in the international
fair planned for January 1956 in Egypt.

6. We could consider steps which might be taken to support
Egyptian area aspirations, such as using Egypt as a center for
telecommunications, air, or other regional activity, bearing in mind
that involved in this matter is Egyptian rivalry with Iraq and the
desire of both for area leadership. A security arrangement by which
Egypt would be accorded recognition similar to that now given
Turkey and Pakistan could have a great effect in this respect.
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[Attachment] “C”

JORDAN
Inducements and Psychological Factors in Securing Cooperation

1. The status quo in the Near East is not in Jordan’s interest.
Her economy can never be properly developed in the present situa-
tion. All Jordan’s neighbor states contain elements which entertain
notions as to Jordan’s future which do not coincide with Jordan’s
interests. In the absence of a general settlement of the Palestine issue
Jordan can only remain as a semi-isolated entity with an uncertain
future dependent on external support. Whether Jordan decides that
her future lies in continuing as an independent and fully sovereign
entity or as a member of a voluntary federation with another Arab
state or states, it is to her interest to strengthen herself. Should she
wish to enter a federation it should be as an equal partner in fact as
well as in name.

2. It could be pointed out to Jordan that she is bearing a heavier
burden as a result of the Palestine hostilities than any other Arab
state. In the day-to-day life of the area almost the full brunt of
sporadic hostilities falls upon Jordan. It is Jordan’s trade and commu-
nications with the outside world which has been the most thorough-
ly damaged. Jordan therefore has the most to gain from a resolution
of the Palestine difficulties. It is time for Jordan to look to her own
interests and to select a course of action which will benefit her the
most. The United States and the United Kingdom could then cooper-
ate with Jordan in persuading other Arab states of the necessity of
Jordan’s participating in a just and equitable settlement of the
controversy. Past experience has shown that Jordan’s leaving the
initiative to the Arab League is a fruitless and dangerous course.

3. In the type of settlement which we have in mind Jordan will
receive a great deal of what she has demanded. There will be
provisions for territorial adjustments, repatriation of some refugees,
rehabilitation of the rest, and arrangements for compensation. The
United States would likewise be prepared to support Jordan in
obtaining facilities through Israel for communications with other
Arab states and the outside world. . . . Jordan is already aware of
our active support of the proposition that the HK] must have her
full share of the waters of the entire Jordan-Yarmuk system.

4. The United Kingdom and the United States would express
their continued willingness to cooperate with her in striving for
economic viability without, however, committing themselves to any
specific level of continuing aid.
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5. We fully appreciate that any settlement at all, no matter how
just and equitable, would arouse considerable opposition among
certain extreme elements in Jordan’s population and create a serious
internal security situation. To this end we would be prepared to
consult with the Jordanians on ways in which we can be of
assistance in dealing with this problem during the transition period.
We would also be prepared to speak to Israel in the strongest terms
of the necessity for a tranquil border situation.

[Attachment] “D”

LEBANON
Inducements and Psychological Factors in Securing Cooperation

1. It will not be possible to induce Lebanon to consider moving
toward a firm settlement with Israel unless either Egypt or Jordan
has already done so. Indeed it is probable that Lebanon will not
make a settlement unless both Egypt and Jordan have already done
so. If Egypt and Jordan move toward a settlement, and the Govern-
ment of Lebanon is aware that this is so, the following inducements
would help to persuade the Lebanese to follow the Egyptian and
Jordanian lead in undertaking a settlement. Each should be offered
to the Lebanese conditional upon their actually following the Egyp-
tians and Jordanians in undertaking a settlement. Irrespective of such
positive action as Lebanon might take it is to be foreseen, on the
basis of past experience, that the Lebanese would probably be
disposed to exert constructive efforts behind the scenes, particularly
in respect of Jordan.

2. The Lebanese are most anxious to receive military aid from
the U.S., which they desire primarily for internal security and
prestige reasons, and as a sign of the recognition by the U.S. of the
importance of Lebanon. The cost to the U.S. would be perhaps $5 to
$10 million.

3. The Lebanese would like to receive economic aid on a much
larger scale than at present (in FY 1954 they received $6 million
economic assistance; the figure for FY 1955 will be much smaller).
The Lebanese would like us to finance a significant portion of the
Litani River development project, and they would like large scale
help for example, with their road program. An offer of some $10
million for these or similar purposes, over and above our “normal”
technical assistance and economic aid, would be genuine inducement.

4. Like the other Arab states, Lebanon fears that Israel unless
held in check may some day attempt to expand at Lebanon’s
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expense. The Lebanese fear that Israel some day may attempt by
force of arms to establish control over the waters of the Litani River
for the benefit of Israel. A Western security guarantee of Lebanon
against the possibility of an attack by Israel would be most welcome.
A quadripartite guarantee of Lebanon’s borders against Israel aggres-
sion (and vice versa), as suggested in 7 (c) of the covering paper,
conditional upon a Lebanon-Israel peace settlement, would thus
constitute an effective inducement.

5. A basis fear of the dominant Christian element in Lebanon is
that some day the country may lose its separate identity through
absorption into the neighboring Moslem states, particularly Syria. At
the time of the Tripartite Declaration, it was stated orally to one or
more of the Arab countries, including Saudi Arabia, that the Decla-
ration would be interpreted by the United States as applying to an
act of aggression by one of the Arab states against another, as well
as to an act of aggression by Israel. A reaffirmation of this to
Lebanon would be well received there. In taking such a position,
however, we should make it clear that we are not against voluntary
federation by two or more of the Arab states.

[Attachment] “E”

SYRIA
Inducements and Psychological Factors in Securing Cooperation

1. Syria, like Iraq and Saudi Arabia, will be far more hesitant
than Egypt, Jordan or Lebanon to move toward a settlement with
Israel. The mood in Syria at the present time is so negative, so
violently anti-Israel, so anti-Western that it is inadvisable to ap-
proach Syria regarding a Palestine settlement at least until some time
after the approaches to Egypt, Jordan and Lebanon have been made,
and have produced results. Under these circumstances, however,
Syria might consider moving toward a settlement. Syria has a
common boundary with Israel, and certain territorial aims in the
demilitarized zones and desires changes in the present armistice line
which might be realized in part by a settlement with Israel. Syria has
more reason to make a settlement than either Iraq or Saudi Arabia.

2. Under the changed circumstances, the most effective induce-
ments for Syria would be the same as in the case of Lebanon:
military aid sufficient to strengthen significantly the Syrian Army;
economic aid (for such projects as roads, port development and
irrigation work on the Euphrates); and a quadripartite guarantee of
Syria against Israel aggression.
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7. Memorandum of a Conversation With the President,
White House, Washington, January 17, 1955

OTHERS PRESENT

Mr. Eric Johnston, Colonel Goodpaster

Mr. Johnston indicated he was soon taking a group to the Near
East in a further attempt to reach agreement on the Jordan Valley
Project. > He expects to be gone until the end of February.® The
three chief problems on which agreement has yet to be attained: the
division of the water among the four states (Israel, Syria, Lebanon,
Jordan); Israel’s proposal to divert its water out of the basin and into
the Negev coastal plain; determination of the auspices under which
the authority should function (U.S. preference is the UN., World
Bank, U.S. in that order, but Israel and the Arabs object to the
U.N.).

He indicated that Syria gets relatively less out of the project
than do the others, and special considerations may be required.

He indicated that he regards the chances of getting agreement as
fairly good, and that if agreement is achieved, other advances, such
as opening of borders to tourists and to trade may be anticipated.

Mr. Johnston indicated the possible desirability of providing
atomic power plants for Syria and Israel.

[Here follow Ambassador Johnston’s analysis of the New Or-
leans Conference on private investment for Latin America and his
report concerning the construction of atomic power plants overseas.]

The President asked Mr. Johnston to convey his personal greet-
ings to the top officials of the Near Eastern states during his coming
visit there.

G

!Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Ann Whitman (ACW) Diaries.
Drafted by Goodpaster.

2 Ambassador Johnston and his party departed for the Near East on January 23 to
resume negotiations between the Arab States and Israel for development of the Jordan
River Valley.

3 Ambassador Johnston returned on February 25.
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8. Memorandum of a Conversation, Department of State,
Washington, January 21, 1955

SUBJECT
Unified Development of the Jordan Valley
PARTICIPANTS

Mr. Evelyn Shuckburgh, Undersecretary for Middle East Affairs, British
Foreign Office

Mr. G.G. Arthur, British Foreign Office

Mr. Ronald Bailey, First Secretary, British Embassy

Mr. Eric Johnston

NEA—Mr. Allen

NEA—Mr. Gardiner

FOA—Mr. George Barnes

FOA—Mr. Wayne Criddle

UNP—Mr. Ludlow

NE—Mr. Troxel

NE—Mr. Bergus

Messrs. Johnston, Allen and Gardiner outlined the points on
which Mr. Johnston hoped to obtain agreement in the forthcoming
round of negotiations among the riparian states of the Jordan water-
shed.

These points included:

1. Share of waters. The basis of division was the average annual
flow of the waters of the Jordan system. Storage facilities were
required in order to make maximum use of these waters. The
engineers of the Baker-Harza firm who had thoroughly examined
the situation in Jordan at the request of that Government had come
to the conclusion that Jordan required 760 MCM annually to irrigate
513,000 dunums.® The Charles T. Main report had stated that

!Source: Department of State, NEA Files: Lot 59 D 518, Washington Talks,
Jan.-Feb. 1955: Minutes [by U.K: & U.S.] of meetings, Jan. 21 thru Feb. 1. Confiden-
tial.

Shuckburgh, representatives of the British Embassy, and officers of the Depart-
ment of State met, January 21-February 2, to discuss operation Alpha and to consider
other subjects of mutual concern. Both delegations prepared summary minutes of
these meetings. These documents, as well as other papers drafted in connection with
these meetings, are ibid., S/S-NEA Files: Lot 61 D 417, Alpha Volume 1, and ibid.,
NEA Files: Lot 59 D 518, Washington Talks, Jan.-Feb. 1955: Memos, etc. during
progress of meetings (Dated 1/24 thru 2/4), Washington Talks, Jan.-Feb. 1955:
Memos, etc. preceding actual meetings (Dated 11/15/54 thru 1/27/55), and Washing-
ton Talks, Jan.—Feb. 1955: Minutes [by U.K. & U.S.] of meetings, Jan. 21 thru Feb. 1.

*On January 14, the Harza Engineering Company of Chicago, Illinois, and
Michael Baker, Jr., Inc., of Rochester, Pennsylvania, acting on behalf of the Govern-
ment of Jordan, published these conclusions in an “Interim Report: Yarmouk-Jordan
Valley Project.”
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Jordan’s requirements were 829 MCM annually. > The “Arab Plan”
had called for over 900 MCM for Jordan.® The United States
Government was convinced that the conclusions of Messrs. Baker
and Harza were sound and based on the best available engineering
technique and proposed to support them. The allocation to Syria was
132 MCM annually, and to Lebanon, 35 MCM annually. These
figures had already received general acceptance from both Israel and
the Arab riparian states, and no difficulty was anticipated on that
score. This left 454 MCM annually for Israel. Of Israel’s allocation,
150 MCM would be diverted out of the basin for irrigation on the
coastal plain.

2. Where to store the water? The Baker—Harza report had rejected
the Magarin site on the Yarmuk. The report recommended the
construction of a dam further down the river at Wadi Khalid. There
were two alternative heights to that dam—40 or 60 meters. The
lower dam would cost $11 million and store 47 MCM, the higher
would cost $17.5 million and store 118 MCM. Twenty thousand
kilowatts of electricity could be generated by facilities constructed at
the higher dam. The remainder of the necessary storage would have
to take place in Lake Tiberias, which was the only feasible site, and
in which storage facilities could be constructed without undue cost.

3. How to guarantee the enforcement of the division of waters. There would
have to be some form of international control of the division of the
waters. This had been a difficult point in the negotiations. The
Israelis were most sensitive over their sovereignty and did not like
the idea of an international agency exercising control over installa-
tions in Israel territory. The Arabs were distrustful lest at certain
times of the year, Israel could defy an international water master and
not be brought to terms until crops on Arab lands had been ruined.
It was mentioned that the final plan provided some means of
retaliation by the Arabs. Furthermore, the storage on the Yarmuk
could be used as a reserve for this contingency.

4. Extra-basin use by Lrael. The U.S. position was that once the
allocations to the riparian states had been agreed upon, any of the
sovereign states concerned could use the allocated water anywhere it
desired in its territories. This meant that Israel could proceed with
the construction of the diversion works at Jisr Banat Ya’aqub.® The

3In 1953, at the request of the United Nations, Charles T. Main, Inc,, of Boston,
Massachusetts, presented its conclusions in a report entitled The Unified Development of
the Water Resources of the Jordan Valley.

4 Reference is to the Arab League’s The Arab Plan for Development of the Water Resources
of the Jordan Valley (Cairo, 1954).

*On September 2, 1953, Israel began construction of a canal to divert the waters
of the Jordan River at Jisr Banat Yaqub in the demilitarized zone dividing Israel and
Syria. Work was suspended after 3 weeks due to Syrian objections. The matter was
taken to the U.N. Security Council in October 1953. For documentation, see Foreign
Relations, 1952-1954, vol. 1x, Part 1, pp. 1303 ff.
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Arabs did not like this, and we were not sure of the outcome of
negotiations on this point, but we had cautious grounds for opti-
mism. The resolution of this point would mean the removal from
the agenda of the Security Council of a very troublesome item.

. . . . . . .

There was a brief discussion of the problem of making the
benefits of the development in Jordan available to refugees. Mr.
Johnston pointed out that this was outside his own frame of
reference and that the plan was that UNRWA should finance the
works in Jordan under arrangements whereby significant benefits to
refugees would emerge. He was meeting Mr. Labouisse, UNRWA'’s
Director, in Athens to discuss this particular aspect of the matter. ¢ It
appeared that only about 12% of the land to be irrigated in Jordan
belonged to the State and that there were between four and five
thousand landowners owning the remainder. Some of the private
tracts were reasonably large. It was doubtful whether Jordan would
be in a position to undertake a full-fledged land reform aimed at
establishing family-sized farms all over the Valley. We would proba-
bly have to be content with something less than that.

Mr. Shuckburgh expressed his appreciation for the very thor-
ough résumé of the position which had been given him. He under-
took to relay this information to the Foreign Office and to British
diplomatic missions in the field. The latter would be alerted to the
forthcoming arrival of Mr. Johnston and instructed to give his
mission general help. If the U.S. wanted further assistance on
specific matters at appropriate times and places, it should ask the
British Government for such help.

¢ Ambassador Johnston and his party met with Labouisse and his associates in
Athens on January 25. Summary minutes of this meeting are in Department of State,
NEA/IAI Files: Lot 70 D 254, Johnston Mission Minutes of Meetings.
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9, Memorandum of a Conversation, Department of State,
Washington, January 27, 1955’

SUBJECT
Report on Discussion with the British on Alpha
PARTICIPANTS
United Kingdom: United States:
Mr. Scott Mr. Hoover
Mr. Shuckburgh Mr. Russell
Mr. Hare
Mr. Jernegan
Mr. Burdett

Mr. Russell presented a summary of the discussions with Mr.
Shuckburgh on operation Alpha, making the following points:

1. Despite the difficulties involved, it is worth making the
effort. It is impossible to assess accurately ahead of time all the
factors, particularly the psychological ones which may bear on the
final result. We should go ahead and be in a position to take
advantage of every favorable development.

2. The first approach should be made to Egypt. Among the
inducements which may be extended are:

a. Help to the RCC to stay in power.

b. Support for Egypt as a focal point of power in the Middle
East ;o enable her to play her rightful role in the area and in the
world.

c. Military aid in the context of a peace settlement.

d. Assistance towards the High Aswan Dam.

(Mr. Hoover inquired whether Egypt would be approached as
the leader of the Arab states, observing that the Arabs now seem to
be quarreling among themselves. Mr. Russell replied that the appeal
would be to Egyptian nationalism rather than to Egypt as an Arab
leader.)

3. A security guarantee is essential. A treaty by the US and the
UK, and possibly Turkey and France, is envisaged with Israel and a
separate one with Egypt. Other Arab states could adhere to the
Egyptian treaty or separate treaties could be concluded with each.
The treaty would refer to the various provisions of the settlement
but could be invoked only in case of a real attack by the Arabs or
Israel on the other. All the provisions of the settlement would not be

! Source: Department of State, NEA Files: Lot 59 D 518, Washington Talks,
Jan.-Feb. 1955: Memos, etc. during progress of meetings (Dated 1/24 thru 2/4). Top
Secret; Alpha; Limited Distribution. Drafted by Burdett on January 28.
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guaranteed and the guarantors would not be expected to act in case
of minor frontier incidents or even raids on the scale of Qibya.?

(Mr. Hoover inquired whether a new agency was contemplated
to settle disputes between the two parties. Mr. Russell replied that
the UNTSO would continue to perform this function. He added that
staff talks might be held with the two parties regarding the imple-
mentation of the security guarantees.)

4. Territorial changes symbolic of a retreat by Israel are neces-
sary. However, careful examination of the problem reveals no practi-
cal opportunities for large cessions of territory. The following might
be considered: Lebanon—no change; Syria—minor adjustments along
the lines of previous Syrian-Israel discussions under UNTSO auspic-
es. If the Johnston Mission succeeds, the changes would have to be
within the framework of the Unified Plan. Jordan—a series of
frontier modifications to unite Arab villages with their lands now in
Israel hands. The bulk of the Latrun demilitarized area would go to
Jordan, but the old Jerusalem road would be given to Israel. Jerusa-
lem—no change except for a division of the No Man’s Lands . . . .
The Negev—Egypt has demanded that Israel cede a portion of the
Negev to unite her with Jordan. Arrangements could be made
whereby Egypt would receive a small wedge of territory in the
Negev a few miles north of Elath. This wedge would come to a
point on the Jordan border and would not cut the Israel road to
Elath. Both Israel and Arab traffic would be permitted to cross the
junction point, perhaps by means of a bridge and underpass. A track
across the Sinai Desert could be developed to provide communica-
tion from Egypt to Jordan. ;

(Mr. Hoover mentioned that it might be important to provide
also for oil pipelines to cross.)

5. The Arabs would be expected to terminate the secondary
boycott of Israel, but would not be pressed to trade directly with
Israel. Egypt would be asked to remove restrictions on Suez Canal
traffic.

6. France and Turkey would not be informed of the plan at an
early stage. Whether they should be parties to the treaty guarantee-
ing security would depend on the views of the Arabs. Israel would
certainly like at least Turkey to participate.

Mr. Russell concluded that the above points will form the basis
for further study and that working parties would be established to
consider details.

Mr. Shuckburgh explained that the basic difficulty would be to
persuade the Arabs that it is worth their while to make peace. It

2For documentation on the Qibya incident of October 17, 1953, see Foreign
Relations, 1952-1954, vol. 1x, Part 1, pp. 1361 ff.
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would be necessary to overcome psychological inhibitions. Territorial
adjustments, repatriation of refugees and compensation would all
help. The question of territory was particularly difficult. Mr. Shuck-
burgh felt there might be a divergence here between the US and the
UK views. He thought that Israel should cede all the territory east of
Lake Tiberias and of the Jordan River. He concluded that all things
considered, there was barely enough in the plan for the Arabs to
make it worth-while going ahead.

Mr. Hare observed that one set of “gimmicks” was needed to
appeal to Jordan, Lebanon and Syria. These might include the
territorial changes, refugee repatriation and compensation. These
items would not appeal to Egypt for whom a different set of
“gimmicks” would be required, which might consist of economic and
military aid.

Mr. Shuckburgh pointed out that the settlement provided more
for Israel than for the Arabs and listed among her benefits the
security guarantee, . . . improved trading opportunities and peace.
To obtain this he felt that Israel must make some sacrifices.

Mr. Hare stated that instead of saying that Israel wants peace it
might be more accurate to state that she wants arrangements which
will permit a consolidation of her position. The Arabs are not ready
to accord this.

Mr. Shuckburgh explained that it was planned to see first
whether Nasser > is ready to play. Then, the plan would be ex-
plained in detail to Israel. If the negotiations break down as a result
of her intransigence, the interests of the US and the UK in the
Middle East require that responsibility should rest on Israel. Mr.
Russell observed that when Mr. Eden stops in Cairo about February
20 he might in his talks with Nasser help create an appropriate
atmosphere but would not reveal the plans as such. After Ambassa-
dor Byroade * arrived he would require a few weeks to establish his
position before broaching the question of Israel to Nasser. Mr.
Russell stated that it was planned to resume the talks with the UK
in London about February 21 and that the approach might be made
in mid-March or the first of April.

In assessing the possibilities of success, Mr. Hare explained that
the present impasse was the r_sult of all the forces and imagination
which have been applied to the problem in the past. It was neces-
sary to see if some new element was now present. The indications of

3 On January 17, the Department instructed the Embassy in Cairo that henceforth
it was to spell the Egyptian Prime Minister's name “Nasser” instead of “Nasir”.
(Telegram 1113 to Cairo; Department of State, Central Files, 774.13/1-1755)

4Byroade remained Assistant Secretary of State for Near Eastern, South Asian,
and African Affairs until January 25, one day after being appointed Ambassador to

Egypt.
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receptivity on the part of Egypt, the greater readiness in certain
quarters of the Arab world to take a broader view of the matter and
the relatively favorable reception given Eric Johnston, might consti-
tute such new factors. In addition, something was needed to crack
the problem open. Perhaps, this impact had been supplied by the
Turk-Iraq announcement. Also, the US and the UK were now
prepared to go further than in the past by guaranteeing the settle-
ment and by directing their assistance programs specifically towards
an agreement. Even considering all these possibly favorable factors
he was not overly encouraged over the prospects. He felt that the
chances were only moderate. Mr. Shuckburgh stated that it was best
not to do anything until after Mr. Johnston’s return. If he came close
to obtaining an agreement it might be better not to disturb the
situation by the present project. Mr. Russell suggested, however, it
might be useful to take advantage of the momentum gained.

Mr. Russell agreed with Mr. Shuckburgh’s observation that it
would be very dangerous if the Western Powers came up with
something at which Israel leaped and which the Arabs regarded as
another sell-out. Mr. Jernegan also stated that this was the big
danger in the undertaking. Mr. Russell thought it might be wise to
go a little further with Nasser in the first discussions with him than
had originally been planned before broaching the plan to Israel. Mr.
Hare expressed the opinion that it was advisable to work gradually
and not put forward the whole package at once on a take it or leave
it basis. Mr. Shuckburgh stated that many of the elements are
interdependent. For example, Egypt would not want to lift the Suez
Canal restrictions unless she received some benefit elsewhere. In
addition, once an offer was made by the Western Powers it would
be difficult to take it back.

Mr. Hoover stated that in view of Israel’s strong desire for a
security undertaking it would be difficult to withdraw the offer once
it were made. He wondered if some one other than the US or the
UK could explore the problem with Israel.

Mr. Russell listed Israel’s desires as: Direct talks with the Arabs;
a security pact with a Western Power; participation in regional
defense and no arms shipments to the Arabs. He stressed that Israel
did not want others to work out a peace plan.

Mr. Hare stated that Egypt was the key to the project in that it
was the largest Arab country and therefore could move more inde-
pendently and could be appealed to with items not directly a part of
the Palestine settlement. Mr. Shuckburgh recalled that Mr. Sharett
had always had the idea of approaching the weakest Arab state first,
i.e., Jordan. In reply to a question he added that the UK felt there
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was a good chance that Jordan might be the second Arab state to
reach a settlement.

10. Memorandum of a Conversation, Department of State,
Washington, January 27, 1955, 4:05 p.m.’

SUBJECT
Operation Alpha
PARTICIPANTS

Mr. C.A.E. Shuckburgh, CMG

The Secretary

Under Secretary Hoover

Mr. John D. Jernegan

Mr. Francis H. Russell

Mr. Raymond A. Hare

Sir Robert Scott, Minister, British Embassy
Mr. Parker T. Hart

Mr. Shuckburgh expressed appreciation of this opportunity to
make a joint progress report to the Secretary regarding the conversa-
tions which he and his associates had been holding with officers of
the Department regarding the prospects of Arab-Israel peace. All had
reached the general conclusion that it was worthwhile to proceed
with the “package” idea, to be tried out separately on the two
parties to the dispute. One of these parties, Israel, desired a settle-
ment while the Arab side showed little desire for a settlement. It
therefore followed that incentives were needed on the Arab side.
These must include some sacrifices by Israel as well as supplementa-
ry inducements furnished by the United States and the United
Kingdom. Among the Arab states, Egypt appeared to be the most
likely prospect for a move toward settlement. We were therefore
primarily concerned with the question of the attractions which a
settlement might have, or be made to have for Egypt. These attrac-
tions appeared to fall into two categories.

1Source: Department of State, NEA Files: Lot 59 D 518, Washington Talks,
Jan.—Feb. 1955; Memos, etc. preceding actual meetings (Dated 11/15/54 thru 1/27/55).
Top Secret; Alpha. Drafted by Hart between January 29 and February 1. According to
Secretary Dulles’ appointment book, this conversation concluded at 5:13 p.m. (Prince-
ton University Library, Dulles Papers)
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The first category consisted of the following elements:

1) Territorial adjustments in favor of the Arabs.
2) Some repatriation of refugees.
(3) Compensation to refugees not repatriated.

The second category consisted of a necessary US-UK guarantee of
whatever settlement might finally be reached.

The most important specific attraction to Egyptians seemed to
be an offer by the US and the UK to increase Egypt’s influence in
the Middle East via military and economic aid. It was thought that
the recent move by Iraq toward a treaty with Turkey might assist in
spurring Egypt in the desired direction.

~ Special factors in our efforts toward a settlement must relate to

the refugee problem: (1) the Johnston Mission with its prospects for
large refugee resettlement in the Jordan Valley; (2) repatriation of
some refugees to Israel; and (3) the development of labor-absorbing
programs in those Arab states harboring refugees, in order to draw
refugees from the camps and make them self-sustaining. . . . an
increase in Israel’s territory would require that Israel compensate by
releasing other territory; for example, a wedge of land to Egypt
above Elath to create overland communication between Egypt and
Jordan. (At this “pinpoint” contact Israel and Jordan traffic would
cross under some form of international supervision); territorial con-
cessions by Israel to Jordan, including adjustments to reunite Jordan
villages with their lands to the extent possible without excessively
narrowing the “waist” of Israel . . . .

The Secretary asked what was planned for Jerusalem. Mr.
Shuckburgh replied that it was expected . . . to push for a decision
on the Holy places along the lines of the Swedish resolution;?2 to
maximize the presence of international authorities in Jerusalem at
Government House; . . .

Mr. Russell indicated that a plan for US-UK guarantee of
borders was being worked on by the Legal Adviser’s office of the
Department. *

The Secretary asked what the views of the group were regarding
procedure and timing. Mr. Russell replied that it was planned to
hold the next meeting in London, perhaps in late February. Mr. Eric
Johnston would return to the United States in late February. Ambas-
sador Byroade might be able to make his first approach to Prime

2For information concerning the Swedish draft resolution dated December 5,
1950, on the Jerusalem question (U.N. doc. A/AC.38/L.63) which was submitted to
the Ad Hoc Political Committee of the General Assembly, see the editorial note and
footnote 3, Foreign Relations, 1950, vol. v, pp. 1071 and 1074.

® Documentation concerning the preparation of a joint plan to guarantee borders
is in Department of State, NEA Files: Lot 59 D 518, Alpha Treaty: Successive drafts of
Legal Aspects—Forms and Guarantees.
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Minister Nasser by mid or late March allowing necessary time to
establish himself and develop contacts following his arrival in Egypt
toward the end of February. He remarked that Ambassador Byroade
did not wish to make the first subject of business with Nasser the
problem of settlement between the Arab states and Israel. Sir
Anthony Eden would be going to Bangkok via Cairo in late Febru-
ary.
The Secretary inquired how the group expected to keep Jewish
leaders in this country quiet during this period of preparation. Mr.
Russell replied that it was thought that the Secretary himself might
inform the Israelis that Israel’s security would be taken care of in
any measures we might adopt in the area and that in addition he
might at a press conference give some reassurances along the lines of
Eden’s statement to the House of Commons or alternatively merely
indicate that he was working on the problem. It was also thought
during his visit to Cairo Sir Anthony might tell Nasser personally
that the West desired to make Egypt become a greater focus of
strength. All had agreed that the first real approach to Operation
Alpha would be made by Byroade to Nasser. The fact that Nasser
was approached first would serve two purposes: It might be flatter-
ing and it would in any case indicate the possibilities of progress
from thereon. Israel would not be approached first. . . . However, if
Israel were approached in second place and she reacted badly, the
onus of failure would be on Israel. . . . Israel is the petitioning
power. The Secretary rejoined that this was not clear to him. Mr.
Russell further explained that certain factors in the plan would be
unattractive to Israel. . . . However, Israel would not wish to appear
to be the party who wrecked the project. . . .

The Secretary remarked that this procedure seemed complicated.
After Egypt and Israel, what came next? Mr. Russell replied that
Jordan would then be approached since she had “built in” induce-
ments to make a settlement. Lebanon would come in third place
among the Arabs. Mr. Shuckburgh remarked that it would be
necessary to consult Nasser on all subsequent approaches to Arab
countries if he reacted favorably to the plan.

The Secretary remarked that it was desirable to have alternatives
in the case of an early rejection in order to convince Egypt that the
US and the UK meant business and that the present situation would
not be allowed to continue. The Arabs must be made to comprehend
the continued power of American Jewry and the fact that if Arab
attitudes continued to be unreasonable the balance of focus may
shift from their side. Mr. Shuckburgh remarked that pressures on
Israel would be indispensable yet difficult to apply. The Arabs were
in a favorable position. They could sit by and if, after Israel made
concessions, they rejected these we might be at an impasse. The
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Secretary rejoined that Nasser should not be allowed to feel that he
can say no and that matters would then stand until he was ready to
say yes. The United States Government rode out the recent Congres-
sional elections at a sacrifice. Whether it could ride out a Presidential
election is uncertain. After 1955 the Arab-Israel problem would be in
US domestic politics and if the Republicans failed to offer measures
acceptable to American Jewry the Democrats would surely promise
them. The Administration had succeeded in deflating Israel in order
to make a reasonable settlement possible. As a result the Israeli
position was now weaker than it ever had been, but by 1956 it was
likely to gain new strength. The Arabs should be reminded of this
and shown that now was the best time for them to negotiate from a
position of strength unless they were prepared to see Israel once
again undertake faits accomplis at their expense. The US was now in
a position to put pressures on Israel. If Israel rejected a reasonable
proposal, it would jeopardize public and private aid to Israel from
the United States, for American Jewry was not disposed to throw its
money away recklessly on a bad venture. The Secretary had been
given to understand that the Banat Yaqub affair had had a bad
effect on Israel’s bond sales in the US. To both sides there should be
an immense attraction to make a settlement now with the indispens-
able Anglo-American guarantee to that settlement. That guarantee
was necessary since there was genuine fear on both sides. How far
the US could go in such a guarantee was a serious question. The
Secretary felt that the Senate would probably go pretty far despite
the fact that it was not America’s practice to guarantee the territories
of other countries, because of American domestic considerations
pertaining to Israel. Mr. Russell asked whether the extent of Con-
gressional willingness to back a guarantee should be verified in
advance of the first approaches on Operation Alpha. The Secretary
advised against approaching any groups in Congress or Defense at
the present time.

Mr. Shuckburgh inquired whether if Israel should complain of
parts of the “package” the US and the UK would stand firmly
behind the “package”. In order to clarify this question, the Secretary
asked whether it was intended to obtain Nasser’s general concur-
rence to the plan and then discuss the specific elements of the
“package” with Israel. Mr. Shuckburgh replied in the affirmative.

The Secretary suggested that Sir Anthony Eden might during his
visit to Cairo discuss with Nasser the general situation in the United
States as he had just outlined it to Mr. Shuckburgh pointing out the
wisdom of making a move now toward a settlement with Israel. The
Secretary felt that the real issue with Nasser would be whether
Egypt could live with any concept of peace with Israel. Mr. Shuck-
burgh responded that current plans did not include a formal peace
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treaty but rather a settlement. The Secretary inquired how it was
possible to make a Western guarantee without a peace treaty. Mr.
Russell pointed out that the parties would be agreeing to final
boundaries and that that the US and UK would guarantee only those
final boundary lines. There would be a settlement of other issues
which we would not guarantee, such as refugee repatriation, resettle-
ment, compensation of refugees, elimination of the secondary boy-
cott against Israel and of the Suez blockade. The Secretary felt that
the absence of peace would make very difficult the obtaining of a
guarantee from the United States. For example, what would be done
about extraditing nationals of one side found in the territory of the
other. Would they be treated as alien enemies? Mr. Russell replied
that this point had not yet been faced. Mr. Shuckburgh stated that it
would be necessary to put an end to the present state of war and
particularly to end the Suez blockade. The Secretary inquired wheth-
er Mr. Shuckburgh was confident that there was no use in trying for
a formal peace. Mr. Shuckburgh replied in the affirmative and gave
his view that the chances were only 51 to 49 in favor of achieving a
settlement short of formal peace. The Secretary concluded that
Operation Alpha was worth undertaking but again pointed out that
the US Government would have trouble on the guarantee provisions
unless it could be said that peace had been achieved between the
parties. Mr. Russell pointed out that Ambassador Eban and Prime
Minister Sharrett of Israel desired a guarantee before peace in order to
be able to negotiate from secure strength with the Arabs.

11. Telegram From the Department of State to the Embassy
in Israel !

Washington, January 28, 1955—2:29 p.m.

426. Eban called on Deputy Under Secretary January 27 re death
sentences (Jerusalem’s 175). 2 Was told Dept would review matter. ®

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 674.84A/1-2755. Confidential; Priori-
ty; Limited Distribution. Drafted by Burns and approved by Jernegan who signed for
Dulles. Repeated to Cairo.

2 On January 27, Egypt’s Supreme Military Tribunal made public its sentences in
the case referred to in footnote 3, Document 4. Two of the defendants were tried in
absentia and one committed suicide during the trial; of the remaining 10, 2 were
sentenced to death, 2 were acquitted, and 6 were sentenced to hard labor for terms
varying from 2 years to life. Telegram 175 from Jerusalem, January 27, reported that
Sharett told White that Ambassador Eban had been instructed to appeal to President
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Same evening Dept officer phoned Eban US making another effort
with Egyptians. * Prominent American Jewish leader also advised
(American Jewry had approached White House on matter). °

As yet no publicity here re clemency appeals to White House or
Dept, neither of which intend volunteer public statement. If asked
comment however will state everything which could appropriately
be done re sentences has been done.

Dulles

Eisenhower for his assistance in urging Nasser to moderate the sentences and that he
had asked Ambassador Johnston for his help in obtaining the President’s assistance.
(Department of State, Central Files, 674.84A/1-2755)

*No record of Eban’s conversation on January 27 with Murphy has been found
in Department of State files.

* For text of the message sent to Cairo, see infra.

® No record of such conversations has been found in Department of State files.

12. Telegram From the Department of State to the Embassy
in Egypt'

v

Washington, January 27, 1955—9:06 p.m.

1196. Reurtel 1040. 2 Please urgently deliver following confiden-
tial message to Fawzi personally:

“As the Government of Egypt well knows, the President and
the Secretary of State have been giving careful study to ways and
means of lessening the tensions that have unfortunately existed in
the Middle East, and they feel that some constructive progress has
been made. The Secretary is much disturbed lest the execution just
now of the prisoners recently convicted might seriously affect these
efforts. The Secretary therefore has asked me to convey informally
to you his hope that the Government of Egypt might find it possible
commute the sentences of the two condemned.

This hope is expressed without any thought of questioning the
procedure or verdict of the court or of intervening in the internal
affairs of Egypt. It is intended solely to recall an international aspect

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 784A.5274/1-2755. Confidential;
Niact; Limited Distribution. Drafted by Jernegan; cleared by Murphy and Hoover;
approved by Jernegan, who signed for Dulles.

?Dated January 27, not printed. (/bid.)



34 Foreign Relations, 1955-1957, Volume XIV

of the matter which the Secretary is sure is a matter of concern to
you as well as to him.” ?

Dulles

3 Telegram 1052 from Cairo, January 28, reported that Jones delivered the message
as instructed. It quoted Fawzi as saying that he would “personally, informally, and
urgently” put the Secretary’s message before the head of state and members of the
Egyptian Government but that he did not like “to arouse any unwarranted hopes”.
(lbid., 784A.5274/1-2855) Telegram 1070 from Cairo, January 31, reported that the
executions had taken place that morning. (/bid., 784A.5274/1-3155)

13. Memorandum From Francis H. Russell to the Under
Secretary of State (Hoover)'

Washington, February 2, 1955.
SUBJECT

Discussions with Shuckburgh

Attached is the final summary of points of agreement reached
on an ad referendum basis in the discussions with Mr. Shuckburgh
during the past ten days. I would like to obtain your comments and
to discuss projected next steps with you when you have a few
minutes.

It is presently planned to resume the discussions in London
around the last week in February.

F.H.R.

! Source: Department of State, S/S-NEA Files: Lot 61 D 417, Alpha Volume 1.
Top Secret; Alpha; Limited Distribution. Russell also transmitted copies of the
attachment under cover of separate memoranda on February 2 to Murphy,
MacArthur, Allen, and Byroade. (/bid.: Lot 59 D 518, Washington Talks, Jan.—Feb.
1955: Memos, etc. during progress of meetings (Dated 1/24 thru 2/4))

2 No record of such a discussion has been found in Department of State files.
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[Attachment]

POINTS OF AGREEMENT IN DISCUSSION ON ARAB-ISRAEL
SETTLEMENT

I General

1. The present is as favorable a time as is likely to arise in the
foreseeable future for an attempt to achieve a settlement of the
dispute between the Arab states and Israel.

2. An attempt at a general settlement will allow us to present a
balanced set of proposals which might permit us to dispose of some
problems, such as boundaries which are resistant to solution in
isolation.

3. An effort to reach a general settlement should therefore be
made soon; but this should not interfere with attempts being made
to solve the problems of Jordan Valley development.

4. The method which offers the best chance of success and
involves the least risk is that the United States and United Kingdom
Governments should work out the general terms of a reasonable
settlement and then by separate discussion with the parties con-
cerned, and if possible through direct talks between them, attempt to
get them to agree to the settlement or to an agreed variation of it.

II. Method and Timing of the Approach to the Parties

1. The first approach should be made to Nasser by Sir Anthony
Eden on his way through Cairo. It would be left to Eden’s discretion
to determine how fully he would develop the subject. If Nasser’s
reaction warrants, he could give him a general idea of U.S.-UXK.
thinking, but not reveal the existence of a plan. Eden would endeav-
or to ascertain what steps Nasser is willing to take, what role he is
willing to play with respect to the other Arab states and how Nasser
believes the U.S. and U.K. should approach the other Arab states.
Eden would emphasize the confidential nature of his discussions.

2. The exact nature of the next step would depend upon the
results achieved under 1. It will probably be necessary to follow up
the Eden—Nasser conversations by developing further the substance
of the proposals. If Nasser indicates a desire to proceed immediately,
an officer could be sent from the State Department for this purpose.
Otherwise the discussions could be carried on by Ambassador By-
roade. In view of Mr. Eden’s first approach Ambassador Byroade
could raise the matter shortly after his arrival. (Should the Johnston
discussions still be in progress at the time of Mr. Eden’s arrival in
Cairo, the extent of his discussions with Nasser would have to take
into account the possible effects on the Johnston Mission.)
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3. The UK. would outline our intentions to Jordan. This ap-
proach is necessary prior to discussions with Israel because of the
special treaty relationship between the UK. and Jordan.

4. Indication of the intentions of the UK. and the U.S. would
be given to France and Turkey simultaneously with the approach to
Jordan and before the approach to Israel.

5. As soon as possible after stage 4 above, the nature of a
general settlement would be discussed in detail with Israel. We
would indicate that Nasser was prepared to consider a settlement
and that we have drawn up as a basis for discussion a set of ideas
which we consider offers prospect of progress toward a settlement.
We would state that if Israel is ready to pursue discussions on this
basis, we were prepared to continue our efforts. If it should be
necessary, we would make clear to Israel the effects of a refusal on
her part to cooperate, mentioning particularly that under such cir-
cumstances we would be unable to extend the security guarantee she
has requested, and that she would have to bear the onus for failure
of our efforts to progress toward peace.

6. The approach to Lebanon, Syria and Iraq would be deter-
mined in the light of the discussions with Egypt.

8. It is essential that we retain the utmost flexibility and
endeavor to maintain secrecy. We must always be ready to exploit
quickly any unexpected opportunity for progress. Each step should
be taken cautiously; and in the early stage of the negotiations we
should avoid actions which might commit us more deeply than
necessary to formal support for a rigid plan.

I Inducements and Psychological Factors

1. The terms of the settlement itself will contain inducements to
the parties, but these will probably be insufficient to overcome the
Arabs’ resistance to any settlement and Israel’s reluctance to make
the concessions required of her. Outside inducements will therefore
be necessary: e.g., military and economic aid, and security guarantee.

2. Since no Arab state is likely to participate in a settlement
unless it knows that Egypt is sympathetic, Egyptian cooperation is of
first importance in any attempt at a settlement. We shall therefore
need to offer inducements to Egypt. The following are the main
possibilities:—

a. The flattery implied in the fact that we have chosen to
consult Nasser first and cannot get on without him.

b. The suggestion that if Egypt will take the lead in solving this
problem it will eventually strengthen her position in the Middle East
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and enable her to play a more important role in cooperation with the
West. The solution of the Palestine problem will eliminate a major
impediment to such cooperation.

c. Military assistance, the extent and conditions of which will in
any case depend on the state of the relations between Israel and the
Arab states.

d. The prospect of support for Colonel Nasser’s plans for the
future of Egypt. .

e. Specific offers of economic aid, for example, on the High
Aswan Dam project. '

f. The offer of a security guarantee.

3. Inducements to Israel include:—

a. A security guarantee.

b. Elimination of factors creating tension between Israel and her
neighbors.

c. Removal of Suez Canal restrictions. Termination of the sec-
ondary boycott.

d. Continued U.S.-UK. interest in Israel’s economic future.

f. Military assistance.
g. Brighter prospects for Israel’s association in area defense
arrangements.

1V. Elements of Settlement

A. Territorial Adjustments.

1. Israel must make concessions. The Arabs will not reconcile
themselves to her present boundaries. But we cannot expect large
transfers of territory: the concessions will be partly symbolic and
partly designed to produce a frontier which could last with a
minimum of friction.

2. We cannot make final recommendations on the North Jordan
Valley and Lake Tiberias area until the results of Mr. Johnston’s
mission are clear. . . . ;

3. The No Man’s Land areas between Israel and Jordan should
be divided. The aim should be that most of the territory should go
to Jordan but the question of awarding the tip of the Latrun salient
to Israel to permit the restoration of the old Tel Aviv-Jerusalem road
should be studied further.

4. On the Israel-Jordan frontier, Israel would be asked to agree
to adjustments based on the principle of reuniting farm lands with
Arab agricultural villages. Further study must be given to the possi-
ble magnitude of such adjustments and their strategic and economic
effect before the United States and United Kingdom can make firm
recommendations.
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6. In the discussions with Egypt, the Egyptians should be asked
to comment on disposition of the Gaza Strip. . . .

7. In the southern Negev Israel would be asked to relinquish a
small triangle of territory north of Elath. This triangle would have
its base on the Israel-Egyptian frontier and its apex on the Isra-
el-Jordan frontier so as to provide over-land communications be-
tween Egypt and Jordan. The triangle would be located at a point
where the Israel road to Elath from Beersheba and Sodom runs close
to the Jordan frontier. At the junction of the Israel north-south road
and the Arab east-west road there might have to be some form of
international supervision and control.

8. Terms of reference for the study group on this matter are
attached. ®

B. Refugees

1. Israel would offer to readmit those refugees who wish to
return up to a certain figure, say 75,000. This figure might run up to
150,000 if the Gaza Strip were ceded to Israel (see IV, A. 6. above).
It would be understood that refugees returning to Israel, would come
as Israel citizens.

a. The Israel Government would donate land and UNRWA
would finance the development of that land to permit the rehabilita-
tion in Israel of those refugees choosing to return there.

2. Israel would undertake to pay compensation for Arab refugee
real property and establish a fund for the purpose. Some kind of
trustee organization would be set up to handle the payment of
compensation.

3. Israel would borrow money from the Western Powers to help
pay the compensation. It is however desirable that some part of the
money should come directly from Israel herself: and German repara-
tions and contributions from World Jewry might be used to this end.

4. In the payment of compensation individual claims would be
scaled down. Persons receiving more than a fixed amount would
thereby relinquish all claims on UNRWA for relief and rehabilita-
tion. Some arrangement would be needed to ensure that large sums
paid to individuals were invested in the area and used to promote
employment for the refugees. In general compensation should be so

3 Attached to the source text but not printed. An undated and uninitialed
document entitled “Recommendations Of Working Group On Frontiers”, which
presumably was the study group’s report, is in Department of State, NEA/IAI Files:
Lot 72 D 438, Project Alpha 1955.
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applied that it would make as many refugees as possible independ-
ent of UNRWA assistance. ’

5. Of the refugees who remained a charge to UNRWA after the
payment of compensation, it is hoped that 100-150,000 could be
settled in the Jordan Valley when the development scheme was
completed, and 50-75,000 on the Sinai project. Those refugees in
Syria and Lebanon who did not return to Israel would stay in their
host countries which would gradually integrate them into their
societies, possibly with the help of lump sum payments by
UNRWA.

6. In Jordan, and possibly Gaza, UNRWA would have to contin-
ue relief until the further economic development of the area or
resettlement schemes. create opportunities for the remaining refugees.
UNRWA relief would be made less attractive as these opportunities
became more promising.

7. Terms of reference for the safety group on this matter are
attached. *

C. Jerusalem

1. The US. and UK. would inform the parties that they were
prepared to sponsor a U.N. resolution on the lines of the Swedish
proposal of 1950 on the supervision of and access to the Holy
Places; . . . .

2. Israel would be informed that following agreement upon a
settlement and pending the adoption of such a resolution, the U.S.
and U.K. Ambassadors would start to call at the Israeli Foreign
Office in Jerusalem, . . . .

3. The aim should be to eliminate the No Man’s Land in
Jerusalem by agreement between Israel and Jordan. Government
House would become the seat of the international authority charged
with the supervision of the Holy Places and possibly other U.N.
agencies.

4. Jerusalem to be demilitarized along the lines of plans which
have been discussed by the Consuls-General of Britain, France and
the US.A.°

D. Communications Arrangements

* Attached to the source text but not printed. Undated and uninitialed documents
concerning compensation, repatriation, and resettlement of refugees in Arab States,
along with additional documentation incidental to the efforts of this study group, are
ibid., NEA Files: Lot 59 D 518, Arab Refugees: Memos—U.S., UK. working party
papers on Compensation, Repatriation, Resettlement, and ibid., NEA/IAI Files: Lot 72
D 438, Project Alpha 1955.

5The consuls general of Great Britain, France, and the United States initiated
their discussions in 1954. Documentation concerning their deliberations is ibid., Central
Files 684.85, 784.00, 784.5, and 784A.00, as well as ibid., NEA Files: Lot 59 D 518,
Alpha: Status of Jerusalem.
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1. Israel to offer Jordan free port facilities at Haifa and free
access to the port.

2. Mutual overflight rights for civil aircraft of the parties.

3. Israel to permit the restoration or construction of telecommu-
nications between the Arab states across her territory.

4. Israel to accord to Egypt or Jordan the right to construct a
road across the Southern Negeb and to allow free transit without
inspection in peace-time (but see A above).

5. Some mixed or U.N. authority to be established to hear
complaints on the infringement of communications rights.

E. The Boycott :

1. The Arab states would:

a. remove restrictions on transiting the Suez Canal, including
those on Israel vessels,

b. cease the “secondary boycott”, defined as attempts to prevent
trade between Israel and non-Arab countries, including termination
of all pressure on non-Arab firms trading with Israel,

c. abolish the Arab League Boycott offices and all legislation
rising therefrom.

2. The Arab states would not be pressed to engage in direct
trade with Israel. :

V. The Form in Which a Settlement Might Be Embodied, and the Guarantees fo
the Parties

A. Instruments of Settlement

1. Permanent frontiers should be established by re-negotiation
of the Armistice Agreements in accordance with the provision in the
Agreements for modification by consent of both parties. The
UNTSO should continue to supervise the boundaries as long as
necessary. The new frontiers should be noted in any guarantee
decided upon.

2. The whole settlement need not be covered in a single docu-
ment. Different means should be used for the different components,
possibly as follows:

a. Territorial. The territorial settlement to be embodied in a
revision of the Armistice Agreements (see above).

b. Jordan Waters. A separate agreement would be made between
the parties on the development of the Jordan Valley and the opera-
tion of the unified scheme.

C. Refugees. A settlement providing for repatriation and compen-
sation could be contained in a letter from the Israel Government to
the Secretary-General of the U.N,, referring to the 1948 resolution ®
and giving details of Israel’s intention to carry it out.

6 On November 19, 1948, the General Assembly unanimously adopted, at its 163d
plenary meeting, General Assembly Resolution 212 (Ill), which granted relief assist-
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d. Jerusalem. Arrangements for Jerusalem and the Holy Places
would be the subject of a U.N. resolution.

e. Communications. Free ports and transit arrangements would be
the subject of direct agreements between the parties.

f. The Blockade. The Arab states would dissolve the Arab League
Boycott Committees and give informal assurances that they intended
to put an end to their secondary boycott.

g. While treaties of peace between Israel and the Arab states
remain our ultimate objective, the state of Arab public opinion does
not make it feasible to insist upon such treaties as an immediate
objective. We should endeavor to bring about to the maximum
extent possible permanent arrangements which would provide the
substance, as distinguished from the form, of peace. It should be our
objective to obtain the termination of the state of belligerency
between the countries both to remove the basis for the Suez Canal
blockade and the secondary boycott and to justify to the U.S. and
UK. public and law makers the security guarantees and substantial
financial contributions required. The termination of belligerency
could be provided for in the revision of the Armistice Agreements
(see a above) and would involve the revocation of any Arab legisla-
tion based on the existence of a state of belligerency.

B. Security Guarantees

1. It will be necessary for the United States and United King-
dom and possibly Turkey and France, to guarantee the frontiers to
be established between Israel and the Arab states against alteration
by force. (See attached draft treaty which will require further legal
study.)”

2. The Guarantee would not cover other aspects of the settle-
ment. Nor would it come into operation in the case of frontier
incidents not involving the occupation of territory. Such incidents,
however, if sufficiently serious would bring into operation the
commitment of the parties to consult together. The guarantors might
inform the Arab states and Israel that they are prepared to discuss
the means of implementing the guarantee.

3. The participating powers might offer one treaty to Israel
embodying the guarantee and a separate similar treaty to each Arab
state. Should the Arab states be unwilling to sign treaties with the
Western Powers, a unilateral guarantee might be extended to them
and the offer of a treaty left open. Should the Arab states refuse to
accept a settlement involving a treaty between Israel and the West-
ern Powers, other means of guaranteeing Israel’s security would be
considered.

ance for the period ending August 31, 1949, to Palestine refugees of all communities.
For text, see UN. doc. A/PV. 163.

7 Attached to the source text but not printed. Documentation concerning the
preparation of plans to guarantee frontiers is in Department of State, NEA Files: Lot
59 D 518, Alpha Treaty: Successive drafts of Legal Aspects—Forms and Guarantees.
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4. Any guarantee of the division of Jordan waters required
would be considered separately in connection with the Jordan waters
agreements.

VI. The Roles of France, Turkey and the United Nations

1. France should not be included in the planning or initial
approach to the parties but should be informed of the proposals at
the time of the approach to Jordan. (See II, 4, above.) France should
be included in the arrangements for the final settlement and should
participate in the guarantees, unless the Arab states or Israel reject
her participation.

2. Turkey would not be included in the planning or in the
initial approach to the two sides but may be informed at the same
time as the French. It would be desirable for Turkey to participate in
the guarantee envisaged unless this is resisted by the parties.

3. The U.N. would be involved in the machinery of a settle-
ment, for example in supervision of frontiers and Holy Places. The
U.N. should therefore take note of the settlement at some stage,
perhaps by accepting a P.C.C. report on it. But the U.S. and UK.
guarantees would have to provide for their execution independently
of U.N. action.

VI Cost of the Operation

A. As inducements to a resolution of the Arab-Israel problem, it
is anticipated that it would be necessary for the United States and
the United Kingdom to provide assistance in addition to present and
already projected commitments (development assistance, UNRWA
relief and rehabilitation, and the unified development of the Jordan
Valley). Such new assistance might include:

1. US-UK. participation in the financing of compensation by
Israel to certain of the Palestine refugees.

2. Economic inducements such as substantial grant aid for the
High Aswan Dam, accelerated release of sterling balances by the
UK, etc.

3. Military aid to the cooperating countries.
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14. Telegram From Ambassador Eric Johnston to the
Department of State’

Cairo, February 3, 1955—11 a.m.

1098. Johnston three. Negotiations in Israel > were extremely
difficult, marked by Israel’s resistance to basic assumptions on which
our proposals necessarily depend. While we were convinced of
genuine interest among influential Israelis in seeking favorable con-
clusion, actual negotiations hit repeated snags both on points of
principle and details of water calculations. '

Main points of difficulty were: (1) The quantity of river water
proposed for Israel; and (2) use of Lake Tiberias.

Concerning (1) Israelis insisted Jordan underground supplies
estimated by them at 100 to 200 MCM be included in Jordanian
share. Israelis also took strong exception to B-Harza® allowance of
only 3 percent for uncropped land in irrigable area. Israel also
rejected thesis that all Arab lands should be served and Israel receive
remainder. It was evident that GOI looks for a larger share than we
prepared admit, equivalent to substantially all the upper Jordan flow.
Re (2), which may be just as important as quantity, it was evident
GOl feared Tiberias storage might be used in some way as a lever to
force territorial concessions or adjustments unfavorable to Israel.
Furthermore, Israeli engineers now claim total Tiberias storage capac-
ity required to meet needs of Israels own water development pro-
gram and that accommodation Yarmuk surplus in Tiberias would
compel Israel construct excessively expensive storage facilities else-
where.

GOI emphasized that function of water master would have to
be strictly limited to mechanical control.

In effort meet Israel partially on quantity, Johnston proposed
diversion allocation from rivers of 430 MCM plus Huleh reclamation
water approximating 62 or total 492 for Israel, permitting Israeli
diversion ex-basin at Banat Yaqub. This proposal unacceptable to
Israel.

With respect incorporation groundwater in Jordanian allotment
Johnston proposed that Israel agree to presently proposed share for

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 120.1580/2-355. Secret. Repeated to
Amman, Damascus, Beirut, Tel Aviv, London, and Paris. Ambassador Johnston
assigned his own numbering system to most of his personal telegrams. Incoming
telegrams bear the Ambassadors’ signatures.

? Summary minutes of Johnston’s discussions in Israel, January 27-31, and related
documents are ibid., NEA/IAI Files: Lot 70 D 254, Johnston Mission Minutes of
Meetings.

3 See footnote 2, Document 8.
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Jordan with assurances US Government would undertake exhaustive
explorations for groundwater during given period, and that any
amount thus derived would result in release of river water to Israel.

To assuage Israel’s apprehension re polit implication Tiberias
storage Johnston assured GOI he prepared give Prime Minister a
letter stating no such implications exist and further to incorporate in
all agreements a firm proviso that Tiberias storage would neither
prejudice status quo nor provide basis for future efforts to do so. We
understand this assurance has had marked effect on Israel’s attitude
toward Tiberias use, but no definitive understanding was achieved.
While Israel may later agree on basis such assurances GOI’s present
position remains unfavorable to use of Tiberias.

GOI indicated it would be interested in considering plan for
partial allocations leaving unallocated balance to be divided after
three to five years. Johnston did not signify interest but privately
feels some such approach in final showdown may be productive if
Arabs objection total plan are serious.

While in Jerusalem Johnston, Gardiner and Barnes called on
General Burns to explain plan and progress.* In course general
discussion General Burns stated that proposed diversions at Banat
Yaqub and Adasiya are directly linked in his present opinion and
that permission to go ahead with one would necessarily be coupled
with similar permission for the other. This assumed in both in-
stances that necessary assurances would be given as to protection of
local property rights, water use and similar factors. Burns also said
that after study he would not be able to supply earlier Bennike
finding re milit advantage to Israel. If obligated to make decision
now on Banat Yaqub it probably would be favorable to project
resumption. However he had no intention making any decision at
present and certainly not while Johnston negotiations under way. In
event of any future Security Council action he said he would be
guided by positions of France, Britain, United States and would be
disinclined to move unless these countries indicated they wished him
to.

Comment: Sharett’s attitude so far more hopeful than those of
technicians and advisers. Sharett however seems to be in some
difficulties with his colleagues and the country in general. Cabinet
crisis impended due dispute over current budget, and because of
alleged failure of Sharett’s foreign policy. Israelis are disturbed at
recent events in Egypt, Iraq and Syria and even more concerned at
policy of United States which appears to them to be one of appease-

4 A summary record of Ambassador Johnston’s conversation of January 31 with
General Burns is in Department of State, Central Files, 684A.85322/1-3155.
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ment of Arabs regardless of Israeli rights and interests. Problem
remains to convince Israelis that their interests lie in solving JISR
Banat Yaqub problem through agreement and in otherwise accom-
modating themselves to measures that will permit equitable division
of water to be enforced to satisfaction of all interests concerned.

Cairo conversations began today. ® Johnston privately assured by
Fawzi of Egypt’s continued good offices.

® Johnston arrived in Egypt on February 1.

15. Memorandum From Francis H. Russell to the Secretary of
State *

Washington, February 4, 1955.
SUBJECT

US-UK Discussions on Israel-Arab Settlement

The talks with Shuckburgh resulted in agreement ad referendum
on the lines which a settlement should take and the approaches to
the parties. Firming-up talks begin in London February 28.

It was agreed, ad referendum, that:

1. The Turko-Iraq agreement has resulted in a shake-up of Arab
state relations, upon which we may be able to capitalize—or which
might set us back. In any event we should be ready to act quickly.

2. While treaties of peace between Israel and the Arabs remain
our ultimate objective, the state of Arab public opinion might not
permit such treaties at present. We should, therefore, aim for: (a)
termination of the state of belligerency, and (b) permanent arrange-
ments which would provide the substance, if not the form, of peace.

3. A US.-UK. (and possibly French and Turkish) guarantee of
the frontiers to be agreed upon is essential as an inducement and
should take the form of separate treaties with each of the cooperat-
ing countries.

4. The settlement should include:

a. Territorial adjustments with some cessions by Israel,
including a small triangular piece near the southern tip of the

! Source; Department of State, NEA Files: Lot 59 D 518, Washington Talks,
Jan.-Feb. 1955: Memos, etc. during progress of meetings (Dated 1/24 thru 2/4). Top
Secret. Hoover and Murphy initialed their concurrences. Russell initialed for Allen
and Hare, who also concurred.
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Negev with an overpass for a road from Cairo to Amman
involving no substantial interference with Israel’s interests there.

b. Repatriation of Arab refugees by Israel numbering up to
75,000.

Co...
d. Compensation to Arab refugees by Israel for their expro-
priated real estate, at reduced scale and to be paid in such a way
as to promote area development.

e. US. and UK. to work for adoption by UN of resolution
similar to former Swedish plan for international supervision of
Holy Places . . . . ,

f. Egypt to drop Suez blockade and all Arab countries to
end secondary boycott (i.e., sanctions against firms of third
countries doing business with Israel).

5. The time table for the launching of the effort for a settlement
would be:

a. Sir Anthony Eden is visiting Nasser in Cairo on February
20 on his way to Bangkok and will indicate to Nasser our desire
to see Egypt develop into a position of increasing influence,
which requires a solution of the Palestine problem. He would
indicate also (in accordance with your suggestion to Shuck-
burgh) the benefits to the Arab countries of acting toward that
end now.

b. Byroade, who arrives in Egypt the end of February, will
follow through with a presentation of the U.S.-UK. views to
Nasser during March.

c. If Egypt proves cooperative, the U.S. and the U.K. would
inform France and Turkey of the general nature of our efforts
and seek their support. Approximately at the same time an
approach would be made to Jordan.

d. A day or two later we would approach Israel telling them
that we have reason to believe that the Egyptians will prove
cooperative and urging the Israelis to agree to a settlement along
the general lines that have been formulated.

6. For the purpose of keeping the Israelis as calm as possible
during the next critical couple of months, you might send a message
to Prime Minister Sharett along the lines of the attached draft. >

It is recommended that:

1. You send the Sharett message. (Tab A) _

2. Indicate whether the line of action outlined above has your
approval.

3. Indicate whether you approve discussions on a restricted
basis with Defense, the Bureau of the Budget and possibly the NSC
on the form of the security guarantee; economic and military aid
which would follow, or possibly accompany, the settlement; recom-
mended territorial changes; Jerusalem; and a program of compensa-

2The draft message, drafted by Russell and dated February 4, is not attached to
the source text but, together with a revised draft dated February 7, is ibid., S/S-NEA
Files: Lot D 417, Alpha Volume 1.
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tion to refugees:—in order to have as firm as possible a U.S. position
at London.

F.H.R.

16. Telegram From the Department of State to the Embassy
in Israel !

Washington, February 9, 1955—11:58 a.m.

446. For Ambassador and White. Dept currently engaged in
formulating proposals for consideration in further US-UK discus-
sions re Arab-Israel problem. Among topics are refugee repatriation,
compensation, resettlement. Your considered replies to fol questions
wld be most helpful:

1. Assumption has been postulated Israel can be persuaded, in
context general settlement, accept between fifty and seventy-five
thousand Arab refugees for settlement in Israel (possibly up to one
hundred fifty thousand if Gaza strip ceded to Israel). Such refugees
could not be “repatriated” in sense returning their former homes.
However they might be usefully settled in parts Negev and on
terraced hillsides in Northern Israel. Cld you assist us in pinpointing
actual sites such agricultural resettlement? Any opportunities for
refugees some of whom skilled find urban livelihoods?

2. Proposal made Israel wld provide land for returning refugees
with UNRWA providing funds develop such land. Do you think this
feasible? What wld be realistic figure for UNRWA contribution to
Israel on a per family basis? WId UNRWA be safe in turning money
over to GOI with accounting on post audit basis only?

3. WId it be practical or feasible urge Israel extend spec1al
guarantees re civil and other rights to returning Arabs?

4. WId appreciate Embs further thoughts re amount nature and
timing of GOI contributions to refugee compensation fund. On
assumption total of $300 million to be paid out over five year period
what cld Israel economy contribute by way of goods readily translat-
able into cash?

Mark reply top secret—alpha-limit distribution. Dept. emphasizes
necessity restricting knowledge contents this telegram to Ambassador
and White. Would appreciate reply by Feb. 14.

Dulles

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 684A.86/2-955. po Secret; Alpha;

Limit Distribution. Drafted by Bergus and approved by Jernegan, who signed for
Dulles.
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17. Telegram From the Embassy in Egypt to the Department
of State'’

Cairo, February 10, 1955—4 p.m.

1141. From Johnston. Cairo negotiations ended February 7 with
understanding Arab Committee members > would transmit to respec-
tive governments alternative Water Division proposals representing
Johnston position. Committee unempowered make decisions but
talks clarified technical realities and established basis Arab Commit-
tee judgments and recommendations. Question now entirely in polit-
ical sphere with utmost importance attaching forthcoming
discussions political leaders in respective capitals starting Amman
February 10.

To summarize position end Cairo talks, solution Water Division
unresolved but reduced to two formulas on which Johnston prepared
stand. First, contemplating immediate allocation of total estimated
supply, proposed 35 MCM Lebanon, 1320 Syria, 520 Jordan, remain-
der over 400 Israel. Second, contemplates partial allocations 35
Lebanon, 132 Syria, 375 Jordan, 350 Israel, leaving about 200 MCM
to be divided after three-year experience period. These quantities are
all from rivers only, not including locally developed resources.
Arithmetical summation of quantities depends on complex calcula-
tions of return flows, explaining differences in amounts of two
proposals.

Arabs agreed in principle on need make use Tiberias but insisted
on greater security storage on Yarmuk than economy alone justifies.
Six Yarmuk storage may be principal bargaining point Amman. Syria
disappointed power potential proposed by B-Harza * and some alter-
native power proposals may have to be discussed Damascus.

No serious questions raised as to neutral authority. Although
this subject not discussed in detail, Arabs acceptance of necessity
was clear.

Syrians exhibited genuine interest seek workable solution water
shares and appeared accept implications respecting completion Banat
Yacub diversion with equanimity.

Both in Cairo and Tel Aviv negotiations thus far have been
mainly holding line technical aspects against all manner objections

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 684A.85322/2-1055. Confidential.
Received at 5:3¢ p.m. Repeated to Amman, Beirut, Damascus, Tel Aviv, London,
Paris, Baghdad, Jidda, Ankara, and Brussels.

2The discussions in Cairo began on February 2 and concluded on February 7.
Summary minutes of these conversations are ibid., NEA/IAI Files: Lot 70 D 254,
Johnston Mission Minutes of Meetings.

3 See footnote 2, Document 8.
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and counterproposals. This necessary exercise may now be behind
us, with Johnston position clear to both sides.

Political factors will dictate final decisions, with strong forces on
both sides disposed try agree with Johnston despite serious political
hazards both in Israel and Arab states. '

Following was country representation Cairo: Jordan—Khairy,
Minister Economy; Farhan, Deputy Minister Economy, Taher, Depu-
ty Minister Agriculture, Younes, Irrigation Department; Syria—Osto-
wani, Secretary General Foreign Minister; Maxloum, Director
Irrigation Department; Colonel Kotrash, Senior Delegate Ismac; Leb-
anon—Chargé d’Affaires Escqiro Dimechkie, Abdel Al, Undersecre-
tary Public Works; Egyptian—General Riad, Chairman; Selim;
Mahmoud, Director Legal Department, FonOff; Engineer Farag;
Gohar, Director Palestine Department War Ministry.

Johnston and staff have consistently refused press comment. On
February 7, however, Doty New York Times informed Johnston he had
full details from other sources and intended file despatch.* Assum-
ing he has done so, Department might take position information
came from sources other than Johnston who declined comment.

Jones

*The article in question, “Parley Advances On Jordan Accord”, by Robert C.
Doty, appeared in the New York Times on February 8, 1955, p. 10.

18. Memorandum of a Conversation, Department of State,
Washington, February 11, 1955

SUBJECT
Operation Alpha
PARTICIPANTS

Mr. John Foster Dulles, Secretary of State

Mr. Raymond A. Hare, Director General of the Foreign Service
Mr. John D. Jernegan, Deputy Assistant Secretary, NEA

Mr. Francis H. Russell, NEA

Mr. Parker T. Hart, Director, NE

Mr. Russell inquired as to the Secretary’s views on the letter
drafted for him to transmit to Prime Minister Sharett in order to

! Source: Department of State, S/S-NEA Files: Lot 61 D 417, Alpha Volume 1.
Top Secret; Alpha. Drafted by Hart.
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reassure him of the Secretary’s continued personal study of the
problem of Israel’s security position.? The Secretary replied that the
letter seemed too optimistic and, as a holding operation, inadequate.
He asked what basis we had for using the word “encouraging”. He
did not know of any developments in the Arab-Israel situation that
justified the use of this term. Did we mean simply that we were
encouraged by our own mental processes? Mr. Russell replied that
the purpose of the letter was to assure the Israeli Prime Minister that
he was not being given a “run around” but that the Secretary
himself was at work on the problem. The Secretary inquired as to
whether it would not be desirable instead of a letter to issue a public
statement, perhaps similar to that given some months ago in Parlia-
ment by Sir Anthony Eden. Sharett had kept the lid on the situation
pretty resolutely and the borders were quiet. The Secretary sug-
gested that he might say that we were working on the problem; that
there was a lot to be done; meanwhile, in view of the 1950 Tripartite
Declaration, which he herewith reaffirmed, no one should feel that
he could commit aggression with impunity. Both Mr. Russell and
Mr. Hare felt that reaffirmation of the Tripartite Declaration even in
this form needed a “peg” which was missing at the present moment.

The Secretary then inquired whether there was not a good deal
of risk vis-a-vis the Arabs in sending a letter only to Sharett. Would
" it not be desirable to send a letter to Prime Minister Nasser as well?
There followed a discussion of the possible contents of a personal
letter to Nasser and what Anthony Eden might say to Nasser in
Cairo on his way to Bangkok. The Secretary felt that it should be
stated to Nasser that the United States Government had been able to
provide military aid to Iragq because the latter commanded bases
highly strategic in any defense concept for the Middle East and
because Iraq had no common frontier with Israel. With respect to
other Arab states, however, the U.S. Government was sharply limit-
ed in the possibility of providing arms aid due to: (1) Israel’s
understandable apprehensions and (2) Arab preoccupation with the
Palestine problem to the point of subordinating to it the Communist
danger. It was finally agreed that Ambassador Lawson at Tel Aviv
would deliver a message from the Secretary by means of a Note
Verbale or an Aide-Mémoire. Delivery would be accompanied by a
special request to Prime Minister Sharett to observe not only the
secrecy of its content but secrecy of its existance.

2 Reference is presumably to the February 7 draft cited in footnote 2, Document
15. It is identical to the message sent on February 14 (see Document 22), except the
last two sentences which read as follows: “You may rest assured that I will
communicate with you on a more concrete and detailed basis just as soon as our
study of the problem permits. In the meantime I felt that you should know of the
encouragement which I feel as a result of our work to date.”
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Mr. Russell raised the question of possible discussions within
the U.S. Government prior to his own forthcoming visit to London.
Should the London trip take place without some assurance of: 1) a
treaty of guaranty of the type discussed during the Shuckburgh
meetings at Washington; (2) special economic aid as inducement to
the Arabs; notably aid to Egypt for the High Aswan dam; 3) US.
contribution in the form of a long-term loan to Israel to enable Israel
to pay some $200 million in compensation to the Palestine Arab
refugees and (4) military aid to Egypt? Mr. Hare interjected that
Egypt would have to be “bought” by this type of aid. The Secretary
indicated that there should be no discussion with other branches of
the U.S. Government until after he had talked to the President. He
inquired how compensation to the refugees would be financed.

Mr. Russell replied that he had in mind a loan from the U.S.
Government, contributions by American Jewry and a diversion or
funding of German reparations. A discussion followed regarding
figures submitted by Mr. Russell on the projected costs of present
aid programs in the Near East and the additional estimated costs of
operation “Alpha”, the grand total being over a billion dollars. The
Secretary felt these figures to be depressingly large but asked that
they be prepared for him to use in a discussion with the President
on Monday in a form which would clearly show (1) what the U.S.
Government would be expected to pay in various forms of aid to the
Near East in any event and (2) what the additional costs of Alpha
would be. He asked that no letter be sent to Prime Minister Sharett
until he had talked to the President.

Mr. Hare asked whether the suggested approach by Sir Anthony
Eden to Nasser should proceed as planned. The Secretary replied in
the affirmative assuming that the President concurred as he expected
he would.

The Secretary also asked that in preparation for the Monday
conference with the President he be furnished a paragraph on the
question of the Treaty of Guaranty of a boundary settlement. 3

3 Russell on Monday, February 14, submitted a memorandum to Dulles for his
conference with the President. Specifically, Russell suggested that the Secretary might
wish to say that the American and British officials who had been discussing the
prospects for an Arab-Israeli settlement had concluded that the United States and
United Kingdom would have to negotiate separate treaties guaranteeing the agreed
borders of all the parties, and that an Alpha settlement would require the United
States to make substantial additional economic contributions in the Near East, totaling
over $1 billion during the next 5 years. (Department of State, S/S-NEA Files: Lot 61
D 417, Alpha Volume 1)
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19. Telegram From the Embassy in Israel to the President’s
Special Representative (Johnston), at Amman '

Tel Aviv, February 12, 1955—2 p.m.

105. As of possible background use while you are conducting
negotiations Arab capitals, Embassy submits following preliminary
forecast Israel Government reaction two formulas set forth second
paragraph Cairo’s 1141 to Department repeated Tel Aviv as 154: 2

While it is correct that there are some Israel political elements
disposed reach water agreement (or at least to avoid onus failure
negotiations), there is little evidence that this disposition extends to
point of “giving up” any substantial amount of Jordan water to the
HK]J. Reasons for lukewarm character response Israel moderate ele-
ments appear to be:

1. In view assertions Israel experts (who have both technical
and political influence) that HK] actual irrigable area lower than our
estimates and that inadequate provision made for underground water
potential, neither Sharett nor other Israelis appear convinced validity
river allocation to HK] set forth your January 30 proposal. °

2. Resistances both from Mapai “old guard” and from large
segments public would be very strong to large waiver Israel of
Jordan water, which would be interpreted as permanent sacrifice
precious part of national patrimony. This factor especially important
at moment when Israel entering election campaign period.

3. With evolution US policy in the area at a transition point
where it appears (to Israelis) to jeopardize Israel’s security position,
there is little or no compensatory weight to (1) and (2) above from
standpoint considerations improving Israel’s relations with US and
the Arab states.

The tentative conclusion reached from foregoing is that the
chances are negligible of obtaining Israel concurrence to total alloca-
tion formula.

On the other hand, a partial allocation approach would appear
to hold greater promise of acceptance in Israel. The immediate and
foreseeable objections which Israelis may raise to your precise for-
mula are: (1) Total allocations for Lebanon and Syria but only partial
for Israel, (2) small amount of “new water” to Israel, and (3) bad
precedent for future allocations inherent in Israeli acceptance of 39.2
percent ratio under partial allocation.

1 Source: Department of State, Central Files, 120.1580/2-1255. Confidential; Prior-
ity. Repeated to the Department of State, which is the source text.

2 Document 17.

3 Johnston summarized his water allocation proposal, which the Israelis found
unacceptable, in Document 14.
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Nevertheless, partial allocation has several attractions to Israel,
including prospect US financial participation with resultant accelera-
tion getting water on the land, amicable settlement Banat Yaacov
controversy, and avoidance onus obstructionism before world opin-
ion. In terms short-term economic development, your partial alloca-
tion Israel would permit (assuming Hula drainage savings equate
Hula Basin diversion) allocation 130 MCM triangle-Tiberias-Beisan
areas, with balance 220 diversion to Beit Netufa for use coastal plain
and northern Negev. This is all Israelis could possibly utilize next
several years and much more than they will if left to their own
devices and funds. It is reasonable to expect that during that period
actual experience in lower Jordan (as well as with storage possibili-
ties Beit Netufa) may bring views of interested partles closer togeth-
er re distribution unallocated balance.

Lawson

20. Memorandum of a Conversation Between the President
and the Secretary of State, White House, Washington,
February 14, 1955'

[Here follow discussion of current relations with the Republic of
China; a discussion of the merits of granting a loan to Mexico’s
national oil company, Petroleos Mexicanos; a review of Secretary
Dulles’ draft of a speech he planned to deliver to the Foreign Policy
Association in New York on February 16; and a determination to
invite Prime Minister U Nu of Burma to visit the United States in
June.]

5. I discussed with the President the substance of the memoran-
dum from Francis Russell on February 14, pointing out that before
proceeding we should know in a general way whether the President
might consider it feasible to recommend, if a settlement were arrived
at, that the US. and UK. would in effect jointly guarantee the
territorial stability and if we would be willing to increase our
contributions to the area to an amount which would in substance
double them from the present rate of around $100,000,000 a year to
about $200,000,000, or in other words $1,000,000,000 over say a
five-year period. The President said, of course, he did not want to

! Source: Eisenhower Library, Dulles Papers, Meetings with the President. Secret;
Personal and Private. Drafted by Dulles.
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commit himself and that he felt somewhat appalled by the mounting
total of requests for foreign aid. However, he agreed that we should
make an all-out effort to get a settlement, if possible, before the
elections of ’56, and he felt we might proceed to develop further the
project. This was not, of course, any committal; that he would have
to study the plan in detail and hear the views of Treasury, Budget,
etc. I said we did not want or expect any committal at the present
time, but that we had not wanted to proceed to develop the project
beyond the present U.S.-U.K. study without his knowing in general
what it might entail.

[Here follows discussion of training Cambodia’s mxhtary forces;
factors involved in issuing Marshal Zhukov of the Soviet Union an
invitation to visit the United States; and the current French parlia-
mentary situation.]

JFD

21. Telegram From the Embassy in Syria to the Department
of State'

Damascus, February 14, 1955—4 p.m.

396. Johnston 7. My reception in Amman? has been most
cordial, and in complete contrast to events in October 1953. Follow-
ing formal visit to King® on February 11, which provided opportuni-
ty to discuss program fully, King arranged luncheon my honor next
day with important cabinet ministers. King already well informed on
our proposals, and took lead in cabinet meeting when they were
fully discussed. He is definitely favorable to a settlement and his
leadership has led wavering members of cabinet to take constructive
stand. Talks with cabinet members have also been on friendly and
constructive basis. Press has switched from bitter opposition and
theme of Mission’s failure to cautious reports of my success, appar-
ently as result government efforts condition public.

1 Source: Department of State, Central Files, 120.1580/2-1455. Confidential. Re-
ceived at 3:36 p.m. Repeated to Cairo, Tel Aviv, Amman, Beirut, London, Paris,
Brussels, Ankara, Jidda, and Baghdad.

2 A memorandum summarizing the results of Johnston’s discussions in Amman,
February 10-13, is ibid., NEA/IAI Files: Lot 70 D 254, Amman, Jordan—Discussions
2/10-13/55.

3 Hussein.
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This atmosphere had led Mission to hope that Jordanians might
accept allocations and other provisions of undertaking pursuant
Cairo talks, thus forcing hands of Syria and Lebanon. There were
some indications that this might be outcome Amman visit until
yesterday, when Lebanon cabled to HK] requesting no action until
completion talks in Damascus and Beirut where it is planned reas-
semble Arab committee, including Egyptians, about February 18, for
further discussions which may lead to definitive Arab position.

Jordanians are caught in web of Arab league politics, as criticism
of Iraqi action in case Turkish pact has made it difficult for Jordan
to move on water problem without support of some Arab colleagues.

Jordanian reluctance come to terms with ME is not to be
interpreted as diminution of their interest in valley project.

Moose

22, Telegram From the Department of State to the Embassy
in Israel !

Washington, February 14, 1955—6:17 p.m.

456. For Ambassador. Please convey personally and orally to
Prime Minister following message from Secretary:

Begin Message—Some time has passed since, upon Ambassador
Eban’s telling me of your concern over Israel’s sense of isolation and
insecurity, I asked him to inform you of my sympathetic awareness
of that problem and my intention to give it my careful study. I am
sending you this message so that you may know that the problem
has had my continuing personal attention and that we are making
good progress in formulating the possibilities of appropriate and
effective steps which the United States might take. I need not
emphasize to you the many questions which arise in the course of
such an analysis and the study and discussions which are required.
In view of the constitutional requirements involved in a foreign
policy dealing with long term American security commitments and
the attention which must be given to the interests of all countries,
which, if we are to have success, would be involved, any solution to
this problem is, of necessity, a time consuming process.

Nor need I stress, I am sure, how essential it is that the
approach to this problem take place in a period of relative calm. The
policy of moderation which you have been pursuing has been, and

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 684A.86/2-1455; Secret; Alpha; Limit
Distribution. Drafted by Jernegan and approved and signed by Dulles.
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will continue to be, most helpful to us. Progress in the present
discussions on a Unified Jordan Valley Plan will also be of great
importance.

You may rest assured that I will communicate with you on a
more concrete and detailed basis just as soon as progress on the
problem permits. End Message

Impress upon Sharett necessity of holding this message and fact
it was sent in strictest confidence.

Dulles

23. Telegram From the Embassy in Israel to the Department
of State'

Tel Aviv, February 14, 1955—6 p.m.

683. We submit the following comments regarding questions
raised numbered paragraphs Department’s telegram 446 February 9.2

1. GOI thinking reveals no interest in and little sense of
obligation toward resettlement Arab refugees in Israel territory and it
may be assumed, therefore, that acceptance proposal to resettle any
large number in this country would be contingent on other phases
general settlement being so favorable to Israel in tangible terms
improved security, lifting Arab blockade, opening up of nearby
markets, et cetera, as to make “sacrifice” desirable in national
interest. Department in better position than Embassy to weigh these
considerations as well as the advantages of timing any approach on
this point with overall policy developments.

With Negev unusable except with water which is being devel-
oped for Jewish settlers and coastal plain already largely settled, best
prospect Arab settlement would be on hillsides in the north near
Lebanese border. Some Arabs have been withdrawn from these areas
for security reasons but change of policy GOI possible in framework
general settlement which might tangibly reduce security problem.
Any pinpointing these sites or estimate of settlement capacities
would require survey work not possible under security limitations
Arab-Israel project.

1 Source: Department of State, Central Files, 684A.86/2-1455. Top Secret; Priority;
Alpha; Limit Distribution. Received at 7:45 a.m., February 15.
2 Document 16.
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Opportunities for refugees find urban employment believed to
be very limited and would depend largely expansion general level
Israel economic activity which might prove possible if enough exter-
nal funds poured in here next several years [as result of] implemen-
tation united water development and as result accelerated industrial
activity responsive to removal Arab economic boycott. Modest op-
portunities absorption might result from redefinition eligibility under
“reunion of family scheme”, which however resulted in admission to
Israel only 2382 Arabs between 1949 and 1952.

Re Gaza strip, we doubt whether any country really wants this
area under current circumstances because there are no resources to
go with people located there. Only economic possibility permanent
settlement any large number Gaza strip would appear to be along
lines making some Litani floodwaters available to that area. This
possibility mentioned only because Sharett’s recent discussion with
Johnston indicated that Israel might not be averse to use its reservoir
and transit system for Arab refugee purposes and because Lebanon
might not have same strong objection use of Litani waters for Arab
refugees as it has for use in Israel. > While Litani water applied Gaza
strip would be expensive it might not be much more so than Jordan
waters which will be applied by Israel to contiguous Negev area.

New obstacle resettlement here Arab refugees is the resumption
of large-scale immigration to Israel. Finance Minister Eshkol in
budget address last week said that Israel population would increase
100,000 this year, of which 60,000 new immigrants. This change
GOl policy directed primarily at transfer here of North Africans due
to deterioration political situation Tunis, Algiers, and Morocco. Al-
though joint statement yesterday Jewish-Agency-Cabinet indicates
financial limitations may result smaller number than target, it is
apparent that Israel’s absorption capacity will be severely strained
this new movement. It may be taken as axiomatic that in distribu-
tion available land, water and other facilities, these Jewish immi-
grants will have priority over any Arab refugees.

In any analysis prospects Israel cooperation in settling or easing
refugee problem it seems clear that no GOI will make concessions
which will oppose its present basic policy of accepting persecuted
Jewish immigrants. If Israel agrees to use what it considers its water
for purposes aiding Arab refugees it is likely to consider request for
resettlement refugees in Israel as additional concession its part.

2. We believe GOI would find financing through strengthened
USOM setup more acceptable than through UNRWA with which
Israel has severed all connections and which is regarded here as
having Arab viewpoint. (We understand that Johnston contemplates

3 See footnote 2, Document 14.
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under unified development plan US financing through UNRWA for
Arab side but directly through USOM Israel side.)

In view different living standards and way of life do not believe
Israel settlement costs are useful in'connection Arab resettlement.
Suggest instead that as a rule of thumb Department use family cost
estimates prepared by UNRWA for Jordan Valley settlement.

3. We believe that the most obtainable from Israel would be a
statement that it would extend to returning Arabs the same civil and
other rights enjoyed by Arabs already resident in the country.

4. With US or UNRWA financing raw material and fuel import
components Embassy believes it would be possible for Israel indus-
try to contribute added value $5 million the first year rising gradual-
ly to $10 million in final year or total net contribution $35-$40
million. Greatest possibility appears to be in field of building mate-
rials, including cement, glass, plywood and masonite, and plumbing
fixtures, which presumably could be absorbed in the Arab resettle-
ment projects outside Israel. There also appears to be some unused
capacity in textile production. Jeeps could be made available from
Kaiser-Willys assembly plant although added value would be much
smaller than 30 percent average used by Embassy foregoing calcula-
tion. Translation goods into cash case of building materials would
presumably take the form of payment by US or UNRWA into a
fund from financial appropriations made available for resettlement
with possible redistribution cash to refugees on an individual basis
according to their valid claims for compensation.

Lawson
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24, Despatch From the Embassy in the United Kingdom to
the Department of State '

No. 2354 London, February 15, 1955.
SUBJECT

Transmitting Text of Sir Anthony Eden’s Brief for His Visit to Cairo

With reference to the Embassy’s Top Secret telegram dated
February 15, 1955 2 there is enclosed the text of Sir Anthony Eden’s
brief for his visit to Cairo on February 20, 1955. The brief is in the
form of a Memorandum from Mr. C.AE. Shuckburgh, Assistant
Under Secretary of State at the Foreign Office, to the Foreign
Secretary (referred to as the “Secretary of State”) and contains Mr.
Shuckburgh’s suggestions as to what Sir Anthony Eden might say to
Colonel Nasir regarding a settlement of the Arab-Israel dispute. The
record of Mr. Shuckburgh’s meeting with Secretary Dulles referred
to is the Department’s Memorandum * which was furnished to the
Foreign Office by the British Embassy in Washington. The Depart-
ment will recall that during Mr. Shuckburgh’s visit to Washington it
was agreed that the Foreign Secretary’s brief when prepared would
be given to the Department for any possible comment.

For the Ambassador:
Evan M. Wilson
First Secretary of Embassy

Enclosure

“BRIEF FOR SECRETARY OF STATE’S VISIT TO CAIRO
“Prospects for a Settlement of the Arab/Israel Dispute

“I attach copies of my telegrams from Washington Nos. 311 and
312, and of the record of my meeting with Mr. Dulles and members
of the State Department on January 27. I suggest that you might
speak to Colonel Nasser on the following lines.

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 684A.86/2-1555. Top Secret; Alpha;
Limited Distribution. Drafted by Wilson.

>The Embassy in London informed the Department of State of its receipt of
Eden’s brief and the British Foreign Office’s request that the Department submit any
comments it had about the brief by February 18. (Telegram 3626; ibid.) The Depart-
ment replied that the British Embassy had been notified on February 16 of the
Department’s approval of Eden’s brief. (Telegram 4253 to London, February 18; ibid.)

* Document 10. :
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2. Effect of the Arab/Israel dispute on the Middle East

You are concerned at the damage which the tension between the
Arab states and Israel is doing to the Arab world. Its most obvious
effect is that it draws out the sufferings of nearly a million Arab
refugees; but its concealed workings are wider and even more
serious. It offers unlimited opportunity for Soviet designs on Arab
society and on the freedom of the Arab countries; and it blinds the
Arab peoples and many of their statesmen to the real danger which
threaténs them—communist infiltration. As long as the Arabs nour-
ish an active resentment against Israel’s very existence, their respon-
* sible leaders will find it very difficult to turn their full attention and
energies to the positive tasks of reconstruction and to create the
conditions of stability out of which powerful nations might emerge.

3. Removal of the main obstacle to fruitful cooperation with. the West

H.M. Government want to see a strong and progressive Egypt
exercising a constructive influence in the Eastern Mediterranean. You
admire Nasser’s efforts to develop the country and pull it together,
and you are genuinely anxious to help him. The same is true of the
United States Government. But the dispute with Israel hampers our
efforts to help them in many ways. For example, both the Americans
and we are anxious to help Nasser over military supplies, but our
hands are tied whilst the dispute with Israel continues. We have to
defend ourselves against the charge that we are encouraging an arms
race and increasing the instability of the Middle East, and we are
liable to have to justify every delivery of arms to Israel’s immediate
neighbours. Egypt suffers particularly from this, for she has a
common frontier with Israel.

The continued dispute with Israel also makes it difficult for us
to assist Nasser in his plans to develop Egypt’s economy.

If Nasser could help you and Mr. Dulles work for a settlement,
the main impediment to Western cooperation would be removed and
his aims for Egypt’s future would be greatly furthered.

4. An appeal to Nasser

You have not spoken of this possibility to any other of the
parties to the conflict. You believe you can speak frankly to Nasser
because you know he has the realism to recognise that Israel has
come to stay, and you believe that he has the courage to lead the
Egyptians and other Arab peoples away from their sterile recrimina-
tions towards a settlement that will release their energies and
strengthen their self-confidence.

It is clear from his talks with Mr. Nutting last year that Nasser
understands the damage that the dispute is causing. You have been
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glad to see Egyptian influence used effectively to bring the other
Arab states to adopt a positive attitude to Mr. Eric Johnston’s
proposals for the Jordan waters. This has raised Egypt’s stature in
the eyes of the world. The task of achieving a wider settlement is a
challenge to Nasser’s statesmanship, as it is to the statesmanship of
Britain and the United States. If all three of us worked together we
would have a chance of achieving something.

You therefore ask whether Nasser would be disposed to accept
the kind of settlement that is now practicable and to help us work
for it. You are not trying to impose anything on him: you are
convinced that a settlement is an urgent necessity and need his help.
He can rely on our discretion and we are trusting his, for secrecy is
vital at this stage.

5. The argument for urgency

Nasser may well accept all this in principle but say that the
time is not ripe. The following arguments may be used to convince
him of urgency:

(a) Events are moving fast in the Middle East, and not all of
them are favourable to peace. We can not afford much longer to run
the risks which this dispute entails. Political weakness in Syria and
Jordan might become very dangerous, and some act of Israeli impa-
tience is always possible.

(b) The policy of the present United States administration had
had the effect, over the last two years, of deflating Israel to a large
extent. They have refused her arms and resisted her attempts to
obtain defense agreements and guarantees. Financial assistance from
the United States, both public and private, has fallen off. As a result,
Israel is probably more likely now than at any previous time to
contemplate a reasonable settlement. '

(c) But this policy, though it survived the recent Congressional
elections, cost the Republican Party many votes. It is very doubtful
whether it can be maintained firmly through the next Presidential
election. In 1956 Palestine will again be a factor in United States
domestic politics, and there is a danger that the Republicans will be
forced to match Democratic promises of measures to please Ameri-
can Jewry. It is in the Arabs’ own interest to take advantage of the
present situation in which the United States is able to put pressure
on Israel, by working towards a settlement this year. If they do not
do so, Israel may get what she wants out of the United States
without having to earn it by making concessions.

(d) You realise, of course, that gestures will be required from
Israel. You are not thinking of a one-sided move by Nasser. All you
are saying is that you believe the next six or eight months to be
probably the most hopeful in which to secure reasonable offers from
{:sratlzll; and that, if he is interested, you are prepared to pursue this
urther.
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6. Further discussion depending on Nasser's reaction

(a) If Nasser is receptive

You do not want to make definite proposals at this stage. But
now that you know he is interested, you will give instructions for
something to be worked out with the United States and let him
know what we think as soon as possible. You could say that Mr.
Dulles’ ideas on the subject coincide pretty well with your own. In
general you have in mind a slightly smaller Israel, but do not think
the Arabs could expect large transfers of territory—certainly nothing
like the U.N. partition resolution of 1947.* There would have to be
arrangements for the compensation and resettlement of the refugees
and a specific guarantee of the frontiers would have to be given to
both sides by the Western powers. The Arabs would have to
abandon their economic warfare, including restrictions on transit
through the Suez Canal. But they would not necessarily have to
enter into direct relations with Israel, and we would do all we could
to make the settlement as palatable as possible to Arab opinion. The
Israelis would find it difficult to make the necessary concessions,
and we should obviously have to discuss these with them first,
unless Nasser feels that he can negotiate directly with the Israelis.
However we tackle it, secrecy will be of the essence; and we should
be glad to hear Nasser’s view on the best means of conducting
negotiations and what roles we and he can play.

(b) If Nasser refuses cooperation or insists on delay

In this case you might say that you understand his difficulties
and do not wish to press him for a quick answer. You hope he will
consider the matter seriously and bear in mind its urgency; and that
he will be prepared to discuss it further with Sir R. Stevenson and
Mr. Byroade in strict confidence and frankness. You rely on his
statesmanship in this and hope to be able to show him that it
hold[s] advantages for him. Between us we settled the Anglo-
Egyptian dispute, which once seemed very difficult, to everybody’s
advantage: let us see whether we cannot approach the Palestine
problem in the same realistic spirit.”

4For text of General Assembly Resolution 181 (II) concerning a future govern-
ment for Palestine, which the General Assembly adopted on November 29, 1947, see
U.N. doc. A/519. Text is also printed in Foreign Relations, 1948, vol. v, p. 1709.
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25. Telegram From the Erhbassy in Israel to the Department
of State’

Tel Aviv, February 17, 1955—noon.

691. Re Deptel 456, February 14.> Message delivered personally
and orally to Prime Minister who although seemingly somewhat
harrassed as result of past few days quizzing by Foreign Affairs
Committee and Security Committee of Knesset was obviously very
much pleased at receiving Secretary’s assuring words. He expressed
his appreciation of message which he said was very helpful. He
regarded it as token of understanding by Secretary of Israel Govern-
ment’s position and indication that formula was being sought for
relief of Israel’s sense of isolation and insecurity. He expressed
pleasure at recognition of his policy of moderation and his efforts to
maintain a period of calm. ‘

He accepted opportunity of replying to the two principal points
of the message, that is (1) need for period of relative calm, and (2)
progress in unified Jordan Valley plan negotiations.

With respect to the first item, he said he fully appreciated the
need for calm and hoped that situation would continue but was
confident it could not continue indefinitely. He said that whereas
Israel was maintaining calm attitude “positive actions were occurring
all around Israel, in which Israel was not participant and which
further emphasized her isolation”. (He was obviously referring to the
Turco-Iragi pact and the US supplying arms to Iraq.) He said he had
no conception of what plan Secretary Dulles might have in mind nor
was he pressing for any details or indications at this time. However,
he was hopeful that a plan would develop which would be useful
for area peace and would also be acceptable to Israel.

He stated that Israel’s self-restraint had been particularly diffi-
cult recently and hoped that too great a strain would not 'be put
upon Israel people for too long a time. He commented at some
length on the fact that the Syrian-Israel border had become very
active recently and concluded that this represented action approved
by Syrian Government. He arrived at this conclusion on grounds
that heretofore border had been very well policed by Syrian troops
thus preventing irregulars and marauders to operate to any great
extent. At all times the Syrian military forces had been well disci-
plined. Now, however, it was the Syrian military forces which were
causing the trouble and obviously this was done with the approval

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 684A.86/2-1755. Secret; Alpha; Limit
Distribution. Received at 10:37 a.m.
2 Document 22.
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of the Syrian Government. The Prime Minister said he was under
considerable pressure as result of these developments and the Israeli
public is asking the government whether it is not time to “give the
Syrians a lesson”.

Most of the Jordan-Israel border had been quiet with exception
one sector he said. The Prime Minister was quite upset over a MAC
decision which condemned both Jordan and Israel for an exchange of
military action recently whereas there was no question but that the
action was started by Jordan. (Presumably reference Jerusalem’s 187
to Department).®> “What do they expect us to do when we are
attacked—do they believe that we should run away and not respond
to such attacks? This we do not believe should reasonably be
expected nor do we feel that it would improve the situation. I am
going to speak to General Burns about this matter as soon as he
returns to Jerusalem as we feel it is unfair on the part of MAC to
censure us in cases of this kind.” Following these remarks he said he
thought that it was highly essential that increased efforts to main-
tain a “period of relative calm” on the border should be made by the
Arabs and in that connection was it not possible that the “US
Ambassador in Damascus appeal to the Syrian Government to con-
trol their border troops.”

With regard to the unified Jordan plan, he was very much
discouraged. He said that he was “shocked” to learn that the plan
which Ambassador Johnston had left with him prior to his departure
for the Arab capitals had now been changed radically to the disad-
vantage of Israel. Although the Israel Government was not prepared
to accept the plan (January 30) * as it stood he considered that it was
a basis from which negotiations could start but now apparently
Ambassador Johnston had discussed with Arabs a plan which would
give Israel even less water. The Prime Minister said, “it would be a
sad day if Ambassador Johnston and I should have to part company
as result of our inability to agree on an equitable plan for the
distribution of Jordan water but Israel cannot give away its vital
resources. At no time have we ever agreed that we would supply
sufficient water to irrigate every square inch of land in the Jordan
Valley. We believe that our estimates of Jordan’s need for water are
correct and we believe that not sufficient provision was made for the
future use of underground water which is available to Jordan.

3The Consulate General in Jerusalem reported in telegram 187 on February 10
that the Mixed Armistice Commission, meeting in emergency session the previous
day, had decided that both Israel and Jordan should share responsibility for incidents
that had occurred on January 26 in the Beit Awwa area. (Department of State, Central
Files, 684A.85/2-1055)

4 On January 30, the Israelis outlined their objections to Johnston’s Jordan Valley
plan; see Document 14.
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Furthermore there are large quantities of water from the Litani River
in Lebanon which are going to waste and it seems to us that a
fellow Arab state could divert that water for the use of Jordan rather
than Israel being required to supply some of its meager water
supplies to Jordan”. He fully appreciated the importance of a suc-
cessful negotiation of a unified plan but at the moment it was
obvious that he was greatly discouraged at the prospects.

He made it clear that in offering these comments on the two
principal points involved he did not in any way wish to discount his
great appreciation of the Secretary’s action in sending him this
personal message.

I said I was pleased to note his appreciation that maintaining a
period of calm until a satisfactory formula has been worked out is
vital; and that time is necessary to develop such a formula; and that
an agreement on the Jordan River plan is of great importance. I
assured him that his efforts toward moderation were understood and
appreciated and expressed hope they would be successfully contin-
ued.

Lawson

26. Telegram From Ambassador Eric Johnston to the
Department of State’

Beirut, February 20, 1955—11 a.m.

836. Johnston 8. Verbatim text tentative agreement reached
Beirut > with Foreign Ministers Lebanon,® Syria,* Jordan,® Prime
Minister Lebanon ® in presence Riad representing Egypt follows as
Johnston 9.7

Should emphasize this agreement tentative, not binding, and it
was made clear to Arabs that while will do best obtain Israeli

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 684A.85322/2-2055. Secret; Priority.
Received at 8:53 a.m. Repeated to Amman, Damascus, Cairo, Tel Aviv, London, Paris,
Jidda, Baghdad, Brussels, and Ankara.

? Ambassador Johnston arrived in Beirut on February 17. The summary record of
Johnston’s negotiations in Beirut on February 19 with the Arab Committee, along
with text of the agreed memorandum, was transmitted to the Department of State in
despatch 486 from Beirut, February 24. (/bid., 683.85322/2-2455)

3 Alfred Naqqash.

* Khalid Pasha al-Azm.

° Walid Salah.

¢ Samih al-Sulh.

7 Infra.
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agreement, may be necessary return to Arab States some time in
April for further consideration of issues.

My decision to identify agreement in this manner assured
Syrian acquiescence, despite lack of authority of present Cabinet not
yet approved by Parliament.

In brief summary Arabs have on this basis accepted division of
waters proposed by me, with Jordan taking deduction of 16 MCMs
from rivers based on present estimated supply from wells. Satisfacto-
ry conclusion reached on storage and path paved for detailed discus-
sion control authority. Decisions regarding hydroelectric
development of special interest to Syria and some interest to Jordan
necessarily deferred until further engineering calculations available.

Embassy will report on discussions Lebanese aid program indi-
rectly connected negotiations which were limited to commitments
continue 1955 and 1956 programs at about $5 million level largely
on loan basis. ® '

Mission leaves for Jerusalem today, for talks there and in Tel
Aviv in which understand Ben-Gurion will participate.

Talks in Damascus were necessarily inconclusive and will be
reported in despatch. ’

8 Documentation concerning the Lebanese aid program is in Department of State,
Central Files, 684A.85322.

°No record has been found in Department of State files of Johnston’s conversa-
tions in Damascus.

27. Telegram From Ambassador Eric Johnston to the
Department of State ' :

Beirut, February 20, 1955—noon.

837. Johnston 9. Following is verbatim text of tentative agree-
ment of February 19 referred to Johnston 8: 2

Begin verbatim text.

As a result of discussions between representatives of the Gov-
ernments of Jordan, Lebanon, Syria and Egypt and of the Govern-

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 684A.85322/2-2055. Confidential.
Received at 9:35 a.m. Repeated to Amman, Damascus, Cairo, Tel Aviv, London, Paris,
Baghdad, Brussels, and Ankara.

2 Supra.
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ment of the United States, relative to the development of the Jordan
River Valley, preliminary understanding has been achieved with
respect to major elements of the proposed plan.

The purpose of this preliminary memorandum of understanding
is to set forth points on which substantive agreement has been
reached. It is understood that this formulation is not conclusive and
that certain questions remain to be discussed and resolved at a later
date.

Principles and elements of the proposed program upon which
tentative agreement now exists are the following:

L Storage

Water of the Jordan and Yarmuk Rivers will be stored and
regulated (A) primarily through reservoir facilities to be constructed
on the Yarmuk River and (B) through the operation of Lake Tiberias
as a reservoir.

The importance to Syria and Jordan of the full utilization of the
Yarmuk through the construction of a storage dam on the Yarmuk
creating a reservoir with a capacity of up to 300 MCM was recog-
nized. In view of the relationship between storage and security for
Arab crops and lands, Ambassador Johnston will recommend that
the United States contribute $21,600,000 toward the cost of this
dam. Flood waters exceeding the storage capacity of this reservoir
and irrigation needs will be spilled into Lake Tiberias for release to
the Hashimite Kingdom of Jordan.

Arrangements concerning the control of the waters shall in no
way alter existing territorial rights and claims.

II. Supervision

A neutral body acceptable to all parties will be established to
oversee withdrawals and releases of water. Details will be the
subject of further discussion.

IIl. Division of the Waters

(a) Of the requirements of the Hashimite Kingdom of Jordan,
537 MCM of water annually will be withdrawn from the Jordan and
Yarmuk Rivers. This is in addition to internal resources of wells,
springs and wadies within the Kingdom of Jordan.

(b) The requirements of Syria totalling 132 MCM will be
withdrawn from the river up to the following amounts—20 MCM
from the Banyas, 22 MCM from the Jordan and 90 MCM from the
Yarmuk. Provisions will be made for the protection of established
irrigation and power interests at Boteiha.
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(c) The requirements of Lebanon will be met through withdraw-
al of 35 MCM annually from the Hasbani River.

It is understood that all quantities expressed above are based
upon average annual supply as indicated by existing records of the
discharges of the Yarmuk and Jordan Rivers, and may be subject to
adjustment, depending upon hydrologic conditions of these 2 rivers.

End verbatim text.

28. Telegram From Ambassador Eric Johnston to the
Department of State'

Rome, February 24, 1955—5 p.m.

3068. Johnston number 10. Negotiations Israel frankly disap-
pointing. > In three days strenuous discussions I was able extract
preliminary possible statement on water division and use Tiberias
which is probably inadequate on both points so far as possible Arab
acceptance concerned.

On water division we required minimum 131 MCM of Jordan
River water to meet Arab adjustment 520 MCM from river. Israel
offered guarantee 50 unconditionally at JX plus additional 50 recov-
erable by Israel if adequate wells supplies developed in Jordan.
While Jordan would have prior claim to second 50 conditions
imposed by Israel relating to recoverability would in my judgment
virtually preclude chance obtaining Arab assent.

Re Tiberias Israel position improved somewhat from earlier
insistence to storage Yarmuk water in Lake. Now prepared to accept
subject to certain conditions which probably but not certainly can be
met. Tiberias question deeply involved politically and probably
figures more importantly in Israel thinking than quantities.

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 120.1580/2-2455. Confidential. Re-
ceived at 3:05 p.m. Repeated to Amman, Beirut, Cairo, Damascus, London, Paris, Tel
Aviv, Ankara, Baghdad, Brussels, and Jidda.

2 Johnston had discussions with Israeli officials, February 20-22. Summary min-
utes of these conversations are ibid., NEA/IAI Files: Lot 70 D 254, Johnston Mission
Minutes of Meetings.
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Re supervision Israel reiterated insistence on minimum possible
since present trend is toward division formally leaving control of
Jordan and Yarmuk to Israel and Arabs respectively, there is reason
believe Israel can be satisfied on this point.

It was evident Sharret, Eshkol and others worried by internal
political problems which compel them proceed carefully on Jordan
River question. Hard bargaining position may have been effort
convince Cabinet their toughness and I was informed privately by
Kollek and others that final attitude will be more favorable. It is
quite possible that Ministers’ inability to make decision on such vital
matter without prior approval Cabinet and Party leadership. If this is
the case we may have clearer picture of actual position in few days.
I have asked Lawson White comment local political aspects separate-
ly.?

In my judgment despite rigidity Israel leadership wants accept
proposal ultimately and we have not yet heard their final word.

In discussion Sharret evening prior departure he inquired point-
edly about Syrian attitude toward agreement, asking whether I was
sure agreement in April would include Syria. In ensuing discussion
he said it would be essential for Israel resume work Banat Yacob
project not later than June prior Cely [/uly] elections. Sharret and
Eshkol asked my opinion what would happen if this were done
without agreement being concluded.

I attempted evade reply, but when pressed said I assume that
matter would result Security Council action with Russia vetoing
decision to leave matter to Burns. Result of resumption in these
circumstances might be to draw Syrian fire with obvious possible
consequences. My opinion produced dead silence. *

®See Document 32.

*On March 1, Ambassador Moose, in telegram 450 from Damascus, commented:
“Syrians may still be expected react strongly against unilateral Israeli resumption
work Banat Yacub diversion project.” (Department of State, Central Files, 120.1580/
3-155)
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29. Telegram From the Secretary of State to the Department
of State’

Bangkok, February 24, 1955—9 p.m.

Dulte 4. At lunch today (February 23), Eden said he had
discussed Arab-Israel problem with Nasser. Nasser did not react
unfavorably but said any settlement would have to be on overall
basis and could not be just a settlement of Jordan frontiers. Nasser
implied Egypt has open mind but said problem was one of timing.
Eden seemed to think what Nasser had in mind here was Iraqi-
Turkish Pact, which apparently is consuming his attention. Nasser
did advance thesis that territorial contiguity with other Arab states
was important to Egypt and he indicated that idea of corridor was
unsatisfactory.

I told Eden US was prepared to assume responsibilities and
obligations to bring about settlement this problem (along lines
suggested recent Washington talks) but that it must be consummated
within next twelve months, and explained why this consideration of
timing affected US approach.

I told Eden we would like to be able to give Nasser support for
position of leadership to which he aspired in Arab world but that
we could not do this until Arab-Israel problem was settled. I said we
had been able to help Iraqgis because they had no common border
with Israel but that rendering additional assistance to Arab states
contiguous to Israel prior to an Arab-Israel settlement was quite a
different matter. I said Nasser should take these considerations into
account.

Eden said he would advise London on urgency of moving ahead.
I mentioned that Russell was going to London to follow up recent
Washington talks.

Dulles

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 684A.86/2-2455. Top Secret; Alpha;
Limit Distribution. Repeated to London. Received at 3:31 p.m. Secretary Dulles was in
Bangkok attending the first meeting of the SEATO Council of Ministers, February
23-25.
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30. Telegram From the Secretary of State to the Department
of State!

Bangkok, February 24, 1955—midnight.

Secto 13. Following account luncheon conversation between
Secretary and Eden on Eden-Nasser talks:

Eden said that [he] was agreeably surprised with friendliness of
reception accorded him by Nasser. This was first time he had been
in Egypt since conclusion Anglo-Egyptian agreement,? and he had
not been sure just how he would be received. Eden was more
convinced than ever that Suez Canal base settlement was worth all it
had cost. They had discussed Middle East defense problem with
Nasser, and General Harding® had outlined British thinking on
Middle East defense strategy. Eden had taken line it was in Egypt's
interest to have Middle East defense based on Caucasus rather than
Suez just as in Europe UK wished its defense on Elbe and not the
Channel. Everything had gone smoothly with Nasser agreeing with
their ideas until Iragi-Turkish pact came up. Nasser had been
completely impervious to all arguments about desirability this treaty.
His general attitude was that Egyptian people would never condone
Iragi-Turkish pact and that it was not in best interests Arab cooper-
ation with West. Anglo-Egyptian agreement had been a very good
beginning toward Arab-Western cooperation, but Iraqi-Turkish trea-
ty was completely in wrong direction.

Nasser had said that Menderes* had suggested possibility of
visiting Cairo, but he, Nasser, did not think it would be good idea
unless Menderes would scuttle Turkish-Iragi treaty. Eden said he
told Nasser he felt sure Menderes would not do this and suggested
that Nasser should accept treaty as step in right direction and
assume leadership in building support for further cooperative de-
fense efforts. His arguments had been to no avail.

Eden believed situation hinged on question of leadership in
Arab world which Nasser obviously desired to assume. His opposi-
tion to Iragi-Turkish treaty really stemmed from fact that another
Arab nation had taken lead in concluding collective defense arrange-
ment. Eden said he had concluded that while Nasser was bound to
cause trouble, Iraqi-Turkish treaty should go ahead as desirable step
in Middle East defense arrangements.

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 396.1-BA/2-2455. Secret. Received at
11:27 p.m., February 25. Repeated to London, Paris, Cairo, Ankara, and Baghdad.

*The Anglo-Egyptian Agreement Regarding the Suez Canal Base was signed in
Cairo on October 19, 1954. For text, see 210 UNTS 3.

* Field Marshal Sir John Harding, Chief of the British Imperial General Staff.

* Adnan Menderes, Prime Minister of Turkey.
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Secretary asked how Eden expected trouble from Nasser to be
manifested. Eden thought Nasser would denounce treaty at time of
signature ® and that there would be Egyptian efforts in Iraq to bring
about downfall of Neri,® on whom Nasser had centered all his
antagonism. In response to Secretary’s further question, Eden said he
doubted Egyptians had capacity to be successful in these activities
within Iraq.

. Eden said French had also been causing considerable
difficulties in regard Iraqi-Turkish pact although French Ambassador
London had denied when British raised this with him. Eden thought
it might be wise for us to make representations to French to effect
that treaty should be encouraged as step in right direction.

Eden said that when he came through Karachi, Mohammed Ali’
had discussed Turkish-Iragi pact. As means of getting over difficulty
with Egypt, Mohammed Ali suggested possibility enlarging Turko-
Pakistani treaty to include Arab nations as possible means bringing
about solution difficult problem. Eden had advised him that, while
this might be good idea at later stage, he felt Turkish-Iraqgi defense
cooperation should not be delayed but moved ahead resolutely.

Subsequently at dinner Mohammed Ali spoke to Secretary
about Turkish-Iragi pact. He said he did not think that Egypt had
any right to challenge defensive buildup of the northern tier and felt
that the treaty should go ahead. He also spoke of Iranian participa-
tion. The Secretary said he had the impression Iran would join as
soon as it felt that it could contribute and not be in an inferior
position. Ali said that he had the same view.

Dulles

5 Prime Minister Menderes of Turkey and Prime Minister Nuri Said of Iraq signed
the Turkish-Iraqi defense pact at Baghdad on February 24. For text, see 233 UNTS
199.

6 Presumably reference is to Nuri Said.

7 Prime Minister of Pakistan.
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31. Telegram From the Embassy in Egypt to the Department
of State'

Cairo, March 1, 1955—noon.

1256. At 8:30 last night Israeli force crossed DL east of Gaza and
attacked GOE forces. Following details from Gohar: Israeli strength
‘two platoons. After crossing DL they split up into three squads. First
squad blew up pump installations at edge of Gaza town which have
only recently been rebuilt after previous attack. Four Egyptian
soldiers killed.

Second squad attacked GOE Army camp adjacent to pump,
blew up all buildings with TNT and sprayed ruins with light
automatic fire. Eleven killed including captain. Sixteen injured.

Third squad took height beyond camp.

_ Israelis also used light mortars.

At about 10:15 p.m. GOE reinforcements advancing from south
of strip on road to Gaza town ambushed by Israelis using Molotov
cocktails. Twenty-two killed, fourteen injured, including lieutenant
commanding platoon.

Totals thirty-seven killed, thirty injured, include one civilian
killed, one wounded. Late report says one more civilian killed and
one more wounded.

GOE has filed complaint requesting investigation and called for
emergency MAC meeting. ‘

Doty of New York Times got confirmation of story from Gohar aty
a.m. [sic] and took off by GOE military plane for Gaza with Hewett
of AP at 10:15 this morning.

Comment: Gohar describes this as “most serious incident since
signature armistice agreement”, as “butchery” and “sneak attack”.
Asked if he had any ideas regarding reason for attack, Gohar said
“No, things have been quiet recently along DL but Israelis were
preparing for this.” He then said Reuters despatch received 4 a.m.
here carried statement issued by Israeli Army spokesman four hours
before attack accusing GOE intelligence agents of intensified activity
in Negev. 2

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 674.84A/3-155. Confidential; Priori-
ty. Received at 2:01 p.m. Repeated priority to London, Tel Aviv, Jerusalem, and
USUN. Although appointed Ambassador to Egypt on January 24, Byroade did not
present his credentials until March 7.

% Reference is to an article entitled “Egypt Blamed in Raids” in the New York
Times, March 1, 1955, p. 2.
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Gohar denied any knowledge GOE decisions which may be
taken as result attack. He personally thinks matter should be taken
to SC after MAC meeting.

Byroade

32. Telegram From the Embassy in Israel to the Department
of State'’

Tel Aviv, March 1, 1955—4 p.m.

738. Embassy submits following comments in pursuance Ambas-
sador Johnston’s request Rome’s telegram to Department 3068 (John-
ston 10 ?): ‘

1. Division of waters. Embassy believes that Johnston’s position
(that he should not return to area until Israelis have agreed to
formula for which there is reasonable chance acceptance Arab States)
is a sound one and should be maintained. His suggestion that he
endeavor obtain Jordan agreement acceptance 482 MCMs river water
with balance to 520 to be made up well drilling appears equitable;
would give Israelis the allocation they suggested at working level
their June 28 memo; > and would provide GOI water availabilities
necessary completion economically sound projects Jordan water with
some balance for projects which appear marginal from cost stand-
point.

2. Use of Tiberias. Key is to find formula which GOI can
present to public as representing no further derogation exercise its
sovereignty lake and adjacent areas. This explains Israelis insistence
delivery be at point beyond Tiberias and reason GOI might not have
similar strong objection control point in demilitarized zone which is
already subject measure UNTSO control. Embassy informed by
Kollek GOI considering sending Weiner to Washington for consulta-
tion with Bureau of Reclamation engineers “friendly to Israel” re
control formula. Danger this approach is that Weiner will come up
with formula bearing stamp approval USG technicians which would
prove unacceptable Arab side. Suggest, therefore, that if Weiner’s

1Gource: Department of State, Central Files, 120.1580/3-155. Confidential. Re-
ceived at 10:09 a.m., March 2. Repeated to Amman, Beirut, Cairo, Damascus, London,
Paris, Ankara, Baghdad, Jidda, Rome, and Brussels.

2 Document 28.

3 Not printed.



Operation Alpha 75

trip materializes, Bureau of Reclamation technicians be integrated
Johnston’s staff and all discussions be held under supervision his
staff.

3. With Finance Minister Eshkol, Kollek and Sapir all converg-
ing on US and Washington next few days,* inter-relation water
negotiations and other aspects US economic policy toward said
program in Israel assumes special importance. Israelis interested
obtaining (1) surplus commodities increase stocks, (2) surplus com-
modities to meet abnormal requirement arising drought conditions
here, (3) additional allocation fiscal year 55 economic aid, (4) and
largest possible allocation fiscal year 56 aid. GOI with four years US
economic aid behind it tends to regard this operation as separate one
not closely related other US economic objectives in the area. Further-
more, GOI has become used to working through a number of
channels in Washington.

In view of foregoing and taking into account obvious and
legitimate USG interest relation local sales proceeds and counterpart
to any US financial participation water development, conclusion
reached is that at this juncture it is of utmost importance that USG
speak with one voice in all economic and financial discussions with
Israelis.

Lawson

4 See Document 49.

33. Telegram From the Embassy in Israel to the Department
of State!

Tel Aviv, March 1, 1955—5 p.m.

740. Tekoah, Chargé Armistice Affairs, Foreign Ministry, has
given Embassy following interpretation genesis combat action Gaza
Strip last night.

1. Israel action was an explosion of pent-up feeling which has
been mounting for some time and which reached conclusive point
with February 25 murder Israel cyclist 40 kms. inside Israel territory,

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 674.84A/3-155. Confidential; Priori-
ty. Received at 2:56 p.m. Repeated to Cairo, Jerusalem, Amman, Beirut, Damascus,
Baghdad, and Jidda.
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plus conclusive evidence Egyptian operations in Israel were being
directed by central organization of Egyptian Government.

2. These were acts of war and had convinced Israelis that
Nasser, Gohar, Salem, had meant what they said in recent state-
ments that state of war existed between Egypt and Israel. Further-
more Egypt had taken position before Security Council in Bat Galim
case that state of belligerency existed between the two countries.

3. Tekoah concluded by saying that Israel had filed a complaint
and requested emergency meeting Egyptian-Israel MAC on the
grounds action last night had commenced by attack on Israel army
unit as per IDF communiqué. (Embtel 737 ?).

Lawson

2Dated March 1; it transmitted reports concerning the military action the
previous night, including the text of an IDF communiqué. (/id.)

34. Editorial Note

On March 1, the Representative of Egypt informed the Presi-
dent of the United Nations Security Council that on February 28 an
Israeli armed force had crossed the armistice demarcation line east of
Gaza and attacked an Egyptian military camp. As a result of that
attack and of the ambush of Egyptian reinforcements, 37 members
of the Egyptian Armed Forces and two civilians had been killed;
another 30 members of the armed forces and two civilians had been
injured. (UN. doc. S/3365) On March 2, Egypt’s Representative
addressed another letter to the President of the Security Council
requesting that the Security Council urgently consider this act of
“violent and premeditated” Israeli aggression. (U.N. doc. 5/3367)

On March 3, the Representative of Israel, in turn, asked the
Security Council to place on its agenda a complaint alleging that
Egypt had employed the following techniques to violate the terms of
the Egypt-Israel General Armistice Agreement as well as the provi-
sions of various Security Council resolutions: 1) attacks of regular
and irregular Egyptian Armed Forces against Israeli Armed Forces; 2)
assaults of raiders from Egyptian-controlled territory on lives and
property in Israel; 3) failure of the Government of Egypt to adopt
and enforce effective measures against such acts of violence; 4)
assertion by Egypt of the existence of a state of war and the exercise
of active belligerency against Israel, particularly the enforcement of
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blockade measures; 5) warlike propaganda and threats against the
territorial integrity and political independence of Israel; and 6) refus-
al of Egypt to seek agreement by negotiations for an effective
transition from the present armistice to peace. (U.N. doc. S/3368)

On March 4, the Security Council, at its 692d meeting, placed
the Egyptian and Israeli complaints on its agenda and then ad-
journed consideration of the matter until it had received the report
of Major General E.L.M. Burns, Chief of Staff of the United Nations
Truce Supervision Organization. (UN. doc. S/PV. 692) Meeting
again on March 17, the Security Council considered the Chief of
Staff’s report. (UN. doc. S/PV. 693) In this document, Burns in-
formed the Security Council that on March 6, the Egypt-Israel
Mixed Armistice Commission had found Israel responsible for the
attack at Gaza and had decided that it was a violation of the General
Armistice Agreement. Reviewing the situation along the armistice
demarcation line, the Chief of Staff said that the number of casual-
ties prior to the Gaza incident reflected the comparative tranquillity
which had prevailed in the area during the greater part of the period
from November 1954 to February 1955. However, repeated minor
incidents had helped to create a state of tension of which one of the
main causes, though not the only cause, had undoubtedly been
infiltration from Egyptian-controlled territory. In order to decrease
the tension along the demarcation line, General Burns suggested that
the two parties should examine in an informal manner the possibili-
ty of agreeing on certain measures: 1) institution of joint patrols
along sensitive sections of the demarcation line; 2) negotiation of a
local commanders’ agreement; 3) erection of a barbed wire obstacle
along certain portions of the demarcation line; and 4) manning of all
outposts and patrols by regular Egyptian and Israeli soldiers. In
conclusion, the Chief of Staff said that he was of the opinion that, if
an agreement were effected along the lines he had suggested, infil-
tration could be reduced to an occasional nuisance—“a kind of
thieving which Israel must probably regard as inevitable”—as long
as there were large numbers of poverty-stricken refugees on its
“border. (U.N. doc. S/3373)

On March 28, the Representatives of France, the United King-
dom, and the United States submitted to the Security Council two
draft resolutions referring respectively to the Gaza incident and to
general conditions along the armistice demarcation line. (U.N. doc.
S/PV. 694) On March 29, the Council unanimously adopted the first
resolution. (U.N. doc. S/PV. 695) In this document, the Security
Council noted that the Egypt-Israel Mixed Armistice Commission
had determined that Israeli authorities had prearranged and planned
an attack by Israeli regular army forces against Egyptian army forces
in the Gaza Strip on February 28, condemned that attack, and called
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upon Israel to take all necessary measures to prevent such actions.
(U.N. doc. $/3378) ‘

On March 30, the Security Council met again and unanimously
adopted the second resolution. (U.N. doc. S/PV. 696) In it, the
Council requested the Chief of Staff to continue his consultations
with the Governments of Egypt and Israel with a view to introduc-
ing practical measures to preserve security in the area, noted the
concrete proposals already made by the Chief of Staff, and called
upon the two governments to cooperate with the Chief of Staff with
regard to his proposals. (U.N. doc. S/3379)

35. Telegram From the Embassy in Egypt to the Department
of State’

Cairo, March 1, 1955—7 p.m.

1261. Shortly after my arrival I received word that Gamal Abdel
Nasser would like to meet with me secretly at an early date and
without regard to waiting my presentation of credentials. I met with
him last night for a lengthy discussion in a private home. He was
accompanied by Zakaria Mohieddin, Ali Sabri, and Major Touhami.

Entire evening devoted to discussion of Turk-Iraq pact and
Egyptian line fully reported in messages prior to my arrival. I sensed
an intense dislike for Nuri Said as a person that I had not previously
taken into account in my attempt to assess present emotional situa-
tion. Nasser himself was more restrained than his colleagues and I
got impression he was either tired of talking about problem or
realized that RCC were out on a limb from which it would be hard
to crawl back. He seemed at times to be aware that Egypt had
suffered a defeat and made frequent references to “what is done is
done and there is no point in assessing blame. Instead we should all
think in terms of the future”.

I am unable at this early stage to understand fully the apparent
depth of Egyptian feeling. There is no doubt in my mind that Nasser
sincerely feels he was cast aside by US in favor of Nuri of Iraq. I
believe he feels that he had presented a definite alternative to the
West, although in our logic any plan he has spoken of in the past
has been entirely nebulous. I believe he had conceived that his task

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 123-Byroade, Henry A. Secret.
Received at 7:51 p.m. Repeated to London.
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was to bring all the Arab States as a bloc towards the West as
quickly as Egyptian and Arab public opinion would permit. He
conceived this task as being accomplished without any additional
formal agreements, relying instead upon present arrangements of the
US and British with the Arab world. This bloc would gain strength
with our assistance and we would rely upon our trust in them as
individuals to assure ourselves that they would be on our side in
event of war. The injection of an actual new treaty arrangement of
one Arab State with Turkey (i.e. West) he interprets as a great set-
back to his own plans of bringing into being a genuine pro-Western
sentiment among the people.

I did not feel in this first meeting in the presence of his advisers
that I should speak fully about what the United States can and
cannot support as a practical matter in this area. In their present
mood they probably would have interpreted my remarks as threats
from the US. I did attempt to set the record clear as to what the US
had and had not done and as to why, in our view, developments
beginning with Pakistan in the northern area were beneficial. In the
general line of my exposition I made certain they are under no
illusions that we can support a unified Arab Army under present
circumstances in the Middle East.

The meeting was in a friendly atmosphere and ended by Nassar
saying he wished another talk “on the future” in 4 or 5 days. I
suppose he chose this timing to allow Salah Salem return from the
other Arab States prior to further conversations with me. 2

Byroade

% Major Salah Salem, Egyptian Minister for National Guidance, arrived in Damas-
cus on February 26 to discuss an Egyptian proposal for a defense pact among those
Arab States that opposed alliances with non-Arab powers. On March 2, the Syrian
and Egyptian Governments signed a communiqué indicating that they had agreed to
refrain from joining the Turkish-Iraqi pact or any other alliances, to establish a joint
Arab defense and economic cooperation pact, and to advance these objectives with
other Arab States. Salem then visited Jordan and Saudi Arabia seeking support for the
accord. On March 6, Egypt, Syria, and Saudi Arabia released the communiqué, which
subsequently became known as the ESS Pact. For text, see Noble Frankland (ed.),
Documents on International Affairs, 1955, pp. 326-327.
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36. Telegram From the Embassy in Egypt to the Department
of State'’

Cairo, March 1, 1955—8 p.m.

1263. Shortly after my first formal call on Fawzi today (Embassy
telegram 1262 %) he requested I return to discuss incident last night
at Gaza. He reported they had decided take matter immediately to
Security Council. He wished me to know as a friend of their
contemplated action and requested Washington be informed as we
[sic] members Security Council.

Fawzi stated this first really serious attack this border since
armistice agreement and was far more serious than Qibya, as this an
attack by armed forces against armed forces. He stated they were in
dilemma as on one hand they wished observe rules and did not
believe that two wrongs can make one right. On other hand they
had to take note their position before world, and particularly at
present moment before other Arab States, if they suffered direct
attack on their armed forces by Israel and took no action. I coun-
selled moderation to which he agreed but added that he was
personally greatly concerned there might be other events.

I left copy of message from General Burns (Jerusalem Embassy
telegram 210°%) which Fawzi had apparently already received and
answered. He informed me he had expressed his deep regrets to
Burns and promised immediate investigation.

If fuller investigation verifies facts substantially as believed here
now, am at complete loss to understand timing of Israeli action. As
seen from here this act may do much to reunite the Arab world
minus Iraq and could even spur along to success Salah Salem’s
pressuring toward the creation of a unified Arab army.

Byroade

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 674.84A/3-155. Confidential; Priori-
ty. Received at 9:16 p.m. Also sent priority to Jerusalem, Tel Aviv, and London.
Repeated to Amman, Beirut, Damascus, Paris, and USUN.

2 Not printed. (/bid., 682.87/3-155)

3 Telegram 210, March 1, transmitted a message from Burns to Fawzi assuring
him that an investigation of the “deplorable” incident at Gaza was being initiated,
informing him that Burns had received a report of an attack on the MAC Office by
“a riotous crowd” in Gaza, and requesting adequate police protection for U.N.
personnel in the future. (/bid., 674.84A/3-155)
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37. Telegram From the Embassy in Israel to the Department
of State '

Tel Aviv, March 1, 1955—10 p.m.

743. Prime Minister has invited me to “private luncheon” his
residence Thursday March 3. I assume this is one of “informal
personal talks” which we recently agreed to hold from time to time.
There has been no indication of subject to be discussed but from
timing I anticipate he will raise subject combat action at Gaza Strip
night February 28 (Embassy telegrams 737, 739, 740, 741 2) explain-
ing Israel’s side. It seems likely he will also raise subject of Israel’s
~ foreign relations situation and conditions which make moderation
extremely difficult if not impossible to follow unless there is a more
definite basis for relief of Israel’s feeling of insecurity due to recent
developments in area.

It is too early to definitely assess Gaza Strip action in terms
Israel’s foreign policy but in view that action Department may wish
send me guidance prior my talk with Sharett. 3

Lawson

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 674.84A/3-155. Confidential; Priori-
ty. Received at 7:32 a.m., March 2. Also sent to Cairo and Jerusalem. Repeated to
Amman, Beirut, Damascus, Baghdad, and Jidda.

2 These telegrams, all dated March 1, concerned the military action in the Gaza
Strip the previous night. For telegrams 737 and 740, see Document 33 and footnote 2
thereto. Telegram 739 transmitted the text of a UN. communiqué of that date and a
report on the IDF briefing the night before. Telegram 741 reported information
received from the Chairman of the Israel-Egypt Mixed Armistice Commission. Both
are in Department of State, Central Files, 674.84A/3-155.

3On March 2, Ambassador Lawson received the following instructions from the
Department of State: “Since Department has not yet received news EIMAC decision
Gaza strip incident, suggest you confine your comments this incident to communicat-
ing impression Department gravely concerned over preliminary reports. Case coming
before Security Council March 4. FYI US attitude will be governed by MAC
findings.” (Telegram 486 to Tel Aviv, ibid.)

38. Editorial Note

On March 3, at the 239th meeting of the National Security
Council, Allen Dulles, Director of Central Intelligence, discussed the
Gaza incident during his briefing on significant world developments
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affecting United States security. According to the memorandum of
discussion, it was his opinion that:

“This action had been apparently precipitated by the Israelis,
though their reasons for doing so at this particular time were
difficult to fathom. The resort to force, thought Mr. Dulles, might
simply reflect the return of the strong man, Ben-Gurion, as Minister
of Defense; but again, there was no clear and precise motivation
which could be cited.” (Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC
Records)

39. Telegram From the Embassy in Egypt to the Department
of State'’

Cairo, March 4, 1955—noon.

1279. For the Secretary. Absence of USG comment re Gaza
attack beginning to be noticeable here. Headline this morning Egyp-
tian Gazette gives British position as follows:

“Britain blames Israel: attack premeditated”. Article quotes au-
thoritative British sources in Foreign Office attributable mostly to
Nutting. Radio Ankara last night took same line for Turkish Gov-
ernment. British Embassy locally has now found ways of letting
their feelings leak to press. Embassy has not commented to press.

The above and other factors will cause US position in SC to be
reviewed with extraordinary scrutiny.

Department will of course be aware that all this bodes ill for
operation Alpha and timetable at least will have to be readjusted.
Egyptian authorities (with exception of the travelling Salah Salem)
are exercising remarkable restraint re attack and its aftermath of
refugee rioting but will be some time before they forget their dead
and be willing to cooperate with us in finding overall solution.

I told Eban prior to my departure ? that I would work on Egypt
as quickly as possible to advance general relations between Israel
and Egypt, the lifting of the blockade, et cetera as I knew this to be
in interests my own country as well as Israel. I strongly urged
restraint on their part on matters relating to Egypt in order that we
might have climate here in which to work. I told him past experi-

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 684A.86/3-455. Top Secret; Priority;
Alpha; Limited Distribution. Received at 11:39 a.m. Repeated to London and Tel
Aviv.

2 No record of this conversation has been found in Department of State files.
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ence had led me to fear however that just as we felt we were getting
into position to accomplish some gain an act of Israel might make
such progress impossible.

This Embassy will of course utilize any and every possible
opening to accomplish the intent of operation Alpha. Department
must of course weigh other aspects in arriving at a course of action
on the Gaza incident bearing in mind that a strong stand will greatly
assist us here. Needless to say stand taken will also greatly affect
our general position in this country and in other neighboring states
at this rather critical time.

Byroade

40. Telegram From the Embassy in Israel to the Department
of State'!

Tel Aviv, March 4, 1955—8 p.m.

754. Re Embtel 743, March 3 [7].% At private luncheon with
Prime Minister today I found him more relaxed and calm than at
any time since my arrival in Israel. Although last night he had given
important foreign policy review before Knesset he showed little
tenseness over that experience and more significantly I believe,
reflected no serious compunction over Gaza strip event.

The sole subject of discussion which produced luncheon invita-
tion appeared to be the Turkey-Iraq pact. In that connection he
immediately drew attention to his Knesset speech on subject and
responsibilities on US deriving from American policy in Middle East
which supports pact. He repeated in general the principal points
reported Embtel 753 ° but underscored US responsibilities. He said
exchange of letters between Iraq and Turkey amending pact* came

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 674.84A/3-455. Confidential; Priori-
ty. Received at 10:40 a.m. Repeated to Cairo, Amman, Jerusalem, Beirut, Damascus,
Baghdad, Jidda, London, and Paris.

2 Document 37. :

3 Dated March 2, it reported remarks on the Turco-Iraqi Pact which Sharett had
made that day in the Knesset. (Department of State, Central Files, 682.87/3-355)

“In letters exchanged at the conclusion of the Turco-Iragi Pact on February 24,
Prime Ministers Nuri al-Said and Menderes pledged close collaboration to repulse
aggression against either country and to secure the implementation of all UN.
resolutions pertaining to Palestine and forming the basis of the Arab position vis-a-
vis Israel.
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as surprise as he had received definite assurances . . . there would
be no statement in pact referring to UN resolutions. This was most
important objection of Israel to original communiqué on pact.

Sharett admitted quite frankly that terms of exchange of letters
not likely to be put into practical effect. He said, “This would mean
a bloody war and there is not going to be a bloody war.” Neverthe-
less, he said, the psychological effect on the Arab world is tremen-
dous. Fact that Turkey endorses anti-Israel policies of Iraq must give
tremendous boost to Arab anti-Israel campaign and attitude. His
remarks in this field followed closely those reported by Embassy and
in fact he implied desire that his main points Knesset speech be
transmitted to Department.

In reply to my direct inquiry he admitted that pact had brought
deterioration in Israel public attitude towards the US although there
had been no change in Israeli foreign policy with regard to US as
result of pact. It merely meant, he said, that Israel’s isolation and
exclusion from Middle East defense system became more highly
emphasized in minds of people and government and that latter felt
more strongly, “that it recognizes its contractual responsibilities with
regard to the defense of the state”.

Also in response to my direct inquiry as to whether pact had
altered Israel’s foreign relations policy with regard to Arab states and
in fact changed government’s recent past policy of moderation, he
replied in the negative. In this connection, he introduced, and
apparently without premeditation, the Gaza strip incident and told
me emphatically that there was no direct connection between the
pact signing and the incident. As he put it, the direct reflection of
the signing of the pact occurred in the field of public opinion which
universally supported the Gaza strip action of Israel’s military forces
but was is no way the actuating instrument.

I then inquired directly whether timing factor had been involved
and if so, why had the Gaza incident taken place at this particular
time. He showed amazement that there should be any suggestion of
timing of the incident and then engaged in a discussion of the final
factors which led up to the high pressure for action under which the
IDF had recently been existing. The principal reason being in his
terms the fact that, “We have definitely traced recent act of sabo-
tage, espionage and murder to the Egyptian Government Intelligence
center at Gaza.” (It is interesting to note that at no time in
discussing this subject did he claim that the incident was retaliatory
in nature following Egyptian military attacks upon Israel military
forces, as has been claimed by IDF.) He seemed to be placing the
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basis of the action on an “explosion which had to come after a
build-up of tension and might have occurred at any time.” Through-
out this discussion of this dramatic incident he showed one [none?] of
the usual emphatic and over-tense treatment of the subject.

I then asked him, also directly, whether the Gaza strip incident
was indicative of a change in policy and was in fact the embarkation
on a more activist policy, or whether the fact moderation policy
which he had been fostering would continue. He told me that there
was definitely no change in policy in that respect. He admitted that
his efforts to encourage the policy of moderation were not now so
effective and it was more difficult for him than in the past to follow
this line, but that in principle there had been no change insofar as
he was concerned. He described the incident, “as merely an epi-
sode—an episode which could occur again but which we hope will
not have to recur.” In subsequent discussion he again referred to the
Gaza strip incident as an “episode”. He admitted that the incident
had been carried somewhat further than originally intended and that
there were considerably more casualties than had ever been antici-
pated. This he ascribed to the high pitch of tension under which the
military forces operated.

I then spoke of the rather popular impression in certain quarters
and what appeared to be rather logical under the circumstances, that
is, that the incident was co-incident with the return of Ben Gurion
to the government, and thus was indicative of the beginning of a
less moderate policy as result of his return to the government. This
he denied strongly but he did make this somewhat ambiguous
statement, “I am not saying that this incident would not have
occurred had Ben Gurion been outside the government but it could
have occurred just as easily. Ben Gurion and I are in complete
accord.” He then made it a point of suggesting that I might call on
Ben Gurion at the Ministry of Defense in Tel Aviv especially since
Ben Gurion had invited me to visit him some weeks ago. I gathered
from this suggestion that BG might be able to support and explain
the governments actions and policies under present conditions as
Sharett himself had endeavored to explain them to me. Just before I
left after lunch he again assured me that the return of Ben Gurion to
the government has had no effect on the government's foreign
policy.

In discussing the detrimental psychological effects of the Turk-
ish-Iraq pact to Israel’s position, the Prime Minister expressed the
opinion that [garble] obvious fear of Arab and especially Iraq’s
reaction to a Turkish-Israel trade agreement conference, also put
Turkey in an unfavorable and weakened position with regard to
Irag. This would greatly encourage Arab action against Israel. . . .
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Embassy comment: It seems likely that Prime Minister was present-
ing GOI cases in light in which he desired USG to regard them.
While not acceptable as presented, complete evaluation will involve
consideration many factors and Embassy will present considered
comments as soon as possible.

Lawson

41. Telegram From the Embassy in Israel to the Department
of State'’

Tel Aviv, March 4, 1955—8 p.m.

757. Re recent Cabinet change and return of Ben Gurion to
direct participation in government (Embtel 698 %), Gaza incident
(Embtel 737°), and my talk with Prime Minister Sharett March 3
(Embtel 754 ).

Embassy’s current appraisal portent of events follows: Consen-
sus is that Gaza incident was the result of a Cabinet decision
(probably Sunday, February 28) and attack had full government
approval. It was not only carefully planned, timed, and executed, but
full consideration was given to resultant impact. Objective use
officially determined and force necessary for success of operation
carefully chosen.

Prime Minister’s statement to me that incident had been carried
somewhat further than originally intended, seems proof of govern-
ment planning even though action may have been more “successful” -
than originally conceived. Sharett’s statement he and Ben Gurion
were in complete accord, reinforces belief that action was result of
Cabinet decision, despite fact above assertion was included in an
ambiguous statement to me suggesting incident could have occurred
even if Ben Gurion had not been in government.

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 674.84A/2-455. Secret; Niact. Re-
ceived at 6:58 a.m., March 5. Repeated to Cairo, Amman, Jerusalem, Beirut, Damas-
cus, Baghdad, Jidda, London, and Paris. Repeated niact to USUN.

2The Embassy in Tel Aviv notified the Department on February 18 that the
Israeli Government the preceding evening, February 17, had announced Lavon’s
resignation as Minister of Defense, and that he had been replaced by Ben-Gurion,
whose appointment “had not been anticipated.” (Ibid., 784A.5/2-1855)

3 See footnote 2, Document 33.

4 Supra.
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I understood Sharett’s explanation that Gaza action did not
represent any change in policy toward Arab States, but was simply
an “episode” which could happen again but he hoped would not,
designed to convince me that this was not to be a continuing policy.
On the other hand, it was obvious that he was leaving matter open,
that the Israel Government was maintaining its right to freedom of
action and that there was no real assurance that there has not, in
fact, been a change in policy.

Israel motives, as reconstructed by Embassy, probably included:

(1) On international front, attack designed to show UN, US and
Great Britain that Israel Government was reaching the end of its
rope in following policy of moderation. The signing of Turco-Iraq
pact had left it isolated in the area; it felt a sense of frustration
because its views were being ignored in the west’s long-term plan-
ning; its relative strength vis-a-vis the Arab world was about to
suffer; time was running against Israel; there was need to regain
initiative and to set stage dramatically in Security Council for
reconsideration of Baf Galim and other matters by broadening of
issue. Israel Government, therefore, felt it had to respond to [4y]
showing world that it would not hesitate to meet “its contractual
responsibilities to the defense of the state” as Sharett told me.

(2) As for Arabs, the action seems to have been designed to
show once again Israel’s belief that only way to make Arabs come to
terms is through force and that Israel is ready to return to a more
openly “get tough” policy if Arabs make the mistake of interpreting
past restraint as sign of weakness.

(3) On domestic front, IG knew that move would be popular in
all sectors and quell criticism of government in some; among border
settlers it would serve to calm increasing nervousness and assure
them of government concern for their safety; it would serve to
strengthen the Mapai party position which had suffered by recent
Cabinet crisis; it was an effective pre-election move.

The influence of Ben Gurion in the government, his dynamism
and his response to public opinion are reflected in the action taken
and the foregoing analysis of probable Israel motives. Even Sharett
has admitted this indirectly by telling me that in principal there has
been no change in the moderation policy he had been fostering
“insofar as he was concerned”, but that his efforts to encourage it
were not now so effective and it was more difficult than in the past
for him to follow this line. His statement to me that, “Ben Gurion
and I are in complete accord” might well mean that he now agrees
with Ben Gurion’s tougher attitude. ’

The choice of Egypt as a target may have been based on the
following considerations:

(a) As the strongest of the Arab states, it was the most suitable

target for a devastating raid which would lower the prestige of its
army in the eyes of the Arab world.
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(b) Following Bat Galim case, Cairo trial and spy executions
there was a popular demand to do something to Egypt.

(c) Egypt’s claim that the state of belligerency with Israel still
exists offered good excuse to take limited military action to show
Egypt what the implication of that claim meant.

(d) Egypt’s refusal to comply with UN resolution of freedom of
passage through Suez Canal® is the most damaging of all Arab
economic boycott measures and the one which Israel wants most to
eliminate. If the Arabs applied economic boycott measures without
restraint and indulged in cold-war propaganda without curb, Israel
would show Egypt and the Arab world that it could use the weapon
best suited to its purpose, armed force.

Lawson

5 Reference is to the U.N. Security Council resolution adopted on September 1,
1951. (U.N. doc. 5/2322)

42. Telegram From the Embassy in Israel to the Department
of State’

Tel Aviv, March 4, 1955—8 p.m.

760. Two events past week are relevant to any planning looking
towards Arab-Israel settlement.

Firstly, sands of time ran out on Israel moderation policy before
basic concept had been developed to point where it could be
discussed with Sharett along lines suggested Embdes 413, January
7,2 fourth paragraph, section A. Gaza Strip action, in our judgment,
is symptomatic of shift in Israel attitudes and tactics how to deal
with Arabs and, possibly, with the US. Problem creation quiet and
unemotional atmosphere has shifted from one of urging improve-
ment Israel moderation, to much more formidable one of obtaining
reversal new activist trends.

Secondly, Prime Minister in address to Knesset March 2 set
forth thesis that guarantee (by western powers) of Israel’s borders
and of defenise against aggression is not enough and that help was
necessary to “increase our defensive potential”. (Paragraphs 5 and 6,

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 684A.86/3-455. Top Secret; Priority,
Alpha; Limited Distribution. Received at 8:51 am. March 5. Repeated priority to
London, Amman, Baghdad, Beirut, Cairo, Ankara, Jidda, Jerusalem, and Damascus.

2 Document 4.
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Embtel 753 °.) It has thus become matter of public record, as well as
of stated policy, that GOI basic “requirements” include maintenance
balance military power as between Israel and Arab states, as well as
stronger guarantees.

It is our view that Israel still regards Egypt as key factor in any
rapprochement with Arab states and that Gaza Strip action may
have provided for the time being the emotional and political (domes-
tic) outlet apparently needed to compensate for Bat Galim failure,
hanging two Israel spies, accumulation grievances along the border,
and Turk-Iraqi pact especially exchange of letters. Whether this
action leaves any hope early approach to Egypt and other Arab
states resettlement problem in question we will leave to US mission
Cairo and other missions Arab capitals. It is our judgment, however,
that GOI will not be prepared to give serious consideration to
specific proposals, such as resettlement of refugees, compensation for
them or border adjustments, unless US is prepared simultaneously to
discuss Israel security requirements as per preceding paragraph.

Lawson

3 See footnote 3, Document 40.

43. Memorandum of a Conversation With the President,
White House, Washington, March 5, 1955 !

OTHERS PRESENT

Mr. Eric Johnston
Colonel Goodpaster

[Here follows Ambassador Johnston’s account of his activities at
the recently concluded Inter-American Investment Conference in
New Orleans.]

Turning to a discussion of his negotiation with the Arab nations
and the Israelis concerning the project for development of water
resources in the Jordan area, Mr. Johnston reported that before his
trip he had thought he could obtain Israeli agreement but would
have great difficulty with the Arab states (since he had revised his
plan to give 40% of the water to Israel). After considerable difficul-

! Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Ann Whitman (ACW) Diaries.
Drafted by Goodpaster
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ties, he had brought the Arabs to a point where they were ready to
agree; however Israel then insisted upon 50% of the water, and
although he got them to lower this figure, he could not get them
below a figure of approximately 43%. He discussed the intensity of
feeling on both sides, and discussed also possibilities for obtaining
Israeli agreement.

G
Colonel, CE, U S Army

44. Telegram From the Embassy in the United Kingdom to
the Department of State’

London, March 9, 1955—3 p.m.

3930. From Russell. 1. As a result meetings past ten days?
(attended by Shuckburgh, Beeley, Rose, 3 Arthur, Vallat, Simpson *
Berncastle, * Belgrave ® and others Foreign Office; by myself, Bur-
dett, Gardiner and Troxel for Department; Wilson and Mak for
Embassy) we have agreed (on ad referendum basis) upon the ele-
ments of a settlement between Israel and Arab States which US and
UK might at proper time and in appropriate ways urge upon the two
sides. Eden has asked to discuss Alpha with me this afternoon. 71
will arrive Washington Saturday. ®

2. Israeli raid on Gaza has, of course, greatly increased difficul-
ties of launching Alpha. Shuckburgh and I feel, however, that
US-UK should continue to make the acceptance and implementation
of what we believe could be an equitable settlement one of the
guiding considerations in our policy toward the area during coming
months.

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 684A.86/3-955. Top Secret; Alpha;
Limited Distribution. Received at 1:12 p.m. Repeated to Cairo.

2 Gummary minutes of these meetings prepared by British officials are ibid., NEA
Files: Lot 59 D 518, London Talks, Feb.-March 1955: Minutes of Meetings held Feb.
28 thru March 10 (Mimeo).

3 Edward Michael Rose, Head of Levant Department in the British Foreign Office.

4 Presumably Kenneth John Simpson, Assistant Head of Levant Department for
Economic and Social Development in the Middle East in the British Foreign Office.

5] M. Berncastle, an official of the UN. Conciliation Commission for Palestine.

6 Thomas Robert Dalrymple Belgrave.

7 See Document 46.

8 March 12.
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3. With respect to Israel, we suggest that US-UK take position
that because of overriding need which must concern all of us,
including Israel, we intend to continue with our policy of strength-
ening the Middle East against outside aggression by working out
agreements based on the northern tier approach. Because of the state
of Arab feeling toward Israel, not improved since the Gaza raid, it is
not possible to consider associating Israel with these area defense
arrangements at this time. First essential is to get these arrangements
into shape. When this has been achieved and when state of Israel’s
relations with the Arab States permits, we would be prepared to
consider discussions with Israel about its role in area defense.
Concerning Israel’s need for intra-area security we should say that,
as IG has already been informed, this problem is receiving our active
consideration; that we are not disposed to assume obligations with
respect to the security of a border which is continuously marked by
‘border raids and military actions and that we therefore are giving
consideration to steps that could be taken to produce a genuine
reduction of tension as a prelude to security undertakings. The IG'’s
Gaza raid has obviously set back for sometime the possibility of
success in this effort but we intend to press forward with it, and, in
view of Israel’s need for security guarantees, we entertain the hope
we may receive more cooperation in the future than we have in the
past in our efforts to reduce tensions. (With respect to economic aid
and the supplying of military equipment, e.g. British tanks, French
planes, and US small arms, we might tighten up or delay somewhat
but gauge our restrictions by the likelihood of their promoting IG
cooperations.)

4. Shuckburgh and I continue to believe that Egyptian Govern-
ment is the one through which efforts to obtain Arab agreement
should be initiated, difficult as this may appear at the moment.
There appear to us to be four possibilities: (a) Give our representa-
tives in Cairo discretion to approach Nasser at an early date (but
bearing in mind state of UK-Iraq treaty negotiations %). As point of
departure, they could make use of Gaza raid as symptomatic of
situation which weakens Egypt’s position at home and abroad; and
then make points outlined in brief prepared for Eden’s talk with
Nasser; or (b) wait two or three months for present tensions to relax
and then make approach to Nasser; or (c) if at end of four or five
months approach to Nasser has not proved feasible, explore possibil-
ities of approach to Jordan; or (d) if none of above prove possible

° The United Kingdom and Iraq were engaged in negotiations which led, on April
4, to the signing of an agreement terminating the Anglo-Iragi Treaty of 1930 and
securing British adherence to the Iraqi-Turkish pact of February 24. Two days
thereafter, on April 6, the new Anglo-Iragi agreement came into effect.
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publicize some such plan as Alpha as a solution advocated by
western powers. A variant would be to try to arrange Pakistan-
Turkish sponsorship ostensible authorship.

5. In Security Council consideration of Gaza incident, it will, of
course, be difficult for any resolution which may be passed to avoid
urging parties to move toward settlement. Nevertheless it must be
borne in mind that in view of Arab sentiments toward UN role in
Palestine they would be predisposed to reject Alpha proposals at
outset if they believed US-UK effort at over-all settlement stemmed
from Israel use of force at Gaza and from resulting UN recommenda-
tion. From this point of view, it would be preferable to have any
reference to settlement go no further than those in previous resolu-
tions.

Aldrich

45, Telegram From the Department of State to the Embassy
in Israel

Washington, March 9, 1955—4:09 p.m.

510. For Ambassador. You should call upon Sharett soonest and
give him following oral message from Secretary:

#1. 1 had been led believe that present Government of Israel
was sincerely interested in the reduction of tension in the area and
to that end was pursuing a policy of restraint and moderation. The
recent incident in Gaza raises questions as to the validity of this
assumption.

2. The USG has consistently opposed reprisal raids. The facts
have shown that such raids dangerously heighten existing tensions.
The very insecurity of which Israel complains is aggravated by such
a policy.

P 3.CyYou will recall that since August 1954, at your Ambassador’s
urgent request, I have been personally engaged in the study of
possible measures looking toward the alleviation of the feelings of
apprehension and isolation which, according to the Israel Govern-

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 674.84A/3-956. Confidential; Priori-
ty. Drafted by Bergus and Hart and cleared with Secretary Dulles by Allen, who also
signed for Dulles. Repeated to Amman, Baghdad, Beirut, Cairo, Damascus, Jidda,
London, Paris, and USUN.
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ment, were besetting the people of Israel. 2 I advised you on Febru-
ary 14 * that good progress had been made in this study and pointed
out the necessity for continued calm in the area and the helpful
effect of Israel’s policy of moderation. The Gaza incident, which has
re-inflamed hatreds, will of necessity require reorientation of this
study to take account of existing facts.

4. Our common interest requires that there be a reduction of
tension in the Near East as a means of strengthening the area for
defense against the Communist threat. It is the firm intention of the
USG to continue to work toward these objectives and our policy
toward Israel will be formulated in the light of this intention. I
bespeak Israel’s full cooperation in this endeavor. I have not been
reassured by the characterization of the Gaza incident as ‘merely an
episode” which presumably might recur.” 4

Dulles

?For summaries of the Secretary’s conversations. of August 4 and 7, 1954, with
Ambassador Eban, see telegrams 61 and 72 to Tel Aviv, August 4 and 7, in Foreign
Relations, 1952-1954, vol. 1x, Part 1, pp. 1600 and 1604, respectively.

3See Document 22.

“Lawson informed the Department on March 13 that he had delivered the
Secretary’s message on March 12 to Sharett, who reiterated his previous statements
that the Gaza incident represented no change in Israel’s basic policy; that Israel would
continue to pursue a policy of moderation; but that Israel had used forceful methods
in this instance to protect its national security interests. (Telegram 777 from Tel Aviv;
Department of State, Central Files, 674.84A/ 3-1355)

46. Telegram From the Embassy in the United Kingdom to
the Department of State !

London, March 10, 1955—6 p.m.

3958. 1 accompanied Russell in discussion of Alpha yesterday
with Eden and Shuckburgh.? After hearing outline of proposed
settlement Eden stated it seemed to him to be on right lines.

Re timing Eden said he attracted by idea of early approach. He
expressed concern about Nasser’s internal position in light recent
events and desires to do what possible help him. Approach along
lines proposed might provide Nasser way out his present dilemma.
Eden suggested consulting Stevenson and Byroade regarding ap-

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 684A.86/3-1055. Top Secret; Limited
Distribution; Received at 7:10 p.m. Repeated to Cairo.

>The British summary record of this meeting with Foreign Secretary Eden on
March 9 is ibid., NEA Files: Lot 59 D 518, London Talks, Feb.-March 1955: (1) Memo
of Conv. of 3/9 with Eden; (2) FHR’s letr of 3/10 to Byroade.
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proach at present time. If their advice favorable they might be given
discretion test ground. Important, however, bear in mind avoiding
actions which might enable Nasser cause difficulties over conclusion
new UK-Iraq treaty. Meeting agreed Byroade should make first
move.

Eden felt it preferable not to use Egypt’s possible dilemma over
Gaza incident as basis of approach but stress unique position of
Egypt in Arab world and important role Nasser could play in helping
towards settlement. He thought brief prepared for his visit to Cairo
could be drawn upon by Ambassadors.

Eden agreed in general with suggested US-UK position towards
Israel described paragraph 3 Embassy telegram 3930 3 but thought it
should contain stronger condemnation policy of reprisals as damag-
ing to Israel’s whole position and her relations with West.

Russell outlined Byroade’s views re proposed Egyptian pact with
Syria and Saudi Arabia (Cairo’s 1312 to Department) particularly
point 9 C.* Eden agreed with general proposition we should avoid
unnecessary condemnation Egypt’s plans until we see how they
worked. He felt however we must not allow Egyptians to spread
belief our support Turk-Iraq pact weakened; moreover, effectiveness
Turk-Iraq arrangements would be weakened if Syria permanently
excluded. Eden added he did not wish to attack pact unnecessarily
and had avoided questions in Commons so far re Egyptian pact but
it might be difficult to continue to do so.®

Aldrich

3 Document 44.

*In telegram 1312, March 8, Ambassador Byroade recommended to the Depart-
ment that while the United States could not support Egypt’s efforts to conclude a
security agreement with Syria and Saudi Arabia, public expression of disapproval
would be counter productive. Subparagraph 9(c) reads as follows:

“Tell Egyptians we take realistic and practical view of Middle East defense
problem and are adopting a wait and see attitude as to how new arrangements will
shape up and under what rules.” (Department of State, Central Files, 780.5/3-855)

s Ambassador Aldrich subsequently informed the Department that Eden “said he
was encouraged at the progress made so far and seemed quite hopeful about the
future prospects for this operation [Alpha).” (Telegram 3972 from London, March 11;
ibid., 684A.86/3-1155)
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47. Record of a Meeting, British Foreign Office, London,
March 10, 1955, 10:15 a.m.!

PALESTINE SETTLEMENT

United Kingdom ) United States

Mr. Shuckburgh " Mr. Russell

Mr. Simpson : Mr. Wilson
Mr. Burdett
Mr. Mak

A. The Timing of Alpha

Mr. Shuckburgh recalled that when the Secretary of State re-
ceived Mr. Russell on March 92 he had been favourably impressed
by the broad outlines of the Alpha settlement and had thought that
an early approach to Colonel Nasser might be desirable. It would be
necessary to seek the views of the United Kingdom and United
States Ambassadors ® in Cairo as to whether the balance of advan-
tage was for or against sounding Nasser in the context of the present
difficult political situation. The Foreign Office were ready to send a
suitable telegram to Sir Ralph Stevenson at the appropriate time.

Mr. Russell said that immediately on his return to Washington
he would report personally to Mr. Dulles and would inform him of
Sir Anthony Eden’s views. He would recommend to Secretary Dulles
that simultaneous telegrams be sent from Washington and London
to the two representatives at Cairo asking for their joint views and
emphasising the need to avoid disturbing the Anglo-Iragi Treaty
negotiations. * ;

It was agreed that meanwhile, as soon as the agreed documents
resulting from the present meetings were ready, Mr. Russell would
write to the United States Ambassador in Cairo® and Mr. Shuck-
burgh to Her Majesty’s Ambassador, in order to inform them fully
and let them know that their views might shortly be required on the
question of timing.

As regards informing other representatives of the two Govern-
ments, it was pointed out that the first object would be to give them

!Source: Department of State, NEA Files: Lot 59 D 518, London Talks,
Feb.-March 1955: Minutes of Meetings held Feb. 28 thru March 10 (Mimeo). Top
Secret. No drafting information is given on the source text.

% See supra.

* Sir Ralph Clarmont Skrine Stevenson and Henry A. Byroade, respectively.

*See Document 52.

° A letter of March 10 from Russell to Byroade is in Department of State, NEA
Files: Lot 59 D 518, London Talks, Feb.—March 1955: (1) Memo of Conv of 3/9 with
Eden; (2) FHR’s letr of 3/10 to Byroade.
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