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Preface

The Foreign Relations of the United States series presents the offi-
cial documentary historical record of major United States foreign pol-
icy decisions and significant diplomatic activity of the United States
Government, including the facts that contributed to the formulation of
policies and the documentation of supporting and alternative views to
the policy positions ultimately adopted.

The Historian of the Department of State is responsible for the
preparation of the Foreign Relations series. The editing of the series in
the Office of the Historian, Bureau of Public Affairs, is guided by
principles of historical objectivity and accuracy. Documents are not
altered or deletions made without indicating where changes have been
made. Every effort is made to identify lacunae in the record and to
explain why they have occurred. Certain omissions may be necessary
to protect national security or to condense the record and avoid need-
less repetition. The published record, however, omits no facts that
were of major importance in reaching a decision, and nothing has been
excluded for the purpose of concealing or glossing over a defect in
policy.

At the time of the compilation of this volume in 1986, the Depart-
ment was guided in the preparation of the Foreign Relations series by
official regulations first promulgated by Secretary of State Frank B.
Kellogg on March 26, 1925. A new statutory charter for the prepara-
tion of the Foreign Relations series was established by Title IV of Public
Law 102-138, the Foreign Relations Authorization Act, Fiscal Years
1992 and 1993, which was signed by the President on October 28,
1991. That new charter requires that the Foreign Relations series “shall
be a thorough, accurate, and reliable documentary record of major
United States foreign policy decisions and significant United States
diplomatic activity.”

Structure and Scope of the Foreign Relations of the United States Series

This volume is part of a comprehensive subseries of volumes that
will document the most important issues in the foreign policy of Presi-
dent Dwight D. Eisenhower’s administration. The subseries covers the
years 1958 through 1960.

it



IV Preface

Continuing the longstanding tradition of the Foreign Relations se-
ries and in compliance with the legislation of October 28, 1991, the
editors have planned a comprehensive subseries of volumes to record
the most important issues of the foreign affairs of the United States
during the Eisenhower administration. This volume presents docu-
mentation recording important U.S. Government policies toward the
Arab-Israeli dispute, the United Arab Republic (which came into being
in February 1958 with the merger of Egypt and Syria), and North
Africa during the 1958-1960 period. Additional documentation con-
cerning U.S. relations with Israel and the United Arab Republic during
the Lebanon crisis is scheduled for publication in Volume XI, Lebanon
and Jordan. Documentation on U.S. regional policies is scheduled for
publication in Volume XII, Near and Middle East; Iran; Iraq; Gulf
States.

In preparing this volume of Foreign Relations regarding U.S. policy
in the Middle East, the editors have given the highest priority to the
inclusion of documents on:

1. US. interest in the full range of Arab-Israeli issues, including
the quest for peace, the military balgance, the Palestinian refugee ques-
tion, the Arab boycott against Israel, the Jerusalem question, Israeli
transit of the Gulf of Aqaba, incidents of violence alon? Arab-Israeli
borders, the Jordan waters question, and the treatment of Jews in Arab
countries.

2. Bilateral U.S. relations with Israel, primarily relating to eco-
nomic and military assistance, which frequently were affected by the
conflict between Israel and its Arab neighbors.

3. U.S. relations with the United Arab Republic and particularly
with President Abdul Gamal Nasser, and with the issue of economic
assistance.

4. U.S. attitudes toward the Algerian insurrection against French
colonial rule.

5. Problems arising from Tunisia’s relationship with its former
colonial ruler, France, and on Tunisia’s need for U.S. economic and
military assistance.

Sources for the Foreign Relations Series

The longstanding 1925 charter of the Foreign Relations series and
the law of October 28, 1991, on the series require that the published
record reflect all major foreign policy decisions and activities and
include necessary documentation from all government agencies and
entities involved in foreign policy formulation, execution, or support.
The historical records of the Presidents and their national security
advisers together with the still larger body of documentation in the
Department of State are the principal sources of the Foreign Relations
series. The National Archives and Records Administration, including
the Presidential libraries which it administers, is the main repository
and coordinating authority for historical government documentation.
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The official documentary record on U.S. foreign affairs available
for preparing the published Foreign Relations volumes must on occa-
sion be supplemented by information from private collections of pa-
pers of historical signficance and from interviews with U.S. officials
who were involved in the events documented. Interviews by Depart-
ment historians are conducted in accordance with professional schol-
arly practices and existing government procedures regarding their
preparation and preservation. Oral histories, where already available,
are also reviewed and used. Particular sources used in preparing this
~ volume are described in detail in the List of Sources, pages XI-XVIL.

Principles of Selection for Foreign Relations, 1958-1960, Volume XII1

The selection of documents in this volume is based on extensive
research in the files of the Department of State and the records of the
Dwight D. Eisenhower Presidential Library in Abilene, Kansas. A team
of historians conducted the initial search of Department of State files
in 1981 and 1982.

Documentation from the Eisenhower Library was obtained in the
late 1970s. Compilation of the material took place in 1986. In selecting
the contents of this volume, the editors sought to include documents
that present the major decisions of U.S. foreign policy regarding these
countries and issues and major incidents affecting the relationships.
Emphasis was given, when available, to the views and positions ex-
pressed by President Eisenhower and Secretaries of State John Foster
Dulles and Christian A. Herter. Important memoranda prepared by
the Bureau of Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs and by the Bureau
of African Affairs after its creation on August 20, 1958, that describe
explanations of policy options, are also included. Most of the docu-
mentation contained in this volume, however, focuses on high-level
interchanges between U.S. officials and foreign leaders and their rep-
resentatives in Washington and on reports and analyses by U.S. offi-
cials. The story presented here is basically one of diplomacy and U.S.
economic and military assistance, and no effort has been made to
examine in depth intelligence questions. The records of the U.S. De-
partment of Defense and of the Central Intelligence Agency were not
examined for this volume. Other intelligence records, including docu-
ments originated by the Central Intelligence Agency that are to be
found among the collections of the Eisenhower Library, were con-
sulted. That research was accomplished with the full cooperation and
assistance of the CIA. It did not, however, result in the inclusion in this
volume of any key intelligence analyses that contributed to the major
political and diplomatic actions.

Completion of the declassification of this volume and the final
steps of its preparation for publication coincided with the development
of procedures since early 1991 by the Central Intelligence Agency in
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cooperation with the Department of State that have expanded access
by Department historians to high-level intelligence documents from
among those records still in the custody of the Central Intelligence
Agency. The Department of State chose not to postpone the publica-
tion of this volume to ascertain how such access might affect the scope
of available documentation and the changes that might be made in the
contents of this particular volume. The Department of State, however,
is making good use of these new procedures, which have been ar-
ranged by the CIA’s History Staff, for the compilation of future
volumes in the Foreign Relations series.

The declassification review process for the documents originally
selected for this volume, outlined in more detail below, resulted in
withholding from publication approximately 2.5 percent of the original
manuscript. Deletions included materials on such subjects as nuclear
issues, intelligence matters, and military base rights. The most fre-
quent form of deletion was to protect the confidentiality of foreign
diplomatic sources and the information they provided in confidence to
U.S. officials. The remaining documents printed here provide a full
account of most of the major foreign policy issues confronting the
United States in the region, but do not cover all the significant details
relating to these policies or all significant issues originally compiled by
the editors.

The editors wish to acknowledge the assistance of officials at the
National Archives and Records Administration’s Dwight D. Eisen-
hower Library, in particular David Haight.

Editorial Methodology

The documents are presented chronologically according to Wash-
ington time. Incoming telegrams from U.S. missions are placed accord-
ing to time of receipt in the Department of State, and memoranda of
conversations are placed according to the time and date of the conver-
sation.

Editorial treatment of documents published in the Foreign Rela-
tions series follows Office style guidelines, supplemented by guidance
from the Editor in Chief and the chief technical editor. The source text
is reproduced as exactly as possible, including marginalia or other
notations, which are described in the footnotes. Obvious typographical
errors are corrected, but other mistakes and omissions in the source
text are corrected by bracketed insertions: a correction is set in italic
type; an omission in roman type. Bracketed insertions are also used to
indicate text that has been omitted because it deals with an unrelated
subject (in roman type) or because it remained classified after the
declassification review process (in italic type). The amount of material
not declassified has been noted by indicating the number of lines or
pages of source text that were omitted. The amount of material omit-
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ted because it was unrelated to the subject, however, is not accounted
for. All ellipses and brackets that appear in the source text are so
identified by footnotes.

The first footnote to each document indicates the document’s
source, original classification, distribution, and drafting information.
The source footnote also provides the background of important docu-
ments and policies and indicates whether the President and/or his
major policy advisers read it. Every effort has been made to determine
if a document has been previously published, and this information has
been included in the source footnote.

Editorial notes and additional annotation summarize pertinent
material not printed in this volume, indicate the location of additional
documentary sources, provide references to important related docu-
ments printed in other volumes, describe key events, and summarize
and provide citations to public statements that supplement and eluci-
date the printed documents. Information derived from memoirs and
other first-hand accounts have been used when applicable to supple-
ment or explicate the official record.

Declassification Review Procedures

Declassification review of the documents selected for publication
was conducted by the Division of Historical Documents Review, Bu-
reau of Diplomatic Security, Department of State. The review was
made in accordance with the Freedom of Information Act, the Privacy
Act, the criteria established in Executive Order 12356, and the act of
October 28, 1991, regarding:

1) military plans, weapons, or operations;

2) the vulnerabilities or capabilities of systems, installations,
projects, or plans relating to the national security;

3) foreign government information;

4) inteﬁigence activities (including special activities), or intelli-
gence sources or methods; ‘

5) foreign relations or foreign activities of the United States;

6) scientific, technological, or economic matters relating to na-
tional security; '

7) U.S. Government programs for safeguarding nuclear materials
or facilities; , g

8) tology; an

9) gzgnfidgtial source.

Declassification decisions entailed concurrence of the appropriate
geographic and functional bureaus in the Department of State, other
concerned agencies of the U.S. Government, and appropriate foreign
governments regarding documents of those governments. The princi-
ple guiding declassification review is to release all information, subject
only to the current requirements of national security and law.
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Charles S. Sampson compiled and edited the chapters on the
Arab-Israeli dispute and the United Arab Republic and Suzanne E.
Coffman those on North Africa, under the supervision of former Edi-
tor in Chief John P. Glennon. General Editor Glenn W. LaFantasie
supervised the final steps in the editorial and publication process. Ms.
Coffman and Gabrielle Mallon prepared the lists of sources, abbrevia-
tions, and persons. Rita M. Baker and Althea W. Robinson performed
the technical editing. Barbara A. Bacon of the Publishing Services
Division (Natalie H. Lee, Chief) oversaw production of the volume. Do
Mi Stauber prepared the index.

William Z. Slany
The Historian
Bureau of Public Affairs

January 1992
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List of Sources

Unpublished Sources
Department of State

1. Indexed Central Files. The main source of documentation for this volume and for
other volumes on the Middle East in the 1958-1960 subseries of Foreign Relations of the
United States was the Department of State’s indexed central files. Documents in classes
200 (protection of interests), 400 (trade relations), 500 (cultural relations), 600 (interna-
tional relations), 700 (internal political and national defense affairs), 800 (internal eco-
nomic and social affairs), and 900 (communication, transportation, science) were
searched for decimal combinations involving all countries in the Middle East (country
nos. 74, 80, 83-88, 46c, and 46d). A similar search was conducted for North Africa (nos.
51s and 70-73). Files covering the Middle Eastern and North African relationships of the
United States (no. 11), the United Kingdom (no. 41), and France (no. 51) were also
examined.

Other files and related subfiles searched for relevant materials include 033 (official
visits); 110.11 through 110.17 (Department of State senior officials files); 123 (Depart-
ment of State personnel files); various files in class 300 (international organizations and

conferences); and 601 (diplomatic representation). Other documents were located -

through pursuing cross-references and referenced telegrams.
Documentation on the major and some of the minor themes covered in this volume
are located in the following files:

Arab-Israeli Dispute and United Arab Republic

033.1100-FU: Senator Fulbright’s visits to the region

033.84A11: Prime Minister Ben Gurion'’s visit to Washington

103-XMB and 884A.10: Export-Import Bank loan to Israel

110.15-RO: Assistant Secretary Rountree’s visit to the region

320.511: Palestinian refugees and UNRWA

611.84 and 784.00: U.S. Jerusalem policy and the situation in the city

611.84A and 611.86B: U.S. policy and relations regarding Israel and the United Arab
Republic, respectively

684A.85, 684A.86, 684A.86B: Israel’s dispute with Jordan, the Arabs in general, and the
United Arab Republic, respectively

684A.85322: Jordan water question (diversion of international waters between Israel and
Jordan)

686B.87: Egyptian-Iraqi relations

780.00: General political conditions in the Middle East

784A.5411: Overflights of Israeli territory during Lebanon crisis

784A.5, 784A.56, 784A.5-MSP: Israeli national defense, military assistance and supply
for Israel

786B.11: President of the United Arab Republic, Nasser

X1
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786B.5, 786B.56, 786B.5-MSP: UAR National Defense, military assistance for the
United Arab Republic

811.0086B: U.S. economic assistance for the United Arab Republic

884A.1866: Immigration to Israel

884A.1901: Atomic energy for peaceful purposes in Israel

884A.424: Israeli Tenth Anniversary parade in Jerusalem

886B.2321: Egyptian cotton

886B.2614: Aswan Dam

980.74: Gulf of Aqaba

986B.7301: Suez Canal

North Africa

110.11-DU: Secretary of State John Foster Dulles, correspondence, travel, conversations

110.11-HE: Secretary of State Christian A. Herter, correspondence, travel, conversations

110.12-MU: Under Secretary of State Robert Murphy, correspondence, travel, conversa-
tions

320: U.N. General Assembly

611.51, 611.71, 611.72, 611.73, and subfiles: U.S. relations with France, Morocco, Tuni-
sia, and Libya, respectively i

651.51S, 651.71, and 651.72: French relations with Algeria, Morocco, and Tunisia,
respectively

671.00: General Moroccan international relations

672.00: General Tunisian international relations

711.11-EL President Dwight D. Eisenhower

711.56371, 711.56373: U.S. military bases in Morocco and Libya, respectively

751.11: French President Charles de Gaulle

7515.00: General political conditions in Algeria

770A.00 and subfiles: General political and military conditions in the Mediterranean

771.5-MSP, 771.5622, 771.56311: Military assistance for Morocco, U.S. bases in Mo-
rocco

772.00: General political conditions in Tunisia

772.11: Tunisian President Habib Bourguiba )

772.5,772.5-MSP, 772.56: Tunisian national defense, military assistance for Tunisia

773.5, 773.5-MSP, 773.56: Libyan national defense, military assistance for Libya, U.S.
bases in Libya

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:

AF/AFI Files: Lot 62 D 406

Political /military files for 1951-1960, maintained by the Politico-Military Adviser
of the Office of African Affairs, later the Bureau of African Affairs.

AF/AFN Files: Lot 63 D 250

Subject files on Morocco for the years 1956-1962, maintained by the Office of
Northern African Affairs of the Bureau of Near Eastern, South Asian, and African
Affairs (Bureau of African Affairs as of August 20, 1958).

AF/AFN Files: Lot 63 D 304

Subject files on Tunisia for the years 1956-1962, maintained by the Office of
Northern African Affairs of the Bureau of Near Eastern, South Asian, and African
Affairs (Bureau of African Affairs as of August 20, 1958).



List of Sources XIII

AF/AFN Files: Lot 65 D 182

Algerian Desk and Algerian Regional Files for the years 1959-1962, maintained by
the Office of Northern African Affairs of the Bureau of Near Eastern, South Asian,
and African Affairs (Bureau of African Affairs as of August 20, 1958).

AFN Files: Lot 65 D 178

Economic files for North Africa (Algeria, Ethiopia, Libya, Somali, Sudan, Maurita-
nia, Morocco, and Tunisia) for the years 1958-1961, maintained by the Office of
Northern African Affairs of the Bureau of Near Eastern, South Asian, and African
Affairs (Bureau of African Affairs as of August 20, 1958).

Conference Files: Lots 63 D 123; 64 D 559; 64 D 560
See entry under Washington National Records Center.
EUR/RPM Files: Lot 64 D 444

Collection of documentation on NATO and NATO countries for the years
1950-1961, maintained by the Office of Atlantic Political and Military Affairs,
Bureau of European Affairs. Subjects covered include political, economic, visits,
civil emergency planning, command, mutual weapons development program,
weapons production program, offshore procurement program, atomic stockpile,
defense, air defense, contingency planning, and logistics.

INR Files: Lot 58 D 776

Top Secret/Noforn Intelligence files for the years 1945-1957, maintained by the
Bureau of Intelligence and Research. Consolidated with Lots 58 D 500, 58 D 159, 60
D 644,61 D 167, and 62 D 42.

INR-NIE Files

Files retained by the Bureau of Intelligence and Research containing copies of
National Intelligence Estimates and Special National Intelligence Estimates, in-
cluding NIEs and SNIEs for the 1958-1960 period.

10 Files: Lot 65 D 30

Miscellaneous information telegrams, memoranda, and general non-policy corre-
spondence for the years 1957-1960, as well as some papers dating back to 1947,
maintained by the Bureau of International Organization Affairs.

10 Files: Lot 71 D 440

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

I0/UNP Files: Lot 72 D 294

Documentation on the U.N. Palestine Conciliation Commission for the years
1950-1967, maintained by the Office of United Nations Political and Military
Affairs, Bureau of International Organization Affairs.

I0/UNP Files: Lot 79 D 215

Files maintained by the Office of United Nations Political Affairs, Bureau of Interna-
tional Organization Affairs, for the years 1947-1975.



XIV List of Sources

NEA Files: Lot 59 D 582

Files on Lebanon and Israel for the years 1953-1958, including reports, memo-
randa, and correspondence, maintained by the Division of Israel-Lebanon Affairs of
the Office of Near Eastern Affairs, Bureau of Near Eastern, South Asian, and
African Affairs (Bureau of Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs as of August 20,
1958).

NEA Files: Lot 60 D 580

Material on Israel, Lebanon, Jerusalem, and the Middle East for the year 1958, with
some material dating from April 1950, maintained by the Division of
Israel-Lebanon Affairs, Bureau of Near Eastern, South Asian, and African Affairs
(Bureau of Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs as of August 20, 1958).

NEA Files: Lot 61 D 43

Geographic files for Near Eastern countries and chronological files, including corre-
spondence and memoranda of all types, pertaining to the Near East area for 1959,
maintained by the Bureau of Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs.

NEA Files: Lot 62 D 25

Miscellaneous subject files pertaining to Iraq for the years 1958-1960 and miscella-
neous subject files pertaining to Jordan for the years 1959-1960, maintained by the
Irag-Jordan Desk of the Bureau of Near Eastern, South Asian, and African Affairs
(Bureau of Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs as of August 20, 1958).

NEA Files: Lot 62 D 435

Geographic files for Near Eastern countries and chronological files, including corre-
spondence and memoranda of all types, pertaining to Near East area for 1960,
maintained by the Bureau of Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs.

NEA Files: Lot 63 D 52

Miscellaneous subject files pertaining to Lebanon, Israel, and the Middle East for
the years 1958-1961, maintained by the Lebanon-Israel Desk of the Bureau of Near
Eastern and South Asian Affairs.

NEA Files: Lot 70 D 66

UNRWA records for the years 1957-1963 and 1965-1966 and records pertaining to
Jordan Waters for 1964, maintained by the Office of Israel and Arab-Israel Affairs,
Bureau of Near Eastern, South Asian, and African Affairs (Bureau of Near Eastern
and South Asian Affairs as of August 20, 1958).

NEA Files: Lot 70 D 304

Documentation on the Banat Yaacov Dispute (Jordan Waters) for the years
1953-1954; Jordan Waters files, 1963-1966; miscellaneous files from the early
1960s, including those pertaining to the Arlie House Talks, Komer-Eshkol,
Komer-Harriman Mission, and Near East Arms; POL files, 1966; POL 23 through
POL 32-5 files, 1967; Briefing Papers, 1967; and Arab-Israeli War Briefing Papers
(Department of Defense), maintained by the Office of Israel and Arab-Israel Affairs,
Bureau of Near Eastern, South Asian, and African Affairs (Bureau of Near Eastern
and South Asian Affairs as of August 20, 1958).



List of Sources XV

NEA/IAI Files: Lot 70 D 229

Political and refugee files on the Middle East for the years 1950-1964, maintained
by the Office of Israel and Arab-Israel Affairs, Bureau of Near Eastern, South Asian,
and African Affairs (Bureau of Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs as of August
20, 1958).

NEA/IAI Files: Lot 70 D 254

Documentation on the Eric Johnston Mission and the Jordan Valley Waters for the
years 1945-1963 (Yarmuk Project), maintained by the Office of Israel and Arab-
Israel Affairs, Bureau of Near Eastern, South Asian, and African Affairs (Bureau of
Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs as of August 20, 1958).

NEA/NE Files: Lot 61 D 59

Miscellaneous files for the years 1953-1960, including documentation on Syria,
Egypt, and the United Arab Republic, maintained by the UAR Desk of the Office of
Near Eastern Affairs, Bureau of Near Eastern, South Asian, and African Affairs
(Bureau of Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs as of August 20, 1958).

NEA/NE Files: Lot 63 D 59

Files pertaining to Saudia Arabia and the entire Arabian Peninsula for the year
1960, maintained by the Office of Near Eastern Affairs, Bureau of Near Eastern and
South Asian Affairs.

NEA/NE Files: Lot 65D 5

Documentation, including telegrams, airgrams, memoranda, memoranda of conver-
sation, FBIS items, and letters, pertaining to Lebanon, Israel, and the Near East,
maintained by the Division of Lebanon-Israel Affairs, Office of Near Eastern Af-
fairs, Bureau of Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs.

OCB Files: Lot 61 D 385

Master set of the administrative and country files of the Operations Coordinating
Board for the years 1953-1960, maintained in the Operations Staff.

OCB Files: Lot 62 D 430

Master files of the Operation Coordinating Board for the years 1953-1960, main-
tained by the Executive Secretariat. i

PPS Files: Lot 67 D 548

Subject files, country files, chronological files, documents, drafts, and related corre-
spondence of the Policy Planning Staff for the years 1957-1961.

Presidential Correspondence: Lot 64 D 174

Exchanges of correspondence between President Eisenhower and heads of foreign
governments, excluding the United Kingdom, France, Germany, and the USSR, for
the years 1953-1960, as maintained by the Executive Secretariat.

Presidential Correspondence: Lot 66 D 204

Exchanges of correspondence between the President and the heads of foreign
governments for the years 1953-1964, maintained by the Executive Secretariat.
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Secretary’s Memoranda of Conversation: Lot 64 D 199

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

S/P-NSC Files: Lot 62D 1

Serial and subject master file of National Security Council documents and corre-
spondence for the years 1948-1961, maintained by the Policy Planning Staff.

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 1947-1961, maintained by
the Executive Secretariat.

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

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

State-JCS Meetings: Lot 61 D 417

Top Secret records of meetings between representatives of the Department of State
and the Joint Chiefs of Staff for the years 1951-1959 and selected problem files on
the Middle East for the years 1954-1956, maintained by the Executive Secretariat.

State-JCS Meetings: Lot 70 D 328

Top Secret records of meetings between representatives of the Department of State
and the Joint Chiefs of Staff for the years 1959-1963, maintained by the Executive
Secretariat.

Dwight D. Eisenhower Library, Abilene, Kansas
Dulles Papers

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

Herter Papers

Papers of Christian A. Herter, 1957-1961. Herter was Under Secretary of State,
1957-1959, and Secretary of State, 1959-1961.

President’s Daily Appointments

From White House Office Files, Records of the Office of the Special Assistant for
Executive Appointments, 1952-1961.

Staff Secretary Records

Records of the Office of the White House Staff Secretary, 1952-1961, including
records of Paul T. Carroll, Andrew J. Goodpaster, L. Arthur Minnich, Jr., and
Christopher H. Russell.
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'

White House Central Files

Records of Dwight D. Eisenhower as President, 1953-1961. Documents cited in this
volume are from the Confidential File within this collection.

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 Whitman. The Whitman File includes
the following elements: Name series, Dulles—Herter series, Eisenhower Diaries,
Ann Whitman (ACW) Diaries, National Security Council Records, Miscellaneous
Records, Cabinet Papers, Legislative Meetings, International Meetings, Administra-
tive series, and International File.

Washington National Records Center, Suitland, Maryland
RG 59, Conference Files: FRC 83-0067

Lot File 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 main-
tained by the Executive Secretariat of the Department of State.

RG 59, Conference Files: FRC 83-0068

Lot 64 D 559: Collection of documentation of 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 year 1960, maintained by the Executive
Secretariat of the Department of State.

Lot 64 D 560: Collection of documentation of 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 year 1959, maintained by the Executive
Secretariat of the Department of State.






List of Abbreviations

AA, anti-aircraft

AAPC, All-African People’s Conference

AF, Deputy Assistant Secretary of State
for African Affairs, Bureau of Near East-
ern, South Asian, and African Affairs
until August 20, 1958; thereafter Bureau
of African Affairs, Department of State

AF/AFI, Office of Inter-African Affairs,
Bureau of African Affairs, Department
of State

AFL-CIO, American Federation of La-
bor-Congress of Industrial Organiza-
tions

AFME, American Friends of the Middle
East

AL, Arab League

ALN, Algerian Army of Liberation

ammo, ammunition

AOL, Army of Liberation

ASAF, Asia-Africa

ASD/ISA, Assistant Secretary of Defense
for International Security Affairs

ASRP, Arab Socialist Resurrectionist
Party

ASW, anti-submarine warfare

AU, Arab Union

BG, B-G, Ben Gurion

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

BP, Baghdad Pact

C, Counselor of the Department of State

CARE, Committee for American Relief for
Europe

ChiCom, Chinese Communist

CIA, Central Intelligence Agency

CINCEUR, Commander in Chief, Europe

CINCNELM, Commander in Chief, East-
ern Atlantic, and Mediterranean

CINCUSAFE, Commander in Chief,
United States Air Force Europe

COMSIXFIT, Commander, Sixth Fleet

CNO, Chief of Naval Operations

Contel, Consulate telegram

CP, Communist Party

DA, development assistance

DCM, Deputy Chief of Mission

del, delegation

Delga, series indicator for telegrams from
the Delegation at the United General
Assembly

Depcirtel, Department of State circular
telegram

Dept, Department

Depreftel, Department of State reference
telegram

Deptel, Department of State telegram

DLF, Development Loan Fund

DMZ, DZ, D/Z, demilitarized zone

DOD, Department of Defense

DP, displaced person

E, Bureau of Economic Affairs, Depart-
ment of State

EARIS, Egyptian-American Rural Im-
provement Service

ED, Economic Development Division, Of-
fice of International Financial and De-
velopment Affairs, Bureau of Economic
Affairs, Department of State

EE, Office of Eastern European Affairs,
Bureau of European Affairs, Depart-
ment of State

Embtel, Embassy telegram

ETA, estimated time of arrival

EUCOM, European Command

EUR, Bureau of European Affairs, Depart-
ment of State

EUR/RPM, Office of Regional Political
and Military Affairs, Bureau of Euro-
pean Affairs, Department of State

FAO, United Nations Food and Agricul-
ture Organization

FBIS, Foreign Broadcast Information Ser-
vice

FedRep, Federal Republic of Germany

FLN, Fédération de Libération Nationale;
Front de Libération Nationale
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FMR/ISA, Foreign Military Rights Af-
fairs, Office of the Assistant Secretary of
Defense for International Security Af-
fairs

FN, International Finance Division, Office
of International Financial and Develop-
ment Affairs, Bureau of Economic Af-
fairs, Department of State

FonMin, Foreign Minister; Foreign Minis-
try

FonOff, Foreign Office

FSO, Foreign Service officer

FY, fiscal year

FYI, for your information

G, Office of the Deputy Under Secretary
of State for Political Affairs

GA, United Nations General Assembly

GAA, General armistice agreement

Gadel, series indicator for telegrams to the
Delegation at the United Nations Gen-
eral Assembly

GADel, Delegation at the United Nations
General Assembly

GATT, General Agreement on Tariffs and
Trade

GNP, gross national product

GOE, Government of Egypt

GOF, Government of France

GOI, Government of Irag; Government of
Israel

GOJ, Government of Jordan

GOL, Government of Lebanon

GOM, Government of Morocco

GOS, Government of Spain; Government
of Syria

GOT, Government of Tunisia; Govern-
ment of Turkey

govt, government

GT], Office of Greek, Turkish, and Iranian
Affairs, Bureau of Near Eastern and
South Asian Affairs, Department of
State

H, Assistant Secretary of State for Con-
gressional Relations

HK], Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan

IBRD, International Bank for Reconstruc-
tion and Development

ICA, International Cooperation Adminis-
tration

Icato, series indicator for telegrams from
the International Cooperation Adminis-
tration to its missions abroad

IDBI, International Development Bank for
Israel

IDF, Israel Defense Force

INR, Bureau of Intelligence and Research,
Department of State

IO, Bureau of International Organization
Affairs, Department of State

I/S$ MAC, Israel /Syria Mixed Armistice
Commission

JCS, Joint Chiefs of Staff

JCSM, Joint Chiefs of Staff Memorandum

LE, Egyptian pounds

L/EUR, Assistant Legal Adviser for Euro-
pean Affairs, Department of State

L/NEA, Assistant Legal Adviser for Near
Eastern, South Asian, and African Af-
fairs, Department of State

LS, Syrian pounds

L/SFP, Assistant Legal Adviser for Special
Functional Problems, Department of
State

M, Office of the Under Secretary of State
for Political Affairs

MAC, Mixed Armistice Commission

MAAG, Military Assistance Advisory
Group

MAP, Military Assistance Program

MATS, Military Air Transport Service

MC, memorandum of conversation; Office
of Munitions Control, Department of
State

MCM, metric cubic meter

ME, Middle East

mm, millimeter

MRP, Mouvement Républicain Populaire
(Popular Republican Movement)

MSP, Mutual Security Program

NATO, North Atlantic Treaty Organiza-
tion )

NE, Near East; Office of Near Eastern Af-
fairs, Bureau of Near Eastern, South
Asian, and African Affairs (Bureau of
Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs as
of August 20, 1958), Department of
State

NEA, Bureau of Near Eastern, South
Asian, and African Affairs, Department
of State, until August 20, 1958; thereaf-
ter Bureau of Near Eastern and South
Asian Affairs

NEA/AF, Office of the Deputy Assistant
Secretary of State for African Affairs,
Bureau of Near Eastern, South Asian,
and African Affairs (Bureau of Near
Eastern and South Asian Affairs as of
August 20, 1958), Department of State
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NEA/P, Public Affairs Adviser, Bureau of
Near Eastern, South Asian, and African
Affairs (Bureau of Near Eastern and
South Asian Affairs as of August 20,
1958), Department of State

negots, negotiations

NESA/ISA, Near East, South Asia, and
Africa, Office of the Assistant Secretary
of Defense for International Security Af-
fairs

Niact, night action, communications indi-
cator requiring attention by the recipi-
ent at any hour of the day or night

Noforn, no foreign nationals

NR, Office of Near Eastern and South
Asian Regional Affairs, Bureau of Near
Eastern, South Asian, and African Af-
fairs (Bureau of Near Eastern and South
Asian Affairs as of August 20, 1958),
Department of State

NSC, National Security Council

O, Assistant Secretary of State for Admin-
istration

OASDV/ISA, Office of the Assistant Secre-
tary of Defense for International Secu-
rity Affairs

OCB, Operations Coordinating Board

OCDM, Office of Civilian and Defense
Mobilization

OEEC, Organization for European Eco-
nomic Cooperation

OES, Office of International Economic
and Social Affairs, Bureau of Interna-
tional Organization Affairs, Department
of State

OIA, Office of International Administra-
tion, Bureau of International Organiza-
tion Affairs, Department of State

ORM, Office of Refugee and Migration
Affairs, Bureau of Security and Consu-
lar Affairs, Department of State

OSD, Office of the Secretary of Defense

OSP, off-shore procurement

ourtel, our telegram

PAG, Provisional Algerian Government

PCC, Palestine Conciliation Commission

PGAR, Provisional Government of the
Algerian Republic

PL., Public Law

PM, Prime Minister

Polto, series indicator for telegrams from
the Office of the United States Perma-
ment Representative to the North At-
lantic Council

PPS, Policy Planning Staff, Department of
State

reftel, reference telegram

res, resolution

RMA, Royal Moroccan Army

S, Office of the Secretary of State

S/P, Bureau of Policy Planning, Depart-
ment of State

S/S, Executive Secretariat, Department of
State

SA, Special Assistance

SAC, Strategic Air Command

SC, Security Council

SCA, Bureau of Security and Consular Af-
fairs, Department of State

SEATO, Southeast Asia Treaty Organiza-
tion

SecDel, Secretary of State’s delegation

Secto, series indicator for telegrams from
the Secretary of State or his delegation
at international conferences to the De-
partment of State

SPC, Special Political Committee

Stat., United States Statutes at Large

SYG, Secretary-General

TC, technical cooperation

TIAS, Treaties and Other International
Agreements Series

Toica, series indicator for telegrams to the
International Cooperation Administra-
tion from its missions abroad

Tosec, series indicator for telegrams from
the Department of State to the Secretary
of State or his delegation at interna-
tional conferences

Tun, Tunisian

U, Office of the Under Secretary of State

UAR, United Arab Republic

UKDel, United Kingdom delegation

U/MSC, Deputy Coordinator of the Mu-
tual Security Program, Department of
State

UN, United Nations

UNEF, United Nations Emergency Force

UNGA, United Nations General Assem-
bly

UNHCR, United Nations High Commis-
sioner for Refugees

UNICEF, United Nations International
Children’s Fund

UNP, Office of United Nations Political
and Security Affairs, Bureau of Interna-
tional Organization Affairs, Department
of State
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UNRWA, United Nations Relief and
Works Agency for Palestinian Refugees

UNSGC, United Nations Security Council

UNSYG, United Nations Secretary-Gen-
eral

UNTSO, United Nations Truce Supervi-
sion Organization in Palestine

UP, United Press

urtel, your telegram

USAF, United States Air Force

USCINCEUR, Commander in Chief, Eu-
rope

USDel, United States Delegation

USG, United States Government

USGADel, United States General Assem-
bly Delegation

USIA, United States Information Agency

USIS, United States Information Service

USMC, United States Marine Corps

USOM, United States Operations Mission

USRep, United States Representative

USSR, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics

UST, United States Treaties and Other In-
ternational Agreements

USUN, United States Mission at the
United Nations

VOA, Voice of America

W, Under Secretary of State for Economic
Affairs

W/MSC, Special Assistant for Mutual
Security Coordination, Department of
State

WE, Office of Western European Affairs,
Bureau of European Affairs, Depart-
ment of State

WHO, World Health Organization
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Editor's Note: This list provides identification of those persons mentioned most
frequently in the volume. The list generally covers only the years 1958-1960. All titles
and positions are American unless otherwise indicated. Where no dates are given, the
person usually held the position throughout the period. In some cases, it has not been
possible to determine all positions held.

Abbas, Ferhat, Prime Minister of the Provisional Government of the Algerian Republic
from September 1958

Allen, George V., Director, United States Information Agency

Alphand, Hervé, French Ambassador to the United States

Amanrich, Gérard, Chief of Staff to Prime Minister Debré from January 1959; also
diplomatic adviser to Prime Minister Debreé from July 1959

Anderson, Robert B,, Secretary of the Treasury

Anschuetz, Norbert L., Consul in the Embassy in the United Arab Republic, February
1958-March 1960; thereafter Consul General

Balafrej, Ahmed, Moroccan Foreign Minister until April 1958; Prime Minister and
Foreign Minister, May-November 1958

Barco, James W,, Counselor of the Mission at the United Nations

Barnes, Robert G., Special Assistant for Mutual Security Affairs, Department of State,
untili March 1958; Special Assistant for Mutual Security Coordination,
March-December 1958

Baxter, William O., Counselor of the Embassy in Israel, until October 1959; thereafter
Office of the Deputy Coordinator for Mutual Security Affairs, Department of State

Becker, Loftus, Legal Adviser of the Department of State until August 1959

Beeley, Harold, Assistant Under Secretary of State, British Foreign Office, until June
1958; thereafter Deputy Representative at the United Nations; also British member,
U.S.-U.K. good offices mission to Tunisia and France

Bell, John O, Special Assistant for Mutual Security Coordination, Department of State,
from December 1958

Ben Aboud, El-Mehdi, Moroccan Ambassador to the United States

Ben Gurion, David, Israeli Prime Minister and Defense Minister

Bérard, Armand, French Representative at the United Nations from June 1959

Berding, Andrew H., Assistant Secretary of State for Public Affairs

Bergus, Donald C., Officer in Charge of Israel-Jordan Affairs, Department of State, until
August 1958

Berry, J. Lampton, Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Near Eastern, South Asian,
and African Affairs (Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs as of August 1958) until
October 1958

Bitar, Salah, Syrian Foreign Minister until February 1958; United Arab Republic Minis-
ter for Arab Affairs, March-October 1958; Minister for Culture and National Guid-
ance, October 1958-December 1959

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

Boggs, Marion W,, Deputy Executive Secretary of the National Security Council from
1959 :

Bohlen, Charles E., Special Assistant to the Secretary of State from December 1959
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Bourguiba, Habib, President of Tunisia

Bovey, John A, Jr., Deputy Director, Office of Northern Africa Affairs, Bureau of Near
Eastern, South Asian, and African Affairs (Bureau of African Affairs as of August
1958), Department of State, until August 1959

Brewer, William D., Officer in Charge of United Arab Republic-Sudan Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, from August 1958

Bronez, Ray W, Deputy Director of Foreign Military Rights Affairs, Office of Interna-
tional Security Affairs, Department of Defense

Brown, Elizabeth A., Office of United Nations Political and Security Affairs, Bureau of
International Organization Affairs, Department of State, until August 1958; Acting
Officer in Charge of United Nations Political Affairs, August 1958-November 1959;
Officer in Charge of United Nations Political Affairs, November 1959-April 1960

Brown, L. Dean, Officer in Charge of French-Iberian Affairs, Department of State, from
September 1958

Buckle, John, Officer in Charge of North Africa Economic Affairs, Department of State

Buffum, William B., Office of United Nations Political and Security Affairs, Bureau of
International Organization Affairs, Department of State, June 1958-April 1960;
thereafter Officer in Charge of United Nations Political Affairs

Bunche, Dr. Ralph J., United Nations Under Secretary for Special Political Affairs

al-Buri, Dr. Wahbi, Libyan Foreign Affairs until October 1960; thereafter Minister of
State

Burke, Admiral Arleigh, USN, Chief of Naval Operations

Caccia, Sir Harold, British Ambassador to the United States

Calhoun, John A., Deputy Director, Executive Secretariat, Department of State, until
September 1958; Director, September 1958-September 1960

Cannon, Cavendish W,, Ambassador to Morocco until July 1958

Cargo, William I, Deputy Director, Office of United Nations Political and Security
Affairs, Bureau of International Organization Affairs, Department of State, until
August 1958; thereafter Director :

Castiella y Maiz, Fernando Maria, Spanish Foreign Minister

Chanderli, Abdel Kader, Algerian Representative at the United States

Chase, Peter R, Office of Northern African Affairs, Bureau of African Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, from June 1959

Comay, Michael S., Assistant Director General, Israeli Foreign Ministry, until Novem-
ber 1959; thereafter Israeli Representative at the United Nations

Cordier, Andrew W,, Executive Assistant to Secretary-General Hammarskjold

Couve de Murville, Maurice, French Foreign Minister from June 1958

Davis, John H,, Director of the United Nations Relief and Works Agency for Palestinian
Refugees from February 1959

de Gaulle, General Charles, French Prime Minister, June 1958-January 1959; thereafter
President

Debré, Michel, French Prime Minister from January 1959

Dillon, C. Douglas, Deputy Under Secretary of State for Economic Affairs through June
1958; Under Secretary of State for Economic Affairs, July 1958-June 1959; thereaf-
ter Under Secretary of State

Dimechki¢, Nadim, Lebanese Ambassador to the United States from February 1958

Dolgin, George, Political-Economic Adviser for African Affairs, Department of State,
August 1958-September 1960

Douglas, James H., Deputy Secretary of Defense from December 1959

Dulles, Allen W, Director of Central Intelligence

Dulles, John Foster, Secretary of State until April 1959
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Dunnigan, Thomas J., Reports and Operations Staff, Executive Secretariat, Department
of State, until March 1959; thereafter Chief, Reports and Operations Staff

Eban, Abba, Israeli Ambassador to the United States until May 1959

Eilts, Hermann F, Officer in Charge of Arabian Peninsula Affairs, Department of State,
from January 1960

Eisenhower, Dwight D., President of the United States

Eisenhower, Major John S. D., USA, Assistant Staff Secretary to President Eisenhower;
promoted to Lieutenant Colonel in May 1960 ,

Elbrick, C. Burke, Assistant Secretary of State for European Affairs until November
1958

Erell, Moshe, Counselor of the Israeli Embassy in the United States from spring 1959

Eshkol, Levi, Israeli Finance Minister

Fawzi, Dr. Mahmoud, United Arab Republic Foreign Minister from March 1958

Fessenden, Russell, Deputy Director, Office of European Regional Affairs, Bureau of
European Affairs, Department of State, September 1958-September 1960; thereaf-
ter Director '

Finn, Richard, Special Assistant, Office of the Deputy Under Secretary of State for
Political Affairs, until August 1958

FitzGerald, Dennis A., Deputy Director for Operations, International Cooperation Ad-
ministration

Fulbright, J. William, Democratic Senator from Arkansas, Chairman, Senate Foreign
Relations Committee C

Gaillard, Félix, French Prime Minister until April 1958

Gates, Thomas S., Jr., Secretary of the Navy to June 1959; Deputy Secretary of Defense,
June-December 1959; thereafter Secretary of Defense

Georges-Picot, Guillaume, French Representative at the United Nations through spring
1959

Goodpaster, Brigadier General Andrew J, USA, Staff Secretary to President Eisen-
hower

Gore, Albert, Democratic Senator from Tennessee

Gorse, Georges, French Ambassador to Tunisia until fall 1959

Grantham, Rear Admiral Elonzo B., USN, Regional Director, Near East, South Asia,
and Africa, Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security
Affairs, 1959-1960

Gray, Gordon, Special Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs from July
1958 :

Greene, Joseph N, Jr., Special Assistant to the Secretary of State until December 1959

Hagerty, James C., Press Secretary to the President :

Haikal, Mohammed, confidant of United Arab Republic President Nasser; Editor of Al
Ahram

Haikal, Yusuf, Jordanian Ambassador to the United States

Hamilton, William L., Officer in Charge of Lebanon-Israel Affairs, Department of
State, from July 1958

Hammarskjold, Dag, Secretary-General of the United Nations

Hanes, John W, Jr., Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for International Organization
Affairs until January 1959; thereafter Administrator, Bureau of Security and Consu-
lar Affairs, Department of State

Hare, Raymond G., Ambassador to Egypt until the formation of the United Arab
Republic in February 1958; Ambassador to the United Arab Republic, March
1958-December 1959; also accredited to the Yemen Arab Republic from March
1959; Deputy Under Secretary of State for Political Affairs from January 1960
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Harman, Avraham, Israeli Ambassador to the United States from September 1959

Harr, Karl G,, Jr., Special Assistant to the President

Hart, Parker T, Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Near Eastern and South Asian
Affairs from October 1958

Henderson, Loy W,, Deputy Under Secretary of State for Administration

Herter, Christian A., Under Secretary of State until April 1959; thereafter Secretary of
State

Herzog, Ya'acov, Minister of the Israeli Embassy in the United States through spring
1960

Holmes, Julius C., Special Assistant, Office of the Secretary of State, and head of the
working group on North Africa until August 1959

Houghton, Amory, Ambassador to France

Houphouet-Boigny, Félix, French Minister of State from June 1958

Hourani, Cecil, personal adviser to Tunisian President Bourguiba

Howe, Fisher, Director of the Executive Secretariat, Department of State, until October
1958

Hussein, King of Jordan

Hussein, Ahmed, Egyptian (United Arab Republic as of February 1958) Ambassador to
the United States until May 1958

Ibrahim, Moulay Abdallah, Moroccan Prime Minister and Foreign Minister, December
1958-May 1960

Irwin, John N., II, Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs from
August 1958

Jamali, Dr. Mohammed Fadhil, Iraqi Foreign Minister, March-May 1958, and Repre-
sentative to the United Nations Security Council, 1958

Jandrey, Fred W, Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for European Affairs until early
1959

Johnson, Robert H., Director of the National Security Council Secretariat

Johnston, Eric, Personal Representative of the President to the Middle East with rank of
Ambassador

Jones, G. Lewis, Ambassador to Tunisia until June 1959; thereafter Assistant Secretary
of State for Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs

Jones, J. Wesley, Ambassador to Libya from March 1958

Jova, Joseph J., Officer in Charge of French-Iberian Affairs, Department of State, until
September 1958

Kaissouni, Abdel Moneim, United Arab Republic Minister of Economy from February
1958

Kamil, Mostafa, United Arab Republic Ambassador to the United States from August
1958

Kassem, Kassim, see Qassim

Kennedy, Donald D., Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Economic and Regional
Affairs, Bureau of Near Eastern, South Asian, and African Affairs (Near Eastern and
South Asian Affairs as of August 1958), Department of State

al-Khayyal, Abdullah, Saudi Ambassador to the United States

Kohler, Foy D., Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for European Affairs, February
1958-December 1959; thereafter Assistant Secretary of State for European Affairs

Knight, Robert H., Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security
Affairs, 1959-1960

Krones, Robert, Special Assistant to the Legal Adviser, Department of State, from July
1959

Kubar, Abd al-Majid, Libyan Prime Minister and Foreign Minister until October 1960
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Labouisse, Henry R., Director of the United Nations Relief and Works Agency for
Palestinian Refugees until June 1958

Ladgham, Bahi, Tunisian Defense Secretary

Lamine-Debbaghine, Mohamed, Foreign Minister, Provisional Government of the Al-
gerian Republic, September 1958-January 1960

Lawson, Edward B., Ambassador to Israel until February 1959

Lay, James S., Jr., Executive Secretary of the National Security Council

LeMay, General Curtis E., USAF, Air Force Vice Chief of Staff

Lloyd, Selwyn, British Foreign Minister until July 1960; thereafter Chancellor of the
Exchequer

Lodge, Henry Cabot, Representative at the United Nations until September 1960

Lodge, John, Ambassador to Spain

Looram, Matthew J., Jr., Office of Western European Affairs, Bureau of European
Affairs, Department of State, until July 1959

Lucet, Charles, Minister of the French Embassy in the United States through spring
1959

Ludlow, James M., Acting United Nations Adviser to the Deputy Assistant Secretary of
State for Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs until December 1958; thereafter
United Nations Adviser to the Assistant Secretary of State for Near Eastern and
South Asian Affairs

Macmillan, Harold, British Prime Minister

Macomber, William B., Assistant Secretary of State for Congressional Relations

al-Majali, Hazza Pasha, Jordanian Prime Minister and Foreign Minister,
May-September 1959; thereafter Prime Minister until his assassination on August
29, 1960

Malik, Charles, Lebanese Foreign Minister until September 1958

Manor, Aryeh, Economic Minister of the Israeli Embassy in the United States,
1959-1960

Mathews, Elbert G. Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Policy Planning until
August 1959

McBride, Robert H., Director, Office of Western European Affairs, Bureau of European
Affairs, Department of State, from September 1958

McElhiney, Thomas W, Deputy Director, Executive Secretariat, Department of State,
September 1958-August 1960

McElroy, Neil, Secretary of Defense until December 1959

McGee, Gale, Democratic Senator from Wyoming from January 1959

Meir, Golda, Israeli Foreign Minister

Merchant, Livingston T., Ambassador to Canada until November 1958; Assistant Sec-
retary of State for European Affairs, November 1958-August 1959; Deputy Under
Secretary of State for Political Affairs, August-December 1959; thereafter Under
Secretary of State for Political Affairs

Meroz, Yohanan, Counselor of the Israeli Embassy in the United States through early
1959; Political Secretary to the Israeli Foreign Minister, 1960

Meyer, Armin H., Deputy Director, Office of Near Eastern Affairs, Bureau of Near
Eastern and South Asian Affairs, Department of State, from September 1958; Direc-
tor from September 1959

M’hamedi, Driss, Moroccan Foreign Minister from May 1960

Mills, Sheldon J., Ambassador to Jordan from May 1959

Mohamed V, King of Morocco

Mokaddem, Sadok, Tunisian Foreign Minister

Morris, Willie, First Secretary of the British Embassy in the United States through early
1960
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Moulay Hassan, Crown Prince of Morocco and Chief of Staff of the Moroccan Armed
Forces; Deputy Prime Minister and Defense Minister from May 1960

Murphy, Robert D., Deputy Under Secretary of State for Political Affairs until August
1959; Under Secretary of State for Political Affairs, August 1959-December 1959;
also U.S. member, U.S.-U K. good offices mission to Tunisia and France

Mustapha, Amin, Editor-Publisher of Akhbar al-Yom

Nasser, Musa, Jordanian Foreign Minister from September 1959

Nasser, Gamal Abdul, Egyptian President until February 1958; thereafter United Arab
Republic President

Nes, David G., Special Assistant, Office of the Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for
African Affairs, until February 1958; Politico-Military Adviser, Office of the Deputy
Assistant Secretary of State for African Affairs, February-August 1958; Politico-
Military Adviser, Office of the Assistant Secretary of State for African Affairs,
August 1958-August 1959; thereafter Counselor of the Embassy in Morocco

Newsom, David D., Officer in Charge of Arabian Peninsula-Iraq Affairs, Department of
State, until July 1958; Officer in Charge of Arabian Peninsula Affairs, July
1958-August 1959

Norstad, General Lauris, USA, Supreme Allied Commander in Europe

Nuri el-Said, Iraqi Prime Minister and Defense Minister March-May 1958; Prime Min-
ister from May 1958 until his assassination on July 14, 1958

Oueini, Hussein, Lebanese Foreign Minister, October 1958-May 1960
Owen, Henry D., member, Policy Planning Staff, Department of State

Palmer, Joseph, II, Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for African Affairs until Septem-
ber 1958

Palmer, Stephen E,, Jr., Office of United Nations Political and Security Affairs, Bureau
of International Organization Affairs, Department of State, from May 1959

Parker, Richard B., Libyan Desk Officer, Department of State, from December 1958

Penfield, James K., Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for African Affairs from Septem-
ber 1958

Pineau, Christian, French Foreign Minister until April 1958

Porter, William J., Director, Office of Northern African Affairs, Bureau of Near Eastern,
South Asian, and African Affairs (Bureau of African Affairs as of August 1958),
Department of State, until September 1960

Qassim, Brigadier Abdul Karim, Iraqi Prime Minister from July 1958
al-Quwatly, Shukry, Syrian President until February 1958

Raymond, John M., Deputy Legal Adviser, Department of State

Reid, Ogden R., Ambassador to Israel from July 1959

Reinhardt, G. Frederick, Counselor of the Department of State, until February 1960;
thereafter Ambassador to the United Arab Republic (also accredited to the Yemen
Arab Republic)

al-Rifai, Samir, Jordanian Prime Minister, May 1958-May 1959

Roberts, Randolph, Office of Near Eastern Affairs, Bureau of Near Eastern, South
Asian, and African Affairs (Bureau of Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs as of
August 1958), Department of State, until September 1959

Rockwell, Stuart W,, Director, Office of Near Eastern Affairs, Bureau of Near Eastern,
South Asian, and African Affairs (Bureau of Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs
as of August 1958), Department of State, until January 1960

Root, John E, Deputy Director, Office of Northern African Affairs, Bureau of African
Affairs, Department of State, from August 1959
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Rountree, William M., Assistant Secretary of State for Near Eastern, South Asian, and
African Affairs (Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs as of August 1958) until July
1959

Sabri, Ali, United Arab Republic Minister for Presidential Affairs from March 1958

Sarraj, Colonel Abdul Hamid, Minister of Interior, Syrian Region, United Arab Repub-
lic, from March 1958

Satterthwaite, Joseph C., Assistant Secretary of State for African Affairs from Septem-
ber 1958

Sherman, Meir, Economic Minister of the Israeli Embassy in the United States, 1958

Shukairy, Ahmad, Saudi Representative at the United Nations

Sisco, Joseph J., Officer in Charge of United Nations Political Affairs, Department of
State, until August 1958; thereafter Deputy Director, Office of United Nations
Political and Security Affairs, Bureau of International Organization Affairs, Depart-
ment of State

Slim, Monghi, Tunisian Ambassador to the United States

Smith, Gerard C., Assistant Secretary of State for Policy Planning

Soustelle, Jacques, French Minister of Information, July 1958-January 1959; Minister-
delegate to the Présidence du Conseil, January 1959-February 1960

Stabler, Wells, Officer in Charge of Egypt-Sudan Affairs (United Arab Republic-Sudan
Affairs as of February 1958) until September 1958

Stokes, William N., Officer in Charge of Northwest African Affairs, Department of
State, until June 1960; thereafter First Secretary for Consular Affairs at the Embassy
in Tunisia )

Tekoah, Yosef, Israeli Deputy Representative at the United Nations from October 1958;
Acting Representative at the United Nations, 1959-1960

Thacher, Nicholas G., Deputy Director, Office of Near Eastern Affairs, Bureau of Near
Eastern and South Asian Affairs, Department of State, from June 1959
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ARAB-ISRAELI DISPUTE

ISRAELI REQUESTS FOR ARMS AND ECONOMIC
ASSISTANCE; THE QUESTION OF REFUGEES; THE PROBLEM
OF JORDAN RIVER WATER DIVERSION; AND PRIME
MINISTER BEN GURION'S VISIT TO THE UNITED STATES,
MARCH 9-13, 1960

1. Memorandum of a Conversation, New York, January 1,
1958

SUBJECT

1. Middle East
2. Security Council Meeting re Israeli Tree Planting

PARTICIPANTS

UN—Mr. Dag Hammarskjold, Secretary-General
U.S.—The Secretary of State, Henry Cabot Lodge, James W. Barco

1. Middle East.

At a lunch, to which the Secretary had invited Mr. Hammarskjold,
the Secretary-General spoke of his recent trip to Gaza where he had
visited the United Nations Emergency Force (UNEF) during the
Christmas holiday. He had been greatly impressed with the manner in
which UNEF had become established in Gaza. Indeed, he was sur-
prised at the way in which it had become normal to consider UNEF an
integral part of the life in the area. As an example of this, he cited the
fact that a local court under the Egyptian administering authorities had
recently found in favor of UNEF in a case involving Egyptian civilians.
The area had also become Americanized without any American
troops. For example, he was greeted by the children on the streets and
roads with “Hi, Hammarskjold”. UNEF was everywhere in the area,
and both the Egyptian and Israeli authorities found nothing to criti-
cize. His own first step on arriving in Gaza had been to call on the
Egyptian Governor and this had not even been mentioned in the Israel
press. Eight months ago it would have been made a matter of great

1 Source: Department of State, Secretary’s Memoranda of Conversation: Lot 64 D
199. Confidential. Drafted by Barco.

1
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concern. The Secretary commented in this connection that it was inter-
esting to him also that, after the battle he had had with the Israeli
authorities last year to get their acceptance of the arrangements for
UNEF in Gaza, the Israeli Ambassador in Washington in a recent
conversation with him had expressed Israel’s satisfaction with UNEF
and had gone so far as to say they had been wrong in their earlier
attitude. Mr. Hammarskjold said that a similar statement had been
made to him recently by General Dayan, who was a more difficult
man than Eban.

[71/2 lines of source text not declassified] In his [Hammarskjold] own
opinion, he was sure the Palestine question could not be dealt with
directly. It was impossible now to deal with boundary questions, or
with Jerusalem. There remained the refugee problem which, in his
view, could in fact be dealt with but then only indirectly. This in-
volved creating development projects to attract the refugees for reset-
tlement, and the agreement of Israel to accept repatriation of the
refugees in principle. On the latter point, he felt that the agreement of
Israel to accept repatriation was something that should be held in
reserve as a card to be played at an appropriate time after a program of
economic development was further along.

The Secretary referred to the pending Israeli application for a loan
and said he felt that if a loan were to be made to Israel, there was
reason to feel it should be put to use to help deal with the repatriation
of Arab refugees as well as for the Israeli plans to develop the Negev.
It was questionable whether a loan should be devoted to increased
immigration into Israel when the Arab refugee problem remained
unsolved. The Secretary wondered what Mr. Hammarskjold’s views
were in this regard.

The Secretary-General indicated that it would be desirable to
point out to the Israelis that they could not count on aid for increased
immigration as long as the refugee problem remained. He appeared to
feel, however, that even in this case, an advance commitment on
repatriation should not be broached in connection with the loan. (Note:
The Secretary-General was not very clear on this point. He may well
have wished to avoid a direct answer which could be interpreted as
advising how the United States should treat Israel. JWB)

The important thing, in the Secretary-General’s opinion, was to
develop a scheme for Arab participation in their own development
program before bringing up the question of repatriation or any other
controversial issue. It was along these lines that he had held conversa-
tions with Mr. John J. McCloy and Mr. Eugene Black, ? both of whom
had expressed the view that an Arab development program along the

? Chairman of the Board of Chase Manhattan Bank and President of the Interna-
tional Bank for Reconstruction and Development, respectively.
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lines of the Secretary-General’s thinking was the only course of action
which seemed to hold promise for settling the Palestine issue and
creating stability in the Middle East. The Secretary-General envisaged
the creation of a development fund, the initial capital for which would
be put up by Arab countries. He had in mind an initial sum something
like twenty million dollars. The fund would be managed by an inter-
governmental board on which the Finance Ministers of the participat-
ing countries would sit. Linked to this in a liaison capacity would be a
body made up of officers of the International Bank and the United
Nations Secretariat, to advise and assist in the operation of the fund
and in the development of projects. As the projects got under way, the
fund would have to obtain loans and these, the Secretary-General felt,
could come mainly from the oil producing and oil transit countries and
from the oil producing companies. The attitude of the American oil
companies with whom he had talked was favorable to the idea of
plowing back oil profits into the countries through loans to such a
fund.

The Secretary raised the question of the attitude of the United
Kingdom, recalling that since the ol profits going to the sheikdoms of
the Persian Gulf were largely invested in London in consols, the
British might not be enthusiastic about losing to a local fund this
source of foreign exchange. The Secretary-General said he recognized
it would be a problem to convince the British Government of the
desirability of encouraging investment by the sheikdoms in the Arab
countries themselves rather than in London. He felt, however, that the
relatively modest scale of the development fund in the beginning at
least, and the promise it held for stability in the area, might be such as
to convince the British on broad political lines of the desirability of
going along with the scheme. [4 lines of source text not declassified)

The Secretary asked Mr. Hammarskjold if he thought his eco-
nomic approach would remove the Soviet threat to the Middle East.
The Secretary-General said he [less than 1 line of source text not declas-
sified] felt that the Moslem countries were not by nature favorable to
communism and that what they needed was some form of unity which
gave them internal strength without fostering a hegemony by any one
of them. Economic unity would do this. In this connection he re-
counted that he had made the point to Prime Minister Ben Gurion that
a strong Arab world should give Israel less to fear than a weak one. He
said that Ben Gurion now accepted this, and he felt that this was an
important change in the direction of Israeli thinking. Hammarskjold
went on to say that Arab “competitivism” had been directed largely
against Israel. One tried to outdo the other in being anti-Israeli. If Arab
unity could be established on the economic side, he believed there was
a good chance that this “competitivism” would disappear. In his opin-
ion, while the Israeli problem was outwardly the most serious problem
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in the Arab world, it was not the basic problem. The basic problem, in
his view, was the fact that the Arab States had until recently been first
a part of the Ottoman Empire, and then under the domination of the
British or French. Their independence had set them adrift and what
had once been one country, more or less, had become several small,
weak units. What strength they had came from a sense of pan-Arab-
ism which had no constructive outlet. Fostering economic unity along
Federal lines would create sufficient strength in the Arab world for the
Arab countries to turn their attention away from Israel. He felt that
most of them were fed up with the Israeli problem in any case.

The Secretary asked if the Secretary-General believed the Arabs
were capable of administering the kind of scheme he was talking
about. The Secretary-General said he felt they were capable of it [1 line
of source text not declassified). He also believed they would accept
technical advice and professional assistance from United Nations per-
sonnel. The Secretary-General said that it was important to their suc-
cess that economic development plans should have their origin in the
United Nations, in particular in the Secretariat. His recent trip to the
Middle East had shown him what a strong position the United Nations
was in there. As a result of the Suez crisis, the Arabs were now—after
years of suspicion—convinced that the United Nations was not against
them. Everywhere he went on this trip he found this to be true.

Economic development plans should be brought forward as
United Nations plans in such a way that no one Arab country could
feel that, by accepting them, it was going to be denounced by another
Arab country. The scheme should, in this respect, be treated like
UNEF and should become a kind of fait accompli without the Arab
States appearing to be responsible but, in fact, having their advance
acceptance. As an example of the technique involved, the Secretary-
General said that Foreign Minister Fawzi was enthusiastic about this
approach, and had come back from Egypt to the latter part of the
General Assembly Session ostensibly to be present for the Algerian
debate, but actually only to talk about this scheme. However, when
the Secretary-General went to Cairo on his recent trip, Fawzi asked
Hammarskjold to present the basic ideas to Nasser. It was apparent
that Fawzi had not attempted to sell the plan to Nasser beforehand;
thus, it came from Hammarskjold and the United Nations, and Nasser
expressed general agreement with its outline. Hammarskjold had
pointed out that Arab acceptance of a plan of this kind would, to a
large extent, have to be obtained by the Arabs themselves. To this the
Egyptians had agreed, saying that they would undertake to get the
acceptance of Saudi Arabia and Lebanon. They felt that Syria and
Jordan should be left aside for the time being and that they would not
have much influence in Iraq, although they agreed that Iraq would
have to be brought in. Hammarskjold himself felt that the best ap-
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proach to Iraq and the sheikdoms of the Persian Gulf was through the
British, and he intended to communicate with Selwyn Lloyd about his
ideas. He had already informed Pineau of his views when he stopped
in Paris enroute back to New York, and had found Pineau entirely
favorable. Pineau also intended to talk to Selwyn Lloyd. Ham-
marskjold’s hope was that January could be devoted to laying plans
for the institutional arrangements and the broad outline of projects.
Mr. McCloy would be available during January. He would be going to
the Far East after January but had agreed to stop in the Middle East on
his way back.

The Secretary referred to a recent conversation, he had had with
Ambassador Engen of Norway® about the possibilities of soundings
among the Arab States on the Palestine problem. Hammarskjold said
he did not believe that such soundings would be profitable at the
present time. He felt that the economic approach would be more
productive and he believed that Engen, who was his close friend and
with whom he had discussed his views, was in agreement. He said
that the attitude of the States involved was already fairly well known,
and that the subjects of boundaries and Jerusalem were impossible to
take up at the present time. The reaction of Israel to any suggestion for
boundary adjustments would be explosive and would set off a counter
explosion in the Arab States. On the other hand, Egypt was ready to
go along with the economic approach, and he had discussed it with
Ben Gurion, who acquiesced in it. He felt that Ben Gurion would not
reveal what he knew about the plan. His experience was that Ben
Gurion was very good at keeping secrets when he wanted to, and it
was unlikely that he would even tell Foreign Minister Meir. Ham-
marskjold said that during his conversations in Jerusalem he had spent
the first day and a half in talks with Ben Gurion alone, and had finally
himself suggested to Ben Gurion that at the next meeting Mrs. Meir be
brought in. He therefore had no worries about leaks from Jerusalem.

He concluded that, in preference to any other initiative, it would
be desirable to follow up on his approach and see what could be done
in the next two or three months. He recognized that it might not work
out, but at the same time felt that no harm would be done in pursuing
this line.

The Secretary said that there was no reason for the United States
not to be sympathetic to such an approach, and that it should be
explored. The Secretary-General said that this was exactly what he
wanted to undertake—an “‘exploration” of the possibilities involved. ¢

3 For a memorandum of this conversation, November 25, 1957, see Foreign Rela-
tions, 1955-1957, vol. xvI, p. 821.

*On January 6, Hammarskjold sent Dulles an aide-mémoire further outlining his
preliminary thinking on the Middle East. (Department of State, Central Files, 684A.80/
1-658)
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2. Security Council Meeting re Israeli Tree Planting.

The Secretary inquired about the possibility of a Security Council
meeting on Israeli tree planting in Jerusalem. The Secretary-General
said he believed it would be undesirable to have a Security Council
meeting at the present time, when Ambassador Urrutia was working
on the Mount Scopus problem, and hoped that it could be held off for
a while longer. He felt that it was much more important to accomplish
the demilitarization of the Mount Scopus area, and he hoped that the
Jordanian Government could be persuaded to hold off on the tree
planting case. He believed they could be persuaded that demilitarizing
Mount Scopus was indeed more advantageous to them than having a
Council meeting on the tree planting.

2. Memorandum by the Secretary of State®

Washington, January 2, 1958.

Barco will prepare a memorandum of my luncheon talk with
Hammarskjold. > He spoke quite vaguely and circuitously, and it was
not easy to find out just what was in his mind. As a result however of
questions that I put, I deduced that he has a general philosophy and
strategy towards the area quite different from our own.

He basically believes that the trouble in the area is not due pri-
marily to the State of Israel, but to the sense of weakness and divisive-
ness within the Arab countries. He feels that if they had a greater
sense of unity they would feel stronger and more self-confident and
would neither feel so hostile toward Israel or be as willing as some of
them are to receive aid from Communist sources. Therefore he be-
lieves that his project to begin to create economic unity through some
sort of a regional development organization is a key move.

He indicated that he does not believe that there should be any
direct attack upon the refugee problem but that this problem should be
gradually whittled away as economic development projects create a
“market” for refugee labor.

He does not believe that it is wise or necessary to deal directly
with the Israel-Arab problem, believing as I gather that this is unsolv-
able in the present context but that it would not assume great propor-

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 684A.80 /1-258. Secret. Drafted by
Dulles and sent to Herter (who also initialed the source text), Murphy, and Rountree.
? Supra.
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tions if there could be brought about a greater sense of Arab unity. He
points out that the most [less then 1 line of source text not declassified]
anti-Israel states are Saudi Arabia and Iraq, which have the least direct
contact with Israel, and that Lebanon, Syria, Jordan and Egypt are in
his opinion disposed to accept Israel as an inevitable fact of life.

Whether or not Hammarskjold’s philosophy is valid I do not
know. Perhaps it reflects primarily an Egyptian viewpoint. In any
event I think it deserves consideration.

JED

3. Telegram From the Department of State to the Mission at
the United Nations®

Washington, January 7, 1958—1:39 p.m.

523. Eban called his request Rountree January 6. Reiterated argu-
ments against SC action re tree planting in Jerusalem Neutral Zone as
set forth in his letter to Secretary of December 26> and Israel FonMin
conversation January 3 with Lawson (Tel Aviv's #615 to Depart-
ment).* Implied GOI had heard from other SC delegations that USG
was taking initiative in this matter and stated this contrary under-
standing between US and Israel that actions tending increase Arab-
Israel tension should be avoided at this time. Felt SC discussion and
passage resolution along lines draft which US apparently willing spon-
sor would greatly increase tensions. Stressed that tree planting had in
fact stopped and stated that if US acting under apprehension Israel
would resume he would attempt clarify Israel attitude re resumption in
manner alleviate US apprehension. Strongly urged SC handling be
deferred and suggested matter be dealt with through Urrutia or other
means “’quiet diplomacy”’.

Rountree stated Israel understanding that US desired maintain
period tranquility NE was correct. View fact Israel PriMin statement re
Israel willingness suspend tree planting had been accompanied by

1 Source: Department of State, Central Files, 684A.85/1-758. Confidential. Drafted
by Bergus on January 6, cleared in UNP, and initialed for Dulles by Rountree. Repeated
to Amman, Jerusalem, and Tel Aviv.

2 A memorandum of Eban’s conversation with Rountree is ibid., 780.5/1-658.

* Not printed.

* Telegram 615, January 3, reported Foreign Minister Meir’s views on the tree
planting question and concluded that she took a very serious view of the situation.
(Department of State, Central Files, 684A.85/1-358)
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indication Israel fully intended resume as well as by Israel activity in
depositing and maintaining saplings near ABL had made it impossible
for USG state clearly to HK] there no grounds for concern work would
be resumed. Rountree emphasized that despite impression to contrary
Israel seemed to have, US not taking initiative. We preferred that this
matter not be brought to SC. We had not without difficulty achieved
several postponements of SC meeting. Since there appeared strong
possibility matter would, despite our efforts, be taken to SC, we taking
this into account and have discussed with several delegations draft
resolution which we hope would resolve matter in way nonprejudicial
to rights of parties. Rountree stated Eban’s letter December 26 and
report FonMin January 3 conversation Lawson being submitted to
Secretary. Indicated reply to letter would be forthcoming due course.

Dulles

4. Memorandum of a Conversation, Department of State,
Washington, January 9, 1958

SUBJECT
Exim Bank Loan for Israel
PARTICIPANTS

The Under Secretary

Congressman Kenneth B. Keating, 38th District, New York
Congressman Hugh Scott, 6th District, Pennsylvania
David D. Newsom, NE

Congressmen Keating and Scott came to inquire regarding the
United States Government decision on a proposed Exim Bank loan to
Israel. Governor Herter explained that the Bank had informed the
Department that it did not consider the loan justified on purely eco-
nomic grounds and would not approve the loan unless there were
overriding political reasons. The Under Secretary added that Israel had
also applied for consideration under the new Development Loan
Fund. The Department was giving serious study to a rather unusual
proposal which Israel had put forward under which dollars from the

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 884A.10 /1-958. Confidential. Drafted
by Newsom on January 10 and initialed by Herter.
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Fund would be used to purchase consumable goods which would be
resold in Israel for pounds. The resulting local currency would then be
used for internal development.

The Under Secretary pointed out also that the Department did not
consider that final action had been taken on the Exim Bank loan. The
time might come, he said, when the Department might reconsider the
matter. Perhaps reconsideration might be coupled with some expres-
sion on the part of the Government of Israel of willingness to accept
Arab refugees.

In answers to questions from the Congressmen, Governor Herter
said that the decision had been given to Ambassador Eban. He said
the vote in the Exim Bank Board had been 3-2 against the loan purely
on economic grounds.

Congressman Scott said that the Israelis claimed that they had
been given a promise of approval on the loan when the matter was
first considered. The Under Secretary pointed out in reply that, while
he was not aware of any assurances to Israel, the preliminary discus-
sion of this matter had taken place prior to the Sinai invasion.

In answer to a further question from Congressman Scott, the
Under Secretary said he did not believe that the Israelis should be
informed about the vote in the Exim Bank Board. He said that Ambas-
sador Eban was undoubtedly seeking further information since he had
asked for an appointment with the Secretary.? Congressman Scott
noted that Cy Kenen of the American Zionist Committee for Public
Affairs had complained to him that Ambassador Eban had been una-
ble to obtain information on this matter. Governor Herter noted that
the decision had been a very recent one, within the last few days.

Governor Herter also noted that aid to Israel under PL-480° was
also being discussed. He said that the minority on the Exim Bank
Board had favored a loan of $40,000,000 to Israel. This, together with
other aid, would have given Israel $100,000,000, a very large sum for
a country of two million people.

Congressman Scott noted that Israel had estimable requirements
since it was this year bringing in 100,000 Jewish refugees. The Under
Secretary commented that this was one of the many difficult parts of
the problem. He said that the prospect of continuing large-scale Jewish
immigration into Israel causes concern in the Arab world. The ques-
tion is raised as to why Israel, if it can absorb more Jewish refugees,

2In a letter to Dulles, January 9, Eban stressed the “‘extreme urgency” which the
Government of Israel set on the matter of the Export-Import Bank loan. (Ibid., 103.XMB/
1-958)

3 Reference is to the Agricultural Trade Development and Assistance Act (Public
Law 83-480), approved July 10, 1954, which provided for the donation or sale on
favorable terms of U.S. agricultural surpluses to friendly governments; for text as
amended, see 7 USC 1691-1736.
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does not take back some of the Arab refugees. Governor Herter said
that this would certainly help. He commented on various types of
proposals that had been advanced to solve the refugee problem. Con-
gressman Scott asked whether he could indicate to Jewish groups that
some action on their part in connection with the Arab refugees might
bring about a reconsideration of the Exim Bank loan. The Under Secre-
tary said he would have no objection to Congressman Scott’s so indi-
cating.

5. Memorandum of a Conversation, Department of State,
Washington, January 14, 1958

SUBJECT
Application for Loan from Export-Import Bank
PARTICIPANTS

Mr. Abba Eban, Ambassador of Israel

Mr. Ya'acov Herzog, Minister, Embassy of Israel

Mr. Meir Sherman, Economic Minister, Embassy of Israel
The Under Secretary

NE—Stuart W. Rockwell

NE—Donald C. Bergus

Mr. Eban said that he wished to devote the entire time to the
question of Israel’s application for a loan from the Export-Import Bank.
He said that it was not as though he were initiating this topic. He was
speaking in the framework of discussions which went back over four
years. The Israelis felt that this history determined the moral responsi-
bility of each side. From 1953 on, over a period of two and one-half
years, the United States had asked Israel to refrain from developing
the River Jordan while Ambassador Johnston pursued his efforts for
the Unified Plan. Mr. Johnston had five or six times asked the Israelis
not to divert the river during these discussions and his requests had
met with success. Mr. Johnston’s efforts reached a deadlock in the
spring of 1956. It was then that the Israelis asked the Export-Import
Bank for a loan to develop water resources outside the Jordan Valley.
The matter was opened with the Department in March, 1956, at which
time, according to Mr. Eban, the Secretary had said that it was for the

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 884A.10/1-1458. Secret. Drafted by
Bergus on January 15 and approved by Herter. A summary of the conversation was
transmitted to Tel Aviv in telegram 514, January 14. (Ibid.)
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Bank to weigh the economic and financial aspects. The Department
would sympathetically consider the political aspects on the under-
standing that there would be no work in the demilitarized zone. The
Israelis had been approached by the Department and asked to change
the priority of their water development plans from projects within the
Jordan Valley to projects outside of it. The Israelis had proceeded in
accordance with that concept.

Mr. Eban continued that the object of their application was to
finance projects which would enable Israel to earn as much as $60
million annually. The Israelis were aware that this application was
being studied against the background of substantial United States aid
to Israel. The Israelis looked forward to achieving less dependence on
United States aid, a goal they assumed was shared by the United
States.

Mr. Eban had consulted his records and found that this matter
had been discussed 19 times within the Department. A uniform posi-
tion on the part of Department spokesmen had emerged, which was
that Israel should prove its case from the economic and financial
viewpoints. The Department’s approach was affirmative. The matter
had been discussed with former Under Secretary Hoover. The Israel
Finance Minister had been in Washington in September, 1956 and was
informed that the Department would convey encouraging views to the
Bank. The Secretary had said that he had done this and in October,
1956 Mr. Waugh of the Bank announced the plan to send a technical
mission to Israel. Mr. Waugh had stated to Mr. Eban at the time that
he envisaged this as an “organic” development. Specifically Mr.
Waugh had stated that “the mission was not a joy ride.”

The mission’s trip had been postponed as a result of the Suez
events. Broad discussions between the United States and Israel Gov-
ernments had taken place in February and March of 1957, and there
had been discussion of our relations in general terms. The Secretary
had said that if Israel agreed to withdraw its forces behind the armi-
stice lines United States-Israel relations would not only be restored
but would be more positive and fruitful.

The withdrawal had taken place and in April, 1957 the resump-
tion of economic aid relationships between the United States and
Israel had been announced. Mr. Herter had informed Mr. Eban on
April 2, 1957 that the Department was briefing the Export-Import
Bank. In a subsequent conversation with the Secretary, at which Mr.
Theodore Kollek was present, the Secretary had stated that the Bank
had been hesitant about sending a mission but that the Department
had said the political interests of the United States were involved.

The mission arrived in Israel in mid-summer 1957. The Israelis
had the impression that any skepticism in the Bank toward the loan
had been mitigated. The Israel Finance Minister had been in Washing-
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ton again in June, 1957, at which time the Secretary had said the
Department had not changed its position of sympathy, and expressed
the hope that the mission would find a technical basis for the loan.
When the mission left Israel its Chairman had stated he was deeply
impressed and that a final decision should not take long.

During August and September, the Israel Embassy had been in
contact with the mission in Washington to supply it with additional
data. The mission had not indicated that there was any substantive
change in its views. Since then, the matter had been in abeyance, but
the Israelis had been told that things were proceeding in a normal
course. Mr. Eban had inquired of Mr. Rountree if any question had
arisen which required further action. Mr. Rountree had replied that
there appeared to be nothing further for Israel to do. In this conversa-
tion, the Israelis had pointed out that as far as repayment were [was]
concerned Israel had already repaid $70 million in principal and inter-
est on the original Export-Import Bank loan. Mr. Rountree felt that this
was an impressive consideration.

Mr. Eban wished to draw attention to what he felt was the length
and consistency of the Department’s position. His Government had
lived under two assumptions: that the Bank had a friendly attitude as a
result of the technical and economic justification presented to it; and
that the Department had a friendly attitude from the political view-
point. .
Mr. Eban had felt disquiet when Mr. Waugh had said that the
Department had informed him that the time was not appropriate for a
loan of this size. Mr. Waugh had said that all these considerations
rested with the Department.

This had brought Mr. Eban here to describe why this was a
dominant problem in United States-Israel relations and to describe its
effects. From the economic viewpoint, Israel’s planning had been on
the assumption that the loan would be forthcoming. The hope was
that by 1960 Israel could approach the time when it could save mil-
lions annually in food production.

The failure of the loan to materialize would have grave repercus-
sions and emergency effects on Israel’s economy. Israel assumed that
the United States was deeply interested in a viable Israel and the
disappearance of the need for United States economic aid.

From the political viewpoint, Mr. Eban stated that he had advised
his Government over a long period to rely strongly on assurances
‘given by the United States even if they did not have contractual force.

Since March, 1957, Mr. Eban had thought that sound relations could
be constructed on the basis of a network of voluntary assurances. This
was important. If one analyzed present United States—Israel relations,
it would be seen that they rested upon “unsealed” assurances. This
went for both sides. It meant that if the Israelis said no trees would be
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planted, that Israel warships would be tied up at Eilat, that Israel
would not raise the Suez Canal issue, and that Israel would not divert
the Jordan, that these assurances had substance, even if they were not
solemn contracts. After this history, if Mr. Eban must tell his Govern-
ment that “all was off” with regard to the Export-Import Bank loan,
his personal confidence would be irrevocably shaken. Mr. Eban asked
the Secretary and Under Secretary to consider this matter in that light.

The Israelis tried to conjecture the problems which the United
States faced in considering this matter. It might be that the United
States problems were connected more with the form rather than the
substance of the matter. The United States might be concerned about
the appearance of its taking favorable action at this time or the public
echo which would be engendered. If that were the case, the Israelis
had ideas and suggestions to put forward. United States action did not
have to be a “‘reverberating” thing.

The Under Secretary opened his remarks by saying that he was
sorry we did not have a stenographic record of Mr. Eban’s statement as
it contained so many points. At the outset, the Under Secretary wished
to stress that this was not a closed matter. As for the relationship of the
Department of State to it, the President of the Export-Import Bank had
come to the Department and said to us that the matter had not yet
been voted upon, that he knew the attitudes of the Board members
and did not think that a favorable decision would result from the
Board’s vote. He wished to discuss it with us to see if there were
overriding political reasons for granting the loan. We have sought to
find if there were such considerations and have not yet said that there
were. It was therefore not correct to say that we opposed an Export-
Import Bank loan to Israel.

Some matters had arisen in connection with this and Israel’s ap-
plication to the Development Loan Fund. The Under Secretary re-
called a conversation he had with the Israel Foreign Minister at Mr.
Eban’s home some months ago. 2 In that conversation, the Under Sec-
retary had raised two matters which caused us concern in the area.
One was the effect in the area of Israel’s immigration policy. The other
was the Palestine Arab refugee problem. We wondered what Israel
could contribute to a solution of that problem. We assumed that the
projects to be financed by an Export-Import Bank loan would make
more homesteads available in Israel. The question in our minds was
whether Israel envisaged this from the viewpoint of greater immigra-
tion or whether it opened the possibilities for Israel’s contributing to a
solution of the refugee problem. The applications to the Development
Loan Fund covered largely industrial projects. The Export-Import Bank

2 For a memorandum of Herter’s conversation with Meir, October 12, 1957, see
Foreign Relations, 1955-1957, vol. xv1, p. 759.
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application appeared to be for projects which would broaden the base
for a larger population. Was there any connection between this and a
solution to the refugee problem?

Mr. Eban replied that he would like to make one point with great
care. He was always happy to discuss the questions which the Under
Secretary had raised. A danger that existed however was that if it came
to be felt that there were political conditions attached to an Export-
Import Bank loan there would be adverse psychological repercussions
not only for Israel but for the world at large. The Israelis had suggested
that the United States grant more aid to the area. In their discussions
with their friends in Africa and Asia one problem they had found was
the impression that United States aid had strings attached to it, while
Soviet aid did not.

The Under Secretary expressed a wish to clarify his point. We
were not seeking to attach conditions. What he had tried to convey
was an impression that the Bank was having difficulty in approving
the loan from the economic point of view. Could we respond to the
Bank'’s request to know if there were overriding political considera-
tions? Mr. Eban felt that such considerations arose from the history of
the matter. The Under Secretary expressed the view that it would be
helpful if Mr. Eban could let him have a written resume of this history
as the Israelis saw it. Mr. Eban responded affirmatively. 3

Mr. Eban said that he would think that United States policy was
to create a position for Israel where it would not need so much outside
aid. If Israel’s water resources were not developed, no economist could
project Israel’s achievement of non-dependence on foreign aid. This
led to a far-reaching conclusion. It was a choice between a stable and
solvent Israel and the opposite situation. As to the other issues, Mr.
Eban could not admit their relevance. Israel’s application had no rele-
vance to the prospect of large-scale immigration to Israel from the
USSR. Mr. Sherman envisaged that the projects had little to do with
immigration. They affected persons already in Israel. They were
mostly to strengthen existing agriculture. While provision was made
for providing homesteads for 10,000 families, this was one of the less
important aspects of the Israel proposal. Mr. Eban stressed the need of
Israel’s increasing its productivity prior to the mid-1960’s when the
German reparations agreement would be concluded. 72,000 immi-
grants had come to Israel last year. Perhaps only 30,000 would come

~during the current year. There was no tangible prospect of immigra-
tion from the USSR.

* Eban transmitted this information and reiterated the points he made to Herter in a
letter dated January 21. (Department of State, Central Files, 884A.10 /1-2158)
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As to the refugees, Mr. Eban had discussed this question with
Secretary General Hammarskjold on the previous day. While Israel
could not solve this problem, it could contribute to a solution of it, if in
fact there were a solution. Israel had already gone on record as advo-
cating the economic development of the area. The Secretary General
felt that Israel’s playing its card in isolation would not in itself bring
about a solution. The Arabs would reject the Israeli offer, said the
Secretary General. Israel’s role, Mr. Eban felt, lay primarily in the
matter of compensation. Prime Minister Ben Gurion had made it clear
that he had never said that not a single Arab would ever come back to
Israel. Israel was rehabilitating many Arabs within its territory. Israel
awaited a general refugee solution into which to integrate its particular
contribution. '

The Under Secretary asked if Mr. Eban would add these addi-
tional aspects to his memorandum. Mr. Eban replied affirmatively. Mr.
Sherman stated that his impression had been that the hesitation
within the Bank arose more from political than economic factors. The
Under Secretary said that as the matter had been brought to us by the
Bank they were doubtful as to the result of any vote which might be
taken.

Mr. Eban concluded by stating that he would hope the Depart-
ment could make two points to the Bank: 1) there was a United States
interest in Israel’s solvency; 2) the political relationship between our
two countries, especially as it had developed within the past year, had
included an affirmative attitude toward this loan. The Israelis would
consult with Prime Minister Ben Gurion and would present their views
on the other matters raised by the Under Secretary which would be
put in their memorandum.

The Under Secretary said that he had hoped that Mr. Eban would
be able to say that the development projects to be financed by this
loan would assist in Israel’s capacity to make a contribution to the
refugee question. He made clear that this was not a condition which
we would attach.

It was agreed that the press would be told that this meeting had
been one of a series of talks between the two governments on eco-
nomic matters. *

4 On January 15, Sherman discussed the loan again with Bergus and Rockwell. A
memorandum of their conversation is ibid., 884A.10/1-1558.
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6. Memorandum by the Secretary of State’s Special Assistant
(Greene)’

Washington, February 4, 1958.

The Secretary, pursuant to the recommendation in this paper,
called Mr. Waugh this morning? and said he thought it would be a
good idea to go ahead with the $24,200,000 project if Mr. Waugh
found it acceptable economically and financially.

Mr. Waugh said they would go ahead on the $24.2 million. He
said they would not like the small amount. The Secretary said they
were lucky to get that. Mr. Waugh said he thought he would tell them
so.

Mr. Waugh said also that he thought the Development Loan Fund
was not operating on sound principles, that we were encouraging
applications in sums vastly in excess of what could be granted, and the
turn-downs would create a vast amount of ill will. He said they are
operating contrary to the principle which the Secretary had in the past
enjoined upon him which was not to encourage expectations which
could not be realized. He said he wanted to talk to the Secretary about
that situation.

The Secretary then telephoned Ambassador Eban? and told him
that he had spoken with Mr. Waugh about getting started along the
lines reflected in the Ambassador’s conversations with Mr. Herter. The
Secretary suggested to the Ambassador that he be in touch with Mr.
Waugh, which Mr. Eban said he would do. *

JG

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 884A.10 /2-458. Secret.

? A memorandum of Dulles’ telephone conversation with Waugh at 10:40 a.m. is in
the Eisenhower Library, Dulles Papers.

* A memorandum of Dulles’ telephone conversation with Eban at 10:47 a.m. is ibid.

“Eban called on Waugh on February 5 and 6 to discuss the Export-Import Bank
loan. In a letter to Waugh, February 7, he summarized the discussion at the two
meetings and detailed how the $24.2 million would be used. A copy of his letter is
attached to a memorandum from Dillon to the Acting Secretary of State, February 12.
(Department of State, Central Files, 884A.10/2-1258)
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Attachment

Memorandum From the Under Secretary of State (Herter) to
the Secretary of State®

Washington, January 30, 1958.

On January 28 I had a long talk with the Israeli Ambassador with
respect to the pending Export-Import Bank loan for water develop-
ment in Israel. ® Prior to the conversation, I had canvassed the history
of the case very thoroughly and had found that over the years we had
taken a pretty consistent position that, if a loan for that type of water
development were approved by the Export-Import Bank from a finan-
cial and economic point of view, we would favor it.

I also had a talk with Sam Waugh and Douglas Dillon. At my
request, Mr. Dillon had asked Mr. Waugh to ascertain whether the $40
million contemplated loan did not contain separable items. Mr. Waugh
advised me that he had studied this carefully and that there were
separable items which would allow of carrying out two water projects:
one in the Northeastern area, and one in the Tel Aviv area, both very
desirable projects. The total amount necessary to finance these two
projects would be $24.2 million. Mr. Waugh gave me the following
assurances: 1) that a loan in this amount would decrease Israel’s need
for foreign exchange for imports, and 2) that particularly with the
growth in citrus agriculture envisaged in these projects, Israel’s earn-
ings of foreign exchange would be increased. He likewise told me that
he planned to canvass his Bank Board members to see if they would
approve this smaller loan, assuming that we might have no political
objections thereto.

My conversation with Eban is attached as Tab A. There is also
attached, as Tab B, Mr. Eban’s history of discussions with the State
Department in a form very similar to that contained in his letter to
Arthur Dean. NEA'’s analysis of this historic résumé in the light of our
own records is attached as Tab C.”

As you will see from my conversation with Eban, I told him that I
could give him no definitive answer to the specific questions he was
asking with respect to the State Department’s attitude until I had had
an opportunity to consult you. However, in view of the fact that Eban

* Secret. Drafted by Herter and cleared by Dillon.

® A memorandum of this conversation is in Department of State, Central Files,
884A.10/1-2158.

7 None of the tabs is attached to the source text. Presumably Tab A is the memoran-
dum of conversation referred to in footnote 6 above; a copy of Tab B is in Department of
State, Central Files, 884A.10/1-2158; a copy of Tab C is ibid., NEA Files: Lot 60 D 580,
Israel—Export-Import Bank Loan.
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had made the flat statement to us that the granting of this loan would
assist Israel’s capacity to help out in the refugee problem; that he has
been more forthcoming with respect to Israel’s readiness to make an
offer on the refugee problem than heretofore; and that the immigra-
tion problem has almost subsided as a practical matter, I would make
the following recommendation.

Recommendation

I would recommend that your office telephone to Mr. Waugh to
advise him that in the light of our recent conversations with Ambassa-
dor Eban and the long history of the State Department’s relationship
to this particular water problem, the Department of State would not
look unfavorably upon the Bank’s making the smaller loan which Mr.
Waugh and I discussed. If you agree with the foregoing, I would
suggest your office then advise Ambassador Eban that we understand
that the Bank would be acting shortly in the matter and that he should
get in touch directly with Mr. Waugh for his answer.

Concurrences

Mr. Dillon concurs in this recommendation. I have advised Mr.
Stuart Rockwell and Mr. Villard that I am making the recommenda-
tion.

C.AH.

7. .- Letter From the Under Secretary of State (Herter) to the
Ambassador in Lebanon (McClintock)'

Washington, February 13, 1958.

DEAR BoB: I was very glad to get your good letter of January 292 in
regard to the Palestine refugee problem. This is a problem which has
been hanging heavy over my head for a long time, and the answer is
certainly not a simple one. As of the moment, it seems to be compli-
cated even more than we would have thought possible by the uncer-
tainties of the permutations and combinations in the Middle East

! Source: Eisenhower Library, Herter Papers. Secret. Drafted by Herter.

?In his letter, McClintock speculated that perhaps only 2 years remained before a
major war in the Middle East occurred and suggested that solution of the refugee
problem might well ease the tensions in the area. The Ambassador proposed a carrot-
and-stick approach with both sides using U.S. aid as the vehicle for doing so. (Ibid.)
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which may well end in the majority of these refugees being located in
Iraq or in some new federation. There are threats of the Egyptians
setting up a new Palestinian Government using the refugees in the
Gaza Strip as a nucleous as a political squeeze on Israel, and there are
as you may have gathered, possibilities of the whole Middle East
blowing up in smoke in the next few weeks.

Recently the Israelis have been making very strenuous efforts to
borrow from the EX-IM Bank or the new Development Fund. Both
loaning agencies dropped the baby in our laps on political grounds
and so advised the Israelis. As a result, I have had several talks with
the Ambassador in which both the immigration problem and the refu-
gee problem have been discussed at length. With regard to the former,
the 100,000 anticipated immigration for last year turned out to be
70,000. The number is now down to about 2,000 a month and drop-
ping steadily. Actually those who are leaving Israel, I am told, have
just about balanced the population during the last few months. This
does not prove much except that unless Russia changes its policy
materially, this ought not to be a problem of great numbers in the near
future. With respect to the refugees, the Ambassador has made the
situation reasonably clear. He has told me that Israel will make an
offer to take perhaps as many as thousands® of the existing refugees
and will arrange for resettlement costs in a generous way just as soon
as such an offer can become a part of some scheme that had some
hope of success. He felt that such an offer would now spin around in
outer space with the immediate acceptance of the Israeli offer and
nothing done to resettle those who could not be included in repatria-
tion. He has been talking to Hammarskjold who, as you know, is
working hard on the possibilities of a Middle East Development Fund
which would put into being sufficient public works projects to enlist
the labors of many of these refugees. Israel would want to have reset-
tlement a corollary to such developments which falls very much in line
with what Labouisse and Hammarskjold have been discussing lately.

The above is only a condensation of some of the thinking now
going on in connection with this problem. Every time it arises for
discussion, the moment seems inopportune to grasp the nettle firmly
and I am afraid that this is again one of those moments. However, as I
say, the problem does not leave my mind during any part of my
conscious hours.

° At this point in the source text, “100,000” was crossed out and the word “‘thou-
sands” written in.
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In spite of my being so negative, I was delighted to get your letter
and hope you will keep sending me similar ideas of the same kind
which you may have.

With warmest regards,
As ever,
Christian A. Herter*
¢ Printed from a copy that bears this typed signature.
8. Memorandum From the Assistant Secretary of State for

Near Eastern, South Asian, and African Affairs (Rountree)
to the Secretary of State'!

Washington, February 27, 1958.
SUBJECT
Ambassador Eban’s Call on You, 11:30 AM, February 27, 1958

Discussion:

The Israel Embassy has informed us that Ambassador Eban
wishes a general review of current developments in the area. We
anticipate that in his presentation the following specific problems
might be included:

1. Export-Import Bank Loan: Since the conversation Mr. Eban had
with the Under Secretary on February 14 (Tab A),? the Bank has told
the Israelis that it would not be able to stretch out the payment
schedule for the existing loans. Ambassador Eban will probably ex-
press disappointment over this development and seek your aid in
persuading the Bank to adopt a more lenient attitude.

2. Israel Tenth Anniversary Ceremonies: Ambassador Eban will
probably point out that the period April 23-26, 1958 is fast approach-
ing and it is necessary for Israel to know what our plans are with
respect to the Israel invitation that a representative of the President
visit Israel for the celebrations to be held during that period.

'Source: Department of State, Central Files, 884A.10/2-2758. Confidential.
Drafted by Bergus on February 26; initialed by Rountree and Sisco who concurred; and
transmitted to Dulles through Dillon who initialed it. A handwritten notation on the
source text indicates that Dulles saw it.

2None of the tabs is attached to the source text. A memorandum of Herter’s
conversation with Eban, February 14, is ibid., 884A.10/2-1458.
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We continue to believe that the appointment of a special Presi-
dential envoy can cause us considerable difficulties through the reper-
cussions of such an act in the Arab world. We have queried a number
of friendly capitals as to whether they have received similar invitations
either for a high-level representative or direct invitations to the parlia-
mentary bodies from the Israel Knesset. A summary of their replies is
attached (Tab B).? On the basis of these replies, it is possible to draw
two conclusions: a) the Israelis may be singling out the U.S. for special
treatment in this connection; b) alternatively, the Israelis may seek a
favorable response from us first in order to persuade other govern-
ments to send high-level representatives.

A further problem which will arise in connection with the tenth
anniversary is the fact that many of the ceremonies, perhaps the most
important ones, will be taking place in Jerusalem in line with the Israel
Government policy of seeking recognition of that city as Israel’s capi-
tal. We have already instructed our Ambassador in Tel Aviv to join
with his British colleague in making representations to the Israelis on
this point (Tab C).* We do not yet know whether the ceremonies at
which a Presidential representative would be expected to be present
are scheduled to be held in Jerusalem. We are endeavoring to secure
further information on this point.

3. United Arab Republic—Arab Federation: Ambassador Eban dis-
cussed these developments at some length in his previous conversa-
tion with the Under Secretary (Tab D).° He will probably have further
reactions to them and may raise the question of the relation to the
declared Iraqgi-Jordan plan to unify their armies of the fact that Iraq is
not a party to the armistice agreements between Israel and the neigh-
boring Arab states. He may also refer to the fact that Iraq, Jordan,
Lebanon and Israel have a common interest in resisting international
Communism in the Middle East and the possibility that the U.S. might
serve as a focal point of that interest.

Yarmouk Project: In accordance with the approved memorandum
of February 10 (Tab E),® we have notified the Jordanians that we are
prepared to help finance the first year costs of the Yarmouk Diversion
Project and the East Ghor Canal. The sum involved will be in the
neighborhood of $2 million. The Jordanians wish to announce this
publicly and we have urged that they defer such an announcement

* Tab B has not been found, but a copy of circular telegram 743, February 12, asking
for the information is ibid., 884A.424/2-1258; replies to the circular telegram are ibid.,
884A.424.

* Telegram 384 to Tel Aviv, February 18. (Ibid., 884A.424 /2-1858)

* Not further identified.

¢ Not found.



22 Foreign Relations, 1958-1960, Volume XIII

until Friday, February 28. We feel that we should inform the Israelis of
our intention in this regard before a public announcement is made,
and we recommend that you do so.

Recommendations:

That in the course of your discussion with Ambassador Eban, you
make the following points:

1. Export-Import Bank Loan: We regret that the Bank did not feel
that it was able, in the light of its existing criteria and regulations, to
negotiate a deferred payment schedule on Israel’s existing obligations.
We do not feel, however, that this is a situation in which the Depart-
ment could properly intervene. We understand that discussions are
taking place between Israel and the Development Loan Fund.

2. Israel Tenth Anniversary Ceremonies: The Israel Government
may rest assured that we intend to take suitable note of the decade of
Israel’s independence. Details of our participation are presently receiv-
ing urgent consideration. We hope that it will be possible to avoid a
situation where the difference in views between our two governments
as to the status of Jerusalem would be highlighted.

3. United Arab Republic—Arab Federation: We recognized the
United Arab Republic when it became apparent that many other
friendly states, including some of those in the area, fully intended to
do so. We feel that had we failed to accord recognition the local
repercussions would have been adverse to our interests and that we
would have diminished opportunities to exercise a constructive influ-
ence.

The question of recognition of the Arab Federation apparently
will not arise until May. We think that the Arab Federation is, on the
whole, a favorable development and can serve to increase stability in
the area. (If Mr. Eban should allude to the fact that Israel has no
armistice agreement with Iraq, you might wish to say that while this
does not give us immediate concern, we feel it is a problem which can
be worked out through the United Nations. We do not think it is to our
interest to respond affirmatively to an Israel request that we exercise
good offices directly between Iraq and Israel.)

4. Yarmouk Project: We plan to assist Jordan in a project which
involves the construction of a diversion structure in Jordan territory
about five kilometers from El ‘Adasiyah and an East Ghor Canal. This
project will not affect the amount of Yarmouk water which was agreed
would be set aside for Israel use in the course of Ambassador John-
ston’s negotiations. The Israel Embassy may wish to consult the work-
ing level of the Department for more details concerning this project.
We are assisting Jordan with this project in the interests of area eco-
nomic and political stability. We believe this to be consonant with the
Israelis’ recommendation that we concentrate on economic develop-
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ment in Jordan. Our interest in Israel’s economic development has
been amply demonstrated. We do not believe this affects our position
on Jisr Banat Yacoub, based as it is on the findings of the United
Nations Truce Supervision Organization and the Security Council res-
olution of October 27, 1953.7 We understand that the Jordanians in-
tend to make a public announcement on this matter shortly.

Mr. Bergus of NE and I will accompany on this call.

7 Foreign Relations, 1952-1954, vol. 1x, p. 1389.

9, Memorandum of a Conversation, Department of State,
Washington, February 27, 1958, 11:30 a.m.!

SUBJECT

Israel Application for an Export-Import Bank Loan; Israel Immigration Policies
(Part 1 of 3)

PARTICIPANTS

Mr. Abba Eban, Ambassador of Israel

Mr. Yaacov Herzog, Minister, Embassy of Israel
The Secretary

NEA—William M. Rountree

NE—Donald C. Bergus

Mr. Eban congratulated the Secretary on his 70th birthday. The
Secretary expressed his thanks.

Mr. Eban said that since his telephone conversation with the
Secretary,? he had been in touch with the Bank and the loan agree-
ment was now being formalized. The amount which the Bank was
willing to invest in Israel’s water development projects at this time was
less than the total necessary. Israel circles had doubted whether the
amount which the Bank was offering would even be sufficient to
complete a significant part of the program. Mr. Eban had urged his
Israel colleagues to rely on the possibility of further Bank investment.
The Secretary felt that it was well that Israel should get started on this
development. He could, of course, make no assurances with regard to
any future Israel applications. The Bank was an independent agency.
From the viewpoint of the Department, however, a number of small

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 884A.10/2-2758. Secret. Drafted by
Bergus. See also infra and Document 11.
? See footnote 3, Document 6.
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amounts were perhaps more easily handled than one large amount.
Mr. Eban said that the Israelis had told the Bank they would be back
for more loans. The Israelis would like to feel that the projects would
not be left halfway completed.

The Secretary said he would like to emphasize that one of the
important elements which had made us feel that we were in a position
to press the Bank had been Mr. Eban’s statements on Israel immigra-
tion policy: that as Israel developed its economic potential, it would be
easier for Israel to do something for the Arab refugees and that Israel
did not intend to stimulate immigration to absorb all the country’s
economic growth. > Mr. Eban commented that Israel wished to expand
internally by building up its economy. External expansion by Israel
would not help it economically but would create more problems.

? At this point in the source text, the following sentence is crossed through: “These
statements had helped us.”

10. Memorandum of a Conversation, Department of State,
Washington, February 27, 1958, 11:30 a.m.’

SUBJECT
Arab Unions (Part 2 of 3)
PARTICIPANTS

Mr. Abba Eban, Ambassador of Israel

Mr. Yaacov Herzog, Minister, Embassy of Israel
The Secretary

NEA—William M. Rountree

NE—Donald C. Bergus

Mr. Eban said that Israel was preoccupied with the implications of
both the Arab unions. Its position remained one of reserve. The Secre-
tary asked what Israel’s position was with regard to recognition of
these unions. Mr. Eban replied that the question, of course, did not
arise in connection with Israel. Israel felt, however, that other United
Nations members should recognize these voluntary unions.

Israel felt that the Egyptian-Syrian Union (United Arab Republic)
had a precarious future. It lacked contiguity and cultural unity. The
spoken Arabic of Egypt was not intelligible to Syrians and vice versa.

! Source: Department of State, Secretary’s Memoranda of Conversation: Lot 64 D
199. Secret. Drafted by Bergus. See also supra and infra.
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Once the present crisis passed, Syrian separatism would reemerge.
The Irag-Jordan Union (Arab Federation) on the other hand had the
advantages of contiguity, economic logic and a common policy of
resistance to Communism.

These developments had certain Israel aspects which Prime Min-
ister Ben Gurion had asked Mr. Eban to discuss with the Secretary in
concrete terms.

Mr. Eban continued that if all four of these states were peacelov-
ing, Israel would welcome these acts of voluntary union. They were,
however, all four anti-Israel. Therefore, Israel had anxieties with re-
gard to its security. The West was concerned as to the unions’ effect on
stability in the area. If the Iraqg-Jordan Federation was the only alterna-
tive to Jordan’s being swallowed up by Egypt then what had hap-
pened was the lesser evil from both viewpoints.

The motive behind Syria’s uniting with Egypt had been an anti-
Soviet one but Israel thought that Soviet influence would dominate
Nasser’s policies from the very outset of the union. The Secretary
asked if Mr. Eban felt that we should reappraise our policies toward
Nasser in the hope of gaining influence with the United Arab Repub-
lic. Mr. Eban replied that evidence would be needed of the worth of
such an effort before it would be wise to embark upon it. In his
concrete acts, Nasser remained more responsive to the USSR than to
the West. Mr. Eban cited the Egyptian economic agreement with the
USSR, the Afro-Asian Conference in Cairo, the Sudan border dispute,
Algeria and the press reports that Nasser had publicly attacked the
Arab Federation. If Nasser valued better relations with the West, he
should demonstrate this by taking concrete steps. Mr. Eban returned to
his presentation by saying that since Israel stood between Egypt and
Syria and since the Egyptians were already talking of the need for
contiguity between the two segments of the UAR, Israel thought it
would be salutary for the U.S. to reemphasize, perhaps publicly, that
U.S. policy supported the independence and sovereignty of the State
of Israel.

Mr. Eban repeated that the Iraq-Jordan Federation was the lesser
‘evil. In it, however, there were elements which affected Israel which
should be clarified. Israel felt that it had a right that Iraq army forces
should not go west of the Jordan River.

The legal basis for this right was Article 6 of the Israel-Jordan
Armistice Agreement? which mentioned the fact that Jordan forces
were replacing Iraq forces and that Jordan accepted responsibility for
all Iraq forces in Palestine. The Armistice Agreement was therefore

? For text of the Israel-Jordan Armistice Agreement, signed at Rhodes, April 3, 1949,
see United Nations, Official Records of the Security Council, Fourth Year, Special Supple-
ment No. 1.
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based on the absence of Iraq forces from what had been Palestine. The
reentry of Iraq forces could take away the present equilibrium. Mr.
Eban had discussed this question with the United Nations Secretary
General on the previous day. The Secretary General seemed disposed
to take up this matter with the Iragis in his forthcoming visit to Bagh-
dad if leading members of the United Nations felt it would be useful.
Israel asked the U.S. to urge that Iraq forces do not enter the area west
of the Jordan River. If this were made impossible by reason of the
merger of Jordan and Iraq forces then Iraq should undertake not to
change the total equilibrium of forces contemplated in the Armistice
Agreement. Furthermore, since Iraq was in a sense becoming a neigh-
bor of Israel’s, the Iragis should be invited to cooperate to maintain
tranquility along frontiers.

Mr. Eban referred to the tension which was created in the area by
talk of the forthcoming destruction of Israel. It was ironic that more of
this sort of talk came from Iraq and Jordan than from other quarters.
The Secretary felt that there was a reason for this which he was sure
was well known to Israel. Iraq and Jordan were accused of being under
Western influence. It was a fact that British and American counsel
were heeded more by Iraq and Jordan than by Egypt and Syria. They,
therefore, felt it necessary to talk to offset this. The talk, however, did
not in fact offset this. The Secretary did not feel that this was really a
cause for Israel to be frightened. Mr. Eban said that Israel was not
frightened but merely wished to point out that this talk would increase
tension,

Prime Minister Ben Gurion had said that if the U.S. found it useful
it was empowered to inform Iraq that it had nothing to fear from
Israel. Iraq for its part should take into account Israel’s security inter-
ests especially with regard to the equilibrium along the armistice line.
These were matters in which substance was of the greatest importance
and formal understandings were not needed. The Secretary inquired
whether the armistice agreement delineated an area of equilibrium.
Mr. Eban replied that it did not. There were some sectors in which the
armistice agreement said that no arms should be introduced and
others where only limited armaments could be brought. The Israelis
felt these bound Iraq.

Mr. Eban said these developments brought forth questions relat-
ing not only to the security of Israel but regional security. The Soviets
had been quiescent in the face of these developments. Neither had
taken place as a result of Soviet initiative. Mr. Eban referred to earlier
correspondence between the Secretary and Prime Minister Ben Gurion
in which it had been said that it would be fruitful to continue discus-
sions as to ways and means of dealing with the Soviet menace. Israel
had no suggestions to put forward at this time. If some were devel-
oped, they would be communicated. If the Arab Federation strength-
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ened its relations with the West, it would be on the basis of fear of
Communism. There could be an affinity between them and Israel on
this point. Such could also be the situation with regard to Lebanon.
Perhaps it might be possible, without raising the question of peace
settlements, for there to be de facto cooperation among these countries
through the U.S. on such questions as relieving tension and improving
the frontier situation. Mr. Eban put this forward as a general reflection
and had no specific recommendations to make.

The Secretary said that the question of the U.S. adhering to the
Baghdad Pact had arisen. We were de facto members of it and had
given Pact members the benefit of the Eisenhower Doctrine.® Would
Israel have any views as to whether the U.S. should join it by treaty?
Mr. Eban said that he had not had an expression of his Government’s
views on this point since the two Arab unions had come into being.
However, in the past, his Government had felt that there were at least
four reasons why it would not be wise for the U.S. to adhere to the
Baghdad Pact. They were: 1) the Pact divided the Middle East and
excluded Israel. U.S. adherence to it would replace the present catho-
licity of the U.S. position and reduce it to one of partisanship; 2) U.S.
adherence to the Pact would not add anything in terms of material
strength to the area; 3) it would serve to provoke the USSR without
adding anything to Western strength; 4) it would result in the U.S.
having a contractual relationship with the Arabs but none with Israel.
There would be an imbalance. If the U.S. had a treaty with the Arabs it
would need a treaty with Israel.

Mr. Eban said he would inquire whether these still represented
the views of his Government. He asked if the Secretary’s question had
implied that the U.S. was moving toward adherence. The Secretary
said that it had not. He continued to believe for a variety of reasons,
including some of those put forth by Mr. Eban, that our present rela-
tionship was better. The question, however, kept recurring. Mr. Eban
referred to the fact that each of the members had a “King Charles’
head” as far as intra-area problems were concerned—Palestine, Kash-
mir, Cyprus, etc. The U.S. would be expected to take different atti-
tudes on these questions if it formally allied itself with Pact members.
The Secretary commented that Nuri Said did not appear to be a friend
of Israel.

* For text of the Middle East Resolution (Eisenhower Doctrine), approved by the
House and Senate on March 7, 1957, and by the President on March 9, see American
Foreign Policy: Current Documents, 1957, pp. 829-831.
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11. Memorandum of a Conversation, Department of State,
Washington, February 27, 1958*

SUBJECT
Israel Tenth Anniversary Celebrations; Yarmouk Project (Part 3 of 3)
PARTICIPANTS

Mr. Abba Eban, Ambassador of Israel

Mr. Yaacov Herzog, Minister, Embassy of Israel
The Secretary

NEA—William M. Rountree

NE—Donald C. Bergus

The Secretary stated that he had asked the Under Secretary to
relieve him of some of the concrete problems arising in U.S.-Israel
relations. His conversation with Mr. Eban up to this point had been a
general discussion. The Secretary hoped to have more of this general
type of discussion with Mr. Eban in the future. Discussions on concrete
problems, however, would, he hoped, be held with Mr. Herter.

Since Mr. Herter was absent from town, the Secretary wished to
remark on two specific matters.

1) The Secretary hoped that the celebrations to be held in Israel in
connection with the forthcoming tenth anniversary would not high-
light the difference in our views as to the status of Jerusalem. We did
not wish to be trapped by ceremonial problems into positions which
could create difficulties. This aspect was an element in our thinking as
regards U.S. participation in these celebrations.

2) The Secretary wanted Mr. Eban to know that we had a rela-
tively small plan to assist Jordan with regard to a Yarmouk project
which involved the construction of a diversion structure in Jordan
territory about five kilometers from El ‘Adasiyah and an East Ghor
Canal. This project would not affect the amount of Yarmouk water
which was agreed would be set aside for Israel use in the course of
Ambassador Johnston’s negotiations. The Israel Embassy might wish
to consult the working level of the Department for more details con-
cerning this project. This project did not affect our hopes that some
day it might be possible to carry out larger projects for the use of the
water resources in the Jordan Valley. Mr. Eban inquired whether this
project would be located in the Israel-Syria demilitarized zone. Mr.
Rountree replied that it would not. Mr. Eban said that Israel’s general
attitude was not to oppose the efforts of neighboring states to develop

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 884A.424/2-2758. Secret. Drafted by
Bergus. See also Document 9 and supra.
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their water resources. This attitude was based on the so far unfulfilled
hope that these states would likewise not oppose Israel’s similarly
developing its water resources.

12 Memorandum From the Secretary of State to the President’

Washington, March 5, 1958.
SUBJECT

Israel Tenth Anniversary

The Israel Government has asked that you designate a special
representative to attend ceremonies to be held in Israel from April
23-26, 1958. This request has been publicized and as a result there is
press speculation as to the identity of the person you would appoint in
such a capacity. There are even reports that your representative would
return from Israel in company with the Israel Prime Minister, who
would be coming to the United States on an official visit. Speculation
~ and rumors such as this are harmful to our over-all interests in the
Near East.

We have asked a number of other friendly Governments as to
their plans. So far, none of these Governments has received an invita-
tion from Israel to send a representative of the Head of State. Neither
are these Governments planning to send such a representative.

We feel that we should respond to the Israel request in a manner
which, while indicating our desire to take appropriate note of Israel’s
tenth anniversary, would minimize the effect on our objectives in the
area. We are certain that the sending of a high-level representative
from this country to participate in ceremonies in Israel, with all the
attendant publicity, would serve to foster antagonism toward us in the
Arab world, would be exploited by the Soviet Union, and would be
especially harmful to Arab leaders who seek to maintain close rela-
tions with the United States. Accordingly, I recommend that the Hon-

! Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Dulles-Herter Series. No classification
marking., According to another copy, this memorandum was drafted by Bergus on
March 3. (Department of State, Central Files, 884A.424/3-458) The source text bears
the handwritten notation: “OK DE”.
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orable Edward B. Lawson, American Ambassador at Tel Aviv, be
designated as your special representative to attend the Israel tenth
anniversary ceremonies.

JFD

13. Memorandum From the Under Secretary of State’s Special
Assistant (Villard) to the Under Secretary of State (Herter)'

Washington, March 6, 1958.
SUBJECT

Palestine Refugee Problem

I called on Secretary-General Hammarskjold in New York on
March 3 to discuss the present status of the Palestine refugee problem.
Mr. Hammarskjold invited Sir Humphrey Trevelyan, UN Deputy
Under Secretary, who is working on the Middle East development
plans, to participate in this discussion. On March 4 I had separate talks
with Trevelyan and with Mr. de Kemoularia, the Secretary-General’s
representative, who recently returned from a European tour to raise
funds for UNRWA. I called on Mr. Hammarskjold again at his request
on March 5 for another look at the refugee question.

The results of these conversations are embodied in USUN tele-
grams numbers 967 (Tab A), 969 (Tab B), and 970 (Tab C),? attached
for your convenience.

At the March 5 meeting I summarized the Department’s current
thinking in regard to the refugees as follows:

1. Recent developments in the Middle East, particularly the new
alignments among the Arab nations, have made it inadvisable to inject
the refugee problem as such into the situation now or at any time in
the immediate future.

2. We appreciate the long-range possibilities of contributing indi-
rectly to a solution of the refugee problem through improved eco-
nomic conditions in the countries concerned, and will be interested in
examining the plans for the proposed Middle East development fund
when they are ready.

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 320.511 /3-658. Secret. Drafted by
Villard and initialed by Herter.

? No tabs are attached to the source text; copies of telegrams 967 and 969 are ibid.,
320.511/3-558; telegram 970 is ibid., 684A.85322/3-558.
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3. It is necessary to start some thinking soon in regard to the
expiration date of UNRWA in 1960. We believe the most constructive
action we can take on the refugees at present is to study the problem
of what is to happen after UNRWA'’s termination, and especially what
is to take place when the subject is raised for debate in the forthcom-
ing 1958 General Assembly.

Mr. Hammarskjold expressed complete agreement with these
views, which he termed the only practical and realistic approach. He
had no other course of action to propose, although he recognized the
pressure which existed for progress toward a solution. He stressed
particularly his feeling that no mention should be made of the refugees
in connection with the Middle East development fund, as this would
be the surest way of killing any hope for a refugee settlement.

I gained the impression that both Hammarskjold and Trevelyan
were intent on proceeding full steam ahead on blueprints for the
development fund and that they were resolutely optimistic it would
receive support from both the Egyptians and the Iragis. In any case,
we may expect Trevelyan to make a persuasive presentation when he
comes here to discuss the scheme. The Department will then have an
opportunity to make the observations or suggestions which Trevelyan
expects and which might have an influence on the course of his cur-
rent thinking.

‘Mr. Hammarskjold asked that we keep in close touch with him in
respect to the refugee problem. He suggested that I return to New
York for further talk after his own trip to the area in the next few
weeks.

14. Memorandum of a Conversation, Department of State,
Washington, March 27, 1958

SUBJECT
Israel and the Development of the Jordan Valley
PARTICIPANTS

Mr. Abba Eban, Ambassador of Israel
Mr. Ya‘acov Herzog, Minister, Embassy of Israel
Mr. Aharon Wiener, Hydraulic Engineer, Government of Israel

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 684A.85322/3-2758. Confidential.
Drafted by Bergus on March 28 and initialed by Herter. Eban and Herter also discussed
a summit conference and the general situation in the Middle East. Memoranda of these
parts of the conversation are ibid., 396.1/3-2758 and 684A.86/3-2758.
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The Under Secretary
NE—Stuart W. Rockwell
NE—Donald C. Bergus

Mr. Eban recalled that the Secretary had informed him on Febru-
ary 26 concerning U.S. support for a Jordan project to divert the
Yarmouk River.? The following day, his Embassy had asked for and
received particulars of the project from the Department.

Discussion of the Jordan Valley between the Israelis and the U.S.
had gone on over the last four years on the basis that the Valley was
an international basin in which Israel and Jordan had substantial eco-
nomic interests and Syria and Lebanon had marginal, primarily juridi-
cal, interest. Mr. Eban recounted briefly the history of the negotiations
with Mr. Eric Johnston who had achieved technical agreement for a
unified plan which had failed to receive political agreement. Since that
date, Israel, in all its work with regard to the Jordan Valley, had
maintained two principles: to manage the work so that if it were ever
possible, Israel could revert to the unified plan; and to use the alloca-
tions of water among the riparian states which were contained in the
unified plan as a basic planning premise. In these discussions, the U.S.
had treated on an equal basis development of the Yarmouk River by
Jordan, and development of the Jordan River by Israel. Mr. Eban’s
following comments should be read in the light of that history.

Mr. Eban gathered that U.S. support of the Yarmouk project was
based on two conditions: that the project be located outside the Demil-
itarized Zone and that Jordan take no more water than that allocated
to it by the Johnston negotiations. Mr. Eban had also assumed that the
U.S. had required that the Yarmouk project would not endanger
Israel’s present usage of Yarmouk water (25-30 million cubic meters
annually) or legitimate future use (40 million cubic meters annually).

Israel had examined the question of whether the Yarmouk project
endangered its present rights and had come to a grave conclusion. If
the U.S. still wished to proceed with the Yarmouk project, it must do
other things to remove the features objectionable to Israel: The project
presently would endanger existing usage by Israel by endangering the
flow of the Yarmouk, particularly during the summer months. Israel
could confirm this with technical data. Furthermore, the Yarmouk
project would cause a change in the chemical structure of the water of
the lower Jordan. The salinity of this water would be almost doubled.
There were possible modifications of the Yarmouk project which could
compensate for these two aspects, however.

? Dulles had so informed Eban during a conversation at 11:33 a.m. on February 27.
A summary of this conversation was transmitted to Tel Aviv in telegram 622, February
27. (Ibid., 884A.424/2-2758)
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Assuming that ways could be found to compensate, the broader
question arose as to Israel’s position if Jordan swiftly developed
Yarmouk water while Israel, without U.S. aid or support, jogged along
in its development of the Jordan. Jordan would get the first established
use of the river system with U.S. cooperation. The result would be an
imbalance which would make it difficult to return to the unified plan.
Israel’s legal and diplomatic position would be prejudiced. Israel
would suffer a drastic departure of U.S. policy from a position of
equilibrium to one of unilateral support.

There were of course other considerations. Israel welcomed the
basic idea of development by Jordan of its resources, particularly in a
context where opportunities for refugee resettlement would be in-
creased. Israel had an affirmative attitude toward the question of the
use of the water of the Jordan Valley system. This led Israel to ask how
the Yarmouk project could be reconciled to Israel’s requirements. If the
plan were proceeded with, certain things would have to be done.

First there would be required a clear understanding that Israel’s
continued use of Yarmouk water was sacrosanct. The Under Secretary
asked how this might be done. If the Yarmouk project were built first,
would Israel wish to be assured that there would remain adequate
water for its use? Mr. Wiener said both this problem and that of
salinity might be solved by additional works which would divert
Yarmouk water into Lake Tiberias during the winter months for re-
lease into the Yarmouk triangle and lower Jordan in the summer.

Mr. Eban continued that Israel’s second requirement was an as-
surance that the U.S. would not depart from the principle of balanced
projects in the Jordan Valley. The Under Secretary said he felt certain
that the ICA had approved this project on the basis of its being part of
the whole, which it did not prejudice. Mr. Eban said that he felt that
there was then an equality of relationship to what Israel proposed. He
gathered that the conditions we had laid down for participation in the
Yarmouk project were that it would not be in the Demilitarized Zone
nor would more water be taken than that allocated by the Johnston
negotiations. Israel was prepared to consider alternative points to Jisr
Banat Yacoub for its diversion of the Jordan. One was in the Huleh
area, another was 1.8 kilometers south of Jisr Banat Yacoub just out-
side the Demilitarized Zone. These were not the only alternatives.
Israel was prepared to discuss the timing of such a project. The most
important thing was a U.S. assurance of equality of treatment. A great
deal of discussion remained to be done. Israel would like an assurance
regarding U.S. policy. If the U.S. extended moral and material support
for a Jordan project, it should do the same for an Israel project. Even
so, it looked as though Jordan would be the first user of water from the
Jordan Valley system.
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Mr. Rockwell stated that we had been assured by competent
technicians that the considerations regarding Israel use of Yarmouk
water which had been raised would be met. We would like to study
Israel’s facts and figures on these questions. We, of course, had had
Israel’s interests in mind and had obtained expert views that these
would not be prejudiced.

Mr. Eban reverted to the problem created by prior Jordan use of
the water. The Under Secretary commented that this appeared to be a
main preoccupation of the Israelis. Mr. Rockwell stated that we could
not be too certain as to just when actual Jordan use of the water would
in fact take place. He pointed out that while nothing had been done in
Jordan, Israel had continued work on the Jordan diversion outside of
the Demilitarized Zone. This might be cited as establishing an Israel
claim to some of the waters.

The Under Secretary summed up that what we had in mind in
authorizing our assistance for the Yarmouk project had been a piece-
meal approach. Mr. Eban stated that there might be virtue in such an
approach if Israel “had a piece of the meal.”

It was agreed that the Israelis would submit a written statement of
their views and proposals for consideration in the Department.

® A copy of the Israeli statement, April 2, is ibid., 684A.85322/4-258.

15. Memorandum From the President’s Special Assistant for
National Security Affairs (Cutler) to the President!

Washington, March 28, 1958.
SUBJECT

Jordan River Valley Development

1. The NSC policy paper on the Near East, approved January 24,
1958, provided:

“40. Support the development of segments of the Jordan River
system when not in conflict with the Unified Plan for development of
the Jordan River basin.” 2

! Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Administrative Series. Secret. The
source text bears the President’s initials.
2NSC 5801, January 24, 1958, is scheduled for publication in volume x1.
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2. It was recognized that to proceed with the entire Unified Plan
(“The Johnston Plan”)® would be most desirable, if possible, because:
(a) in the development of any river system a unified approach is
preferable, and (b) certain aspects of the Unified Plan will ultimately
require cooperation between Near East countries which it would be
best to have from the beginning.

3. However, it then was, and is today, the judgment of the De-
partment of State that the tense political situation within the area
makes political clearance of the Unified Plan, as a whole, by the
interested states an impossibility in the near future. Based on this
judgment, and in accordance with the above quoted policy provision,
the State Department has approved of a Jordan project for diversion of
the lower Yarmuk River.

4. This project, for which the United States would advance this
year $2 million, would provide around 4,000 construction jobs and
(except in the most dry months) irrigate 25,000 acres of Jordan. The
main features of the project were contemplated in and are not incon-
sistent with the Unified Plan as it related to the lower Yarmuk. If the
Unified Plan were ever put into effect as a whole, it would only be
necessary to make relatively minor adjustments in the Yarmuk Project
to bring it into the Plan.

5. Mr. Johnston raised three questions about this Yarmuk River
Project:

(1) He questioned its engineering feasibility (would the result
irrigate, as proposed, the area under consideration?). American engi-
neers in Jordan have assured the State Department that the Project is
economically sound and technically feasible.

(2) He feared that Israel would object to the United States doing
something in this area for Jordan. The State Department’s answer to
this question is that we are providing $80 million assistance to Israel in
this fiscal year (including a $24.2 million Export-Import loan to assist
in developing Israel’s water resources outside the Jordan Valley). The
Israelis have indeed raised objections to this Project with the Under
Secretary of State, revealing in doing so that their main purpose is not
to prevent the Yarmuk Project but to use it as a basis for a request for
further United States financial assistance to Israel to develop some of
its share of Jordan River waters.

(3) He questioned the Project as fragmenting the Unified Plan.
The State Department evaluation is that the prospects of obtaining
overall consent to the Unified Plan now or in the reasonably near
future are so minimal that our prospects for obtaining the benefits of
the Plan are best advanced by the type of approach contemplated in
NSC 5801 of January 24, 1958.

®For documentation on the negotiations for a Jordan Valley Water Agreement
between the Arab States and Israel, conducted by President Eisenhower’s special repre-
sentative Eric Johnston, see Foreign Relations, 1952-1954, vol. 1x, pp. 1348 ff,, and
1955-1957, vol. xiv, pp. 20 ff.
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6. The State Department is concerned with the problem of in-
creasing Jordan’s economic viability, creating employment opportuni-
ties during the present critical situation in the Near East, and increas-
ing opportunities for the resettlement of Palestine refugees. We are not
in a position to prevent riparian states from taking unilateral actions
which might prejudice the Unified Plan and to the extent that individ-
ual segment projects are assisted by United States aid, we have an
opportunity to insure their compatibility with the Unified Plan.

R.C.

16. Memorandum of a Conversation, Department of State,
Washington, April 4, 1958

SUBJECT
Israel Warships in the Gulf of Aqaba
PARTICIPANTS

Mr. Ya'acov Herzog, Minister, Embassy of Israel
Mr. Yohanan Meroz, Counselor, Embassy of Israel
NEA—William M. Rountree

NE-—Donald C. Bergus

Mr. Rountree said that he had asked Mr. Herzog to call to discuss
the Gulf of Aqaba. This subject created many difficulties for us in our
relations with the Arabs, particularly Saudi Arabia. As the Moslem
pilgrimage season approached, the question gained importance. In
view of the present state of the relations between Saudi Arabia and the
United Arab Republic, more attention would probably be directed to
the Gulf. The U.S. continued to maintain its position that the Gulf of
Aqaba was open to the ships of all nations. The presence of Israel
warships in the Gulf complicated our position and the problem. We
appreciated the fact that these vessels had been tied up for a number
of months. Nevertheless, their presence continued to exacerbate the
problem for us in our relations with the Arabs. We had concluded that
we should suggest to Israel, in the interests of peace and stability in
the area, and as a major contribution to such stability, that it remove
the war vessels from the Gulf. We realized that this would be a
decision of some magnitude for Israel. It was our considered judgment,

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 980.74/4-458. Secret. Drafted by
Bergus and initialed by Rountree.
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however, that it would be in the best interests of all concerned, in-
cluding Israel, to remove this extremely sharp thorn from the situation.
The warships also raised serious legal questions. The passage of these
ships in waters outside their immediate port area might well violate
generally accepted principles of international law. We had asked our
Embassy in Tel Aviv to take up this matter with the Israel Government
and we were also drawing the attention of the Israel Embassy here to
it.2

Mr. Herzog referred to previous assurances given by Israel, for
transmission to the Saudis, if desired, that Israel was prepared to give
every guarantee and assistance to Moslem pilgrims. Mr. Rountree felt
that, despite the spirit in which Israel had said these things, their effect
had been counter-productive. Mr. Herzog said that another possibility
which had occurred to the Israelis was that the U.S. might guarantee
to the Saudis that nothing would happen in the Gulf affecting them so
long as the Saudis did not interfere with Israel interests. He recalled
that for at least eight months the Israel warships had been tied up, as a
result of personal orders issued by Prime Minister Ben Gurion. Israel
had taken this step despite a belief that it was perfectly legal for
warships to transit territorial waters of other countries so long as the
warships took no threatening action. Generally speaking, Israel had
been apprehensive lest Prince Faisal might reopen the question of the
Gulf of Aqaba.

Mr. Herzog said he would of course transmit the Department’s
suggestion to his Government. As a personal observation, he won-
dered whether the movement of Israel warships from the Gulf might
not involve the forfeiture of Israel rights. If Israel could not keep
warships there, other Israel rights with respect to the Gulf might be
challenged. There was the further question of security. If the warships
were withdrawn and Saudi Arabia then attempted to interfere with
Israel shipping, the Israelis would then have to use air power. He
asked if the recent vote in the Geneva Law of the Sea conference had
any bearing on this matter.® Mr. Rountree replied that he had not yet
had an opportunity to consult with our Legal Adviser as to the impli-
cations of this vote. Mr. Rountree said that our primary concern with
respect to the Israel warships was not legal but political. He did,
however, have certain legal misgivings. It might well be in time of
peace there existed a right for warships to transit territorial waters.
However, it must be remembered that the Egypt-Israel General Armi-

2This instruction was transmitted to Tel Aviv in telegram 698, April 2. (Ibid.,
980.74/4-258)
® Reference is to the First Law of the Sea Conference, February 24-April 27, 1958.
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stice Agreement* forbade the warships of one party to enter the terri-
torial waters of the other.

Mr. Herzog called attention to press reports which had appeared
that morning to the effect that Egypt was receiving three more subma-
rines from the Soviet bloc. He felt this had a bearing on the security
problem. Israel over the past few months had received reports that the
Egyptians might try to put submarines into the Gulf of Aqaba. There
had been other reports that the Egyptians would establish stations on
the shore line for divers (from which they could carry on sabotage
missions) and gun emplacements. Fortunately none of these reports
had thus far proven true. He asked whether, if Israel acceded to this
suggestion of the U.S., we felt that we would be able to influence
Faisal’s position on the Gulf. Mr. Rountree commented that this move
by Israel could help relieve Arab pressure on Saudi Arabia to do
something about the Gulf. He did not, however, for a moment believe
that this gesture would alter Saudi Arabia’s general position on the
Gulf. Despite this, he felt that this move on the part of Israel would be
a major contribution to area stability.

Mr. Herzog said there seemed to be a vicious circle in this matter.
The Arab Union countries used the presence of Israel shipping in the
Gulf as a weapon in their propaganda war with Nasser. Nasser then
deflected this pressure to Saud who turned on the U.S. as a result. He
wondered whether the U.S. might not use its influence with the Arab
Union countries to choke off this process at the start. Mr. Rountree felt
that the reasons for this practice on the part of the Arab Union coun-
tries were obvious. Furthermore, the Egyptians might well feel ham-
pered with respect to this particular issue because of their January 28,
1950 note on the subject of the Gulf of Agaba.’

“ For text of the Israeli-Egyptian Armistice Agreement, signed at Rhodes, February
24, 1949, see United Nations, Official Records of the Security Council, Fourth Year, Special
Supplement No. 3.

* See Foreign Relations, 1950, vol. v, pp. 711, 722.
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17. Telegram From the Embassy in Israel to the Department of
State’

Tel Aviv, April 8, 1958—2 p.m.

882. Reference: Deptel 698.2 I saw Foreign Minister at her office
Jerusalem yesterday afternoon to set forth in detail US views Israel
naval vessels in Gulf of Aqaba as directed reference telegram. Mrs.
Meir heard me out calmly and discussed situation quietly but with
evident firmness and authority. She already had report from Herzog of
conversation with Rountree same subject (Deptel 702)* and was pre-
pared with lengthy justification for GOI refusal accede our request for
removal vessels.

Admitting that US and Israeli interests in ME and in world are
generally coincident, Mrs. Meir noted somewhat wryly that pro-west-
ern Arab States, whose attitude concerned US, did not act any differ-
ently vis-a-vis Israel than Arab States less well disposed toward west.
She doubted that any action to “appease’” Arab States would change
their attitude toward Israel. Referring to recent difficulties on Syrian
and Jordan borders, Foreign Minister asked if she could possibly go to
families of two boys killed (April 4) in Lashish area of Jordan border
and say their deaths really not so bad since they were killed by
“friends of our friends.” Had US Ambassador in Amman gone to
Hussein to protest this sort of senseless killing? Had even Ham-
marskjold said anything to Syrians on Hula shootings which after all
was violation GAA? (At this point I said we had approached Syrians as
we had GOL) In sum, with all due respect for US, Mrs. Meir did not
feel US took sufficiently effective action in support of US charter when
Arabs obviously infringed its terms; therefore, how much could rea-
sonably be asked of Israel in effort appease these states.

On specific question presence Israel naval vessels in Gulf of
Aqaba, Foreign Minister said question is simply who is threatened by
their presence (GOI answer is no one) implying that advent of pilgrim
season is not effective factor in situation, she said Saud allegedly
expects large numbers Moslem pilgrims but past experience indicates
only 2,000 or 3,000 will pass through Straits of Tiran. Regardless of
number, Israel would be glad to help rather than hinder them.

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 980.74/4-858. Secret.
2 See footnote 2, supra.

* Telegram 702, April 4, reported briefly on Rountree’s conversation with Herzog.
(Department of State, Central Files, 980.74 /4-458)
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Last year (Embtels 1364, May 25, and 1411, June 11),* GOI asked US
convey assurances Saud that Israel would not only hinder passage
pilgrims but assist their travel in any way possible (although Rountree
indicated to Herzog this message not delivered). GOI still prepared to
promise not only Saud but USG to (1) respect safety all pilgrims
passing through Straits and (2) provide any desired services (water,
food, repairs, rest, et cetera) at Eilat. Therefore, presence naval vessels
in no way threatened pilgrim traffic. It must be evident to Saud and to
anyone else, said Mrs. Meir, that Israel “would have to be mad” to
attack pilgrims whether with these vessels or by any other means.
Saud obviously did not believe in threat to pilgrim traffic and is merely
continuing his efforts to destroy Israel by whatever means available.

Mrs. Meir said removal of vessels in any case offered practical
difficulties for Israel. Could they be removed through Suez Canal, or
must they go half way around the world? If they were removed, is
there a US guarantee to Israel that no attack on Israel in the Eilat/
Tiran area would occur? She emphasized strongly that these vessels
were in Eilat solely for defensive purposes and stated flatly they would
not be used unless Israel were attacked. Eilat and freedom of passage
Tiran Straits constituted vital Israel interest and Israel had “right” to
protection offered by vessels.

At this point, I asked if GOI military authorities satisfied vessels
contributed to effective defense and stated Israel had no submarines
while Egypt obtained them from USSR and more recently from Po-
land. I suggested that vessels might in any case need refitting in near
future and would have to be removed since no facilities available Eilat.
Mrs. Meir shrugged off suggestion with statement such matters fell in
province Defense Minister. She added flatly that GOI must retain
vessels at Eilat into since “no one guarantees safety of Israel except
Israel”.

I asked if “’some assurances” from Arab countries that they would
not take advantage of conciliatory GOI removal vessels would make
difference. Mrs. Meir noted GOI up to now unsuccessful in obtaining
“simple thing” like assurances of free world interest in inviolability
Israel boundaries. She wondered, therefore, if US prepared guarantee
Israel security in Eilat/Tiran area. As for “assurances” from Arabs,
these were not very valuable. After all, who believed Nasser when he
said he would not use his new submarines to attack Israel? If Arab
States want to sit down with Israel and negotiate non-aggression
pact—that was one thing. Mere “assurances” did not suffice. Private
guarantees by US also had drawbacks. In view of GOI what is required

* Dated May 30 and June 12, 1957, both telegrams noted that Israel had guaranteed
safe passage for pilgrims going to Mecca. (Ibid.,, 886A.413/5-3057 and 886A.413/
6-1257)
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in situation is that US go to Arab “friends” and tell them facts of life
and “demand guarantees” as price for continued US support. GOI
feels Arab motivation is simple blackmail of US which continues at
expense Israel (tree planting, etc.) without noticeable benefit to Israel
or US. :

Avner, Director US Division, subsequently added that Foreign
Minister may not have sufficiently emphasized point that GOI doubts
usefulness of acceding to US request because it convinced that Saud
impossible to satisfy. In their view, both US and GOI interests would
be ill-served by action which would only encourage Saud raise new
demands in relation Tiran Straits. ®

Lawson

5 On April 10, the Department instructed the Embassy in Tel Aviv to state to Meir,
at a suitable opportunity, that the United States greatly regretted the Israeli Govern-
ment’s negative attitude. (Telegram 714 to Tel Aviv; ibid., 980.74/4-858)

18. Memorandum of a Conversation, Department of State,
Washington, April 15, 1958

SUBJECT
UNRWA
PARTICIPANTS

Mr. Henry R. Labouisse, Director of UNRWA
Mr. Francis O. Wilcox, IO

Mr. John W. Hanes, 10

Mr. Henry Villard, NEA

Mr. James Ludlow, NEA

Mr. Elmer Falk, OIA

Mr. David Gamon, UNP

Mr. Labouisse called at his own request, primarily to review the
financial situation of UNRWA. In view of the unexpected increase in
the Canadian contribution and the unblocking of old French pledges
for rehabilitation, Mr. Labouisse explained that the Agency’s financial
situation had improved considerably. Assuming that the US and
others would contribute during the second half of 1958 at the same

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 320.511/4-1558. Limited Official Use.
Drafted by Gamon on April 17. A briefing memorandum for Wilcox for his conversation
with Labouisse is ibid,, IO/UNP Files: Lot 79 D 215, Palestine Refugees General
Correspondence.
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rate as at present, he estimated that the Agency would be able to
maintain its present relief and reduced rehabilitation programs. In fact,
he said, the Agency had recently started a new arc-welding training
program in Tripoli that would graduate some 200 refugees a year for
whom there were jobs waiting. There were, however, some relatively
minor problems that Mr. Labouisse wished to settle. He was con-
cerned lest a substantially large number of contributions from others
might be made during the month of June too late for the US to match
under present appropriations. Mr. Falk assured him that the US could
make contributions in July out of the present appropriations to match
contributions made by others in June. The Canadians have indicated
that they would be paying $500,000 of their current pledge after July
1. Mr. Labouisse would be trying to get them to move payment up to
before then, so that the US might be able to make a corresponding
payment from existing appropriations. He said that if the Canadians
were unable to pay the $500,000 before July 1, contributions from
non-US sources would be $400,000 short of the sum required to re-
lease the full US contribution.

Mr. Wilcox asked Mr. Labouisse’s opinion on the prospects of
turning operational responsibilities over to the host governments. Say-
ing that there were many reasons why such a transfer should take
place, Mr. Labouisse answered that he did not have a pat answer to
the problem which, in the final analysis, was a political one. From a
technical point of view, he saw no problem in Lebanon and Syria.
Moreover, he felt the Egyptian Government could handle the adminis-
tration of the Gaza refugees. Even Jordan, with outside financial and
technical assistance, might be able to handle the refugees there. In this
connection, Mr. Labouisse noted continued evidence that the refugees
were inclined to be more reasonable and less adamant in their attitude
to any change in their status. In response to a query of Mr. Wilcox, Mr.
Labouisse expressed the opinion that King Hussein and the other
leaders in Jordan fully realized that the refugees must be absorbed into
the Jordanian community.

Mr. Villard asked if Mr. Labouisse saw any UN solution for the
Gaza problem. Mr. Labouisse said that if the UN were to assume
responsibility for the Gaza Strip, it would be saddled with an impossi-
ble situation involving difficult administrative and security problems.
He said that, as he understood it, Nasser would not favor the creation
of a political grouping in Gaza which might seek adherence with the
UAR. If that were to happen the residents of the Gaza Strip would be
free to move into Egypt, a development which Nasser was anxious to
avoid.

Mr. Wilcox asked if Mr. Labouisse had any suggestions to make
on the future handling of the refugee problem. Mr. Labouisse an-
swered that for the time being no change should be made. However,
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he urged, the US should determine what it wanted to see as an even-
tual solution to the Palestine problem and try to have the refugee
situation dealt with in such a way as to further the American solution.

Mr. Hanes asked what type of mechanism would be necessary to
take over operations in 1960. Mr. Labouisse merely responded that
UNRWA was a very large operation, employing some 10,000 people,
only 120 of whom were not Arabs and almost all of whom were
refugees.

In response to a question from Mr. Villard as to the effect of the
creation of the Arab Union on the refugee problem, Mr. Labouisse
pointed out that the constitution of the new union provided for the
freedom of movement for citizens of each component into the other.

Mr. Wilcox, noting that Mr. Labouisse had tendered his resigna-
tion to be effective on June 15, asked Mr. Labouisse if he had any
thoughts on his replacement. Mr. Labouisse answered that it would be
preferable for his replacement to have had both experience with the
US Government and practical working experience outside the govern-
ment. It was very important that the person be a level-headed man. In
his opinion, Mike Harris, the head of the Ford Foundation in Indone-
sia, would be a good candidate. Mr. Carver, Mr. Labouisse’s Deputy in
Beirut, could take over during an interim. However, Mr. Labouisse
said, the Secretary-General was not in favor of his taking over more
permanently. While competent, he was not very popular. Moreover,
his being British was a handicap in the area. Mr. Labouisse added that
his resignation would not be announced until after his return to Beirut.

Mr. Wilcox remarked that the next two years should offer more of
an opportunity than the last four to do great things and that the next
Director of UNRWA should find himself in a position to render a real
service to the cause of peace. In conclusion, Mr. Wilcox expressed the
Department’s very great appreciation of the fine job done by Mr.
Labouisse in the face of very difficult problems. He assured Mr.
Labouisse that the Department had been aware of these difficulties
and that it realized that UNRWA could have done much more if the
political situation had made it possible. In response, Mr. Labouisse
added that it was this faith on the part of the US Government that had
made it possible for him to continue in his work.

Following the meeting Mr. Labouisse discussed in greater detail
with Mr. Hanes and Mr. Falk some of the problems related to UNRWA
operations. The desirability of getting the Canadians at least to commit
themselves to the payment of the promised $500,000 before July 1 was
stressed. The possible use of PL 480 to supply food to the Agency was
discussed. In this connection Mr. Labouisse promised to furnish the
Department with a report on the various foodstuffs purchased by
UNRWA, where they were purchased and in what amount. This
would help in determining the feasibility of further use of PL 480. As
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far as the assumption by the host governments of operational respon-
sibility was concerned, Mr. Labouisse said that he saw no technical
reason why UNRWA's present education and health programs should
not continue with primary responsibility resting with the host govern-
ments, but with technical assistance provided by UNESCO and WHO.
He envisaged the possibility of a gradual transfer of responsibilities
under such arrangements.

FEO.W,

19. Memorandum of a Conversation, Department of State,
Washington, April 21, 1958, 5:35 p.m.!

SUBJECT
Situation in Jerusalem
PARTICIPANTS

Mr. Yohanan Meroz, Counselor, Embassy of Israel
Mr. Shimshon Arad, First Secretary, Embassy of Israel
The Acting Secretary

NE—Donald C. Bergus

(Mr. Meroz called on the Acting Secretary at the latter’s request.
Neither the Israel Ambassador nor the Minister were available as they
were out of Washington. The Acting Secretary received the Israel
representatives at about 5:35 PM.)

The Acting Secretary stated that we had been disturbed for some
time at certain aspects of the ceremonies to be held in connection with
the Israel tenth anniversary celebrations, particularly with regard to
the military parade scheduled to be held in Jerusalem on April 24,
1958. We had sometime ago communicated these concerns to the
Government of Israel and indicated that in view of them the U.S.
representative would not attend the parade. Since that time, we had
heard from the United Nations and other sources that the parade
would include heavy weapons.? The Jordan authorities were vigor-
ously protesting to the United Nations and we could not rule out the

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 884.424/4-2158. Confidential. Drafted
by Bergus on April 22 and initialed by Herter. A summary of this conversation was
transmitted to Tel Aviv in telegram 747, April 23. (Ibid., 884A.424 /4-2358)

20On April 20, Lodge reported that Hammarskjold had received a complaint from
Jordan about tanks in Jerusalem and that General Von Horn was seriously concerned
about military units scheduled to participate in the 10th anniversary parade in Jerusa-
lem. (Telegram 1181 from USUN; ibid., 884.424/4-2058)
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possibility that the matter would be taken to the Security Council. The
Jordanians had also stated an intention to move more troops and
heavy weapons into the Jerusalem area.’ They had also indicated that
if an effort were made to floodlight the buildings on Mount Scopus,
Jordan forces would take measures to extinguish those floodlights. The
Jordanians were asserting that they had the right to take this action
because Israel was in violation of the armistice agreement. General
Von Horn, Chief of Staff of the UNTSO, did, in fact, believe that a
violation of the General Armistice Agreement was involved. The ten-
sion was mounting in the area of Jerusalem to a dangerous degree.

As this parade was about to take place, we felt that we had no
choice save to issue a statement calling attention to this situation to
American citizens who planned to travel to Jerusalem. The Acting
Secretary then read the attached statement. The Acting Secretary felt
that our responsibility to our citizens required us to alert them. The
statement would probably be issued in the morning of April 22. It
would be noted that in it we did not go into the issues behind the
tension. The United Nations Secretary General was also very dis-
turbed about this situation.

Mr. Meroz stated he would pass this information on urgently to
his Government. He stated that it had long been known that Israel
planned to hold a parade and that Israel had informed the Jordan
authorities of this through the UNTSO machinery. A similar parade
had been held a few weeks ago in the Jordan sector of Jerusalem. He
could assure the Acting Secretary that the Israel weapons would not
be armed. He hoped the Jordan Government would take a realistic
view of what was at most a technical violation of the armistice agree-
ment. The Acting Secretary concluded by stating that as the tension
was building up we felt that in justice to the American citizens in-
volved we must issue our proposed statement.

Arrangements were made for the Israel Ambassador to get in
touch with the Acting Secretary later.

Attachment

PROPOSED PRESS ANNOUNCEMENT

The Department of State feels that it should call the following to
the attention of any American citizens who have planned to be in the
Jerusalem area within the next few days.

*On April 20, the Embassy in Amman reported that King Hussein and Foreign
Minister Rifai at a private meeting that morning had told U.S. and British representatives
that Jordan would not stand by in the face of Israeli troop movements into Jerusalem
abnd other events associated with the 10th anniversary. (Telegram 1809 from Amman;
ibid.)
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There are reports of tension in the area arising from plans of Israel
authorities to hold a large-scale military parade in the City of Jerusa-
lem on April 24. These reports indicate an increase in the amount of
military equipment located on both sides of the armistice demarcation
line. Until this tension subsides, the Department does not recommend
travel to the area of Jerusalem if it can be avoided.

20. Memorandum for the Record?!

Washington, April 22, 1958.
SUBJECT

Telephone Conversations with regard to Israeli Plans to hold Military Parade in
Jerusalem

Monday, April 21, 1958—6:25 p.m.

Ambassador Eban telephoned from New York City with regard to
Mr. Herter’s conversation with the Counselor of the Israeli Embassy,
Mr. Yohanan Meroz, at 5:30 p.m. today.? Ambassador Eban said he
was deeply disturbed by our proposed press release. The Acting Secre-
tary said the Department felt that, having been forewarned of the
possible dangers in the situation by such people as Hammarskjold, we
had a duty to alert American citizens in that area and would, in fact, be
remiss in not warning our citizens should any shooting occur since the
parade will be held so near the armistice line. Ambassador Eban said
he did not think there is any danger at the parade since there are
almost no arms involved. Ambassador Eban said he had an appoint-
ment to see Hammarskjold tomorrow morning and planned to ask him
to again give assurances to Jordan in this regard. Ambassador Eban
said he felt the repercussions of our statement would be very unto-
ward and asked if, since the parade will not be held until Thursday,
our statement could be held up at least until he had seen Ham-
marskjold. The Acting Secretary agreed that we would hold up the
release until Ambassador Eban had had his meeting, following which
Ambassador Eban will telephone.

! Source: Eisenhower Library, Herter Papers. No classification marking. No drafting
information is given on the source text.
2 See supra.
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Tuesday, April 22, 1958—9:00 a.m.

Ambassador Eban telephoned from New York City to say that the
Prime Minister and the Foreign Minister of Israel are very shocked by
the prospects opened up by such a statement as was discussed yester-
day.’® They consider it the first thing of comparable gravity which has
occurred in American-Israeli relations and the Ambassador said he
had been instructed to say it would not only be interpreted as an
unfriendly act but would create tension which, in turn, would create
an atmosphere of panic and suspense which they seek to avoid. The
Ambassador said to have this occur on the eve of the anniversary of
Israel’s independence would be most unfortunate, and that he had
been asked, therefore, to appeal most earnestly for avoidance of this
statement. The Ambassador said they are going to see Hammarskjold
right away and suggested the Acting Secretary might wish to talk to
Hammarskjold immediately after that meeting to get his impressions.
The Acting Secretary said he would do so, and also said that Ambassa-
dor Lawson has been trying to get through on the telephone but there
has been trouble with the circuits.

Tuesday, April 22, 1958—10:25 a.m.

The Acting Secretary telephoned Ambassador Cabot Lodge in
New York with reference to Mr. Herter’s conversation with Ambassa-
dor Eban, and Ambassador Lodge’s telegram number 1181* on this
same subject. It was agreed that Ambassador Lodge would get in
touch immediately with Mr. Hammarskjold with regard to his talk
with Ambassador Eban and would telephone Mr. Herter as to Ham-
marskjold’s reactions.

Tuesday, April 22, 1958—10:45 a.m.

Ambassador Lodge telephoned to say he had just finished talking
with Hammarskjold who feels quite strongly that the U.S. should not
make the proposed press release. Ambassador Lodge quoted Ham-
marskjold as having said “it would not be a good idea; it would make
the Israelis very unhappy; and it would increase tensions”. Ambassa-
dor Lodge said the Armistice Commission met early this morning and
that Hammarskjold expects its report today. As soon as the report is
received, Ambassador Lodge will get it to the Department.

*Lawson also reported Meir’s views on the proposed statement in telegram 933
from Tel Aviv, April 22, received in the Department of State at 8:10 a.m. (Department of
State, Central Files, 884A.424/4-2258)

* See footnote 2, supra.
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Tuesday, April 22, 1958—10:50 a.m.

Ambassador Eban telephoned from New York and the Acting
Secretary told him we had communicated with Hammarskjold. Mr.
Herter said he was glad to be able to tell Ambassador Eban that for the
moment we were holding off the press release until we hear the results
of the Armistice Commission discussions. Ambassador Eban said he
did not have all the details but that he knew the Armistice discussions
included types of equipment and the fact it was unarmed; having
special observers on each side; and certain routing of the armored part
to keep it away from the line. The Acting Secretary reiterated that we
would make no release at least until receiving the report from the
Armistice Commission.

Tuesday, April 22, 1958—12:00 noon

Ambassador Lawson telephoned from Tel Aviv to stress how
strongly he felt about our not making the proposed press release as
indicated in his telegrams. Mr. Herter told Mr. Lawson that Ambassa-
dor Eban had been advised we would hold up on the issuance of any
statement at least until we had seen the report from the UN Armistice
Commission which we understand will be sent to Hammarskjold to-
day. Ambassador Lawson said he felt the fact we had proposed to put
out a release had accomplished the purpose we wanted without actu-
ally making a release and said there are a definite number of bad
effects we would have to take along with the good if we did make the
release.

Tuesday, April 22, 1958—2:55 p.m.

Mr. Barco called from New York to say he had just spoken with
Hammarskjold. Hammarskjold said there still had been no report from
Von Horn on the MAC meeting but that he still felt it would be unwise
for the U.S. to make a statement. Mr. Herter said if the report indicates
everything is going all right we probably will not put out a statement
but if the report indicates there are still unresolved problems which
might lead to provocative action we might still want to make our
statement. Mr. Barco said Hammarskjold had said he might change his
view after seeing the report but, in any event, Hammarskjold has
promised to get word to the USUN as soon as he receives information
and they, in turn, will get word to the Department. Mr. Herter also
mentioned that he had spoken to Ambassador Lawson on the tele-
phone and had told him we were holding up the statement, and the
same information in more guarded terms had been conveyed to Am-
bassador Eban.



Arab-Israeli Dispute 49

21. Memorandum of a Conversation, Department of State,
Washington, April 22, 1958, 11 a.m.’

SUBJECT
Situation in Jerusalem
PARTICIPANTS

Mr. Abba Eban, Ambassador of Israel

Mr. Ya'acov Herzog, Minister, Embassy of Israel
The Under Secretary

NE—Stuart W. Rockwell

NE—Donald C. Bergus

Ambassador Eban called at 11:00 AM at his request. He stated he
was glad to be in a position to discuss this question directly with the
Under Secretary inasmuch as telephone conversations such as had
taken place in the previous day and a half were never fully satisfac-
tory. Mr. Eban said that the basis of the Israel position on the question
of the parade was its conviction that the alleged tensions were artifi-
cial. The troops and the weapons would be completely unarmed. This
did not represent a threat; it was in fact a large concentration of
vulnerability. Mr. Eban handed the Under Secretary a copy of the
attached note? which he had submitted to the Secretary General of the
United Nations on the previous day. He said that he was now in a
position to add that not only the vehicles but also the soldiers in the
parade would carry unarmed weapons. Also, United Nations observ-
ers would be stationed at important points in the area. Mr. Eban did
not feel there could be any innocent apprehension on the other side.
Israel had the impression from both the Subcommittee and the MAC
meetings that there was no such apprehension. Mr. Eban hoped that
no statements would be issued that implied that this situation be
considered a threat to the peace. He then read a summary of a state-
ment made on the previous day by the Chairman of the MAC (the text
of this statement can be found in Jerusalem’s telegram 324 on April
23).> Mr. Eban urged that the matter be left as it was. He had complete
confidence that the matter would pass off without trouble. The specta-
tors of the parade would not come within range of the armistice lines.

The Under Secretary said, for the sake of argument, let us assume
that the Jordanians start something. The participants in the Israel
parade would be unarmed. Certainly would not Israel be in a position
somehow to respond to a Jordan initiative? Mr. Eban replied that he

' Source: Department of State, Central Files, 784.00/4-2358. Confidential. Drafted
by Bergus on April 24 and initialed by Herter. A summary of this conversation was
transmitted to Tel Aviv in telegram 747, April 23. (Ibid., 884A.424/4-2358)

* Not printed. .

* Not printed. (Department of State, Central Files, 684A.86/4-2358)




50 Foreign Relations, 1958-1960, Volume XIII

did not believe the Jordanians would start anything. Some Israelis felt
that the tension was being increased by public discussion and worry-
ing about it. The Under Secretary stated that on the basis of informa-
tion we had, we had every right to be disturbed over the situation,
particularly as so many American citizens planned to be in the Jerusa-
lem area. The statement we had intended to put out was addressed to
this specific problem and was very mild. Its implications had been
highly exaggerated. In any event, we would not put out such a state-
ment today.

The Under Secretary continued that Senator Javits had tele-
phoned him on this matter the previous evening.* This call had dis-
turbed the Under Secretary since it implied that discussions taking
place between our two governments were being broadcast outside
official channels. Pressures were being brought to bear from outside.
These were not welcome. He was disturbed that there should be
outside discussion of matters such as these.

Mr. Eban stated that there had been two reports in the bulletin of
the Jewish Telegraphic Agency attributed to Department of State
sources to the effect that there was high level consultation in the
Department going on about this parade. The JTA story which had
appeared on the morning of April 23 came very close to intimating
that the Department had a public statement of some sort in mind. Mr.
Eban had been in New York in connection with arrangements for the
celebration of Israel’s tenth anniversary in Philadelphia and Boston.
These JTA stories had aroused interest among the people Mr. Eban
was talking with. It was only in this context that Mr. Eban had had
occasion to discuss this question with Senator Javits. The Under Secre-
tary said he would like to see these JTA stories. Mr. Eban undertook to
supply them to him. Mr. Eban said that a correspondent in New York
of the Israel newspaper Ma’Ariv had apparently got wind of the story
through United Nations sources. Mr. Eban said he had been able to
persuade him not to send this story.

The Under Secretary said that as of now all we could hope was
that April 24 would pass without incident. Mr. Eban said that Israel
was taking all precautions. They would be discreet about the discus-
sions which had taken place. The Israel tenth anniversary, however,
was not an ordinary occasion. There was world interest in it.’

The Under Secretary wondered whether the exchange between
Prime Minister Ben Gurion and the Secretary General would be pub-

* No record of this telephone conversation has been found.

* On April 25, the Consulate in Jerusalem reported that the parade had been unim-
pressive except for 80 tanks and 36 guns, and that the crowds were well-behaved.
(Telegram 329; Department of State, Central Files, 884A.424/4-2558)
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lished.® Mr. Eban doubted that it would. It was agreed that the press
would be told that Mr. Eban had come to inform the Under Secretary
of the assurances which Israel had given to the United Nations.

* Copies of this correspondence were transmitted in telegrams 1195 and 1202 from
USUN, April 22 and 23. (Ibid., 884A.424/4-2258 and 884A.424/4-2358)

22, Memorandum From the Under Secretary of State’s Special
Assistant (Villard) to the Under Secretary of State (Herter)®

Washington, April 28, 1958.
SUBJECT

Palestine Refugee Problem

Some nine months ago you asked me to explore the Palestine
refugee problem, along the lines proposed in a basic memorandum
(Tab A) drafted by IO and NEA.? Although this period of gestation
has, regrettably, not produced a solution, the intensive study devoted
to the subject has at least focused the Department’s attention on the
problem and carried out the expressed desire of Congress that we try
to do something about it.

Before taking up my new assignment, I feel I should give you an
accounting and submit a few observations which may be of use in the
future.

1. It was evident from the very start that, contrary to the assump-
tion in the IO-NEA paper, the moment was not opportune for an
initiative by the United States to settle the refugee question. The crisis
in Syria and its repercussions in the Middle East made it politically
inadvisable to press for a solution, particularly because of the risk that
injection of such a controversial issue would divert attention from the
imminent threat of communist penetration of the whole area. The best
that could be done under the circumstances was to suspend action on
the IO-NEA proposal and to continue the study of all plans and
suggestions so as to be able to move ahead promptly whenever condi-

! Source: Department of State, NEA Files: Lot 70 D 229. Secret. Copies were also
sent to IO, NEA, and USUN.

? Foreign Relations, 1955-1957, vol. xvII, p. 661. Neither of the tabs is attached to the
source text. i
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tions might warrant. Unfortunately, the propitious moment never did
arrive, and with the recent opposing alignments in the Arab world the
time seems less propitious than ever.

2. A second assumption, that the problem could be isolated from
the main body of unresolved Palestine issues and attacked as a thing
in itself, has in my opinion also been disproved by developments.
While the refugee situation might be the starting point in any negoti-
ated settlement of the over-all Palestine problem, it is part and parcel
of the Palestine problem and cannot be dealt with successfully without
coming to grips with the larger political issues involved in the Arab-
Israeli controversy. At every turn I have been confronted with this
fundamental fact. It is my belief that as long as those larger issues
remain unresolved, the chances of liquidating the refugee problem as a
thing in itself, of itself or by itself will be slim indeed.

3. Despite these handicaps, much time and effort have been ex-
pended over the last nine months in exploring the possibilities of a
solution. Two urgent considerations have prompted this continuing
activity: (a) the approaching expiration date of UNRWA in 1960, and
(b) the interest of Congress, when appropriating funds for UNRWA, in
whether progress was being made toward a settlement. In addition to
constant consultation with my colleagues in the Department, I have
made a number of trips to New York to confer with Secretary-General
Hammarskjold, with the Director of UNRWA, Harry Labouisse, with
our Mission to the United Nations and with the Permanent Represent-
ative of Norway, Hans Engen, who undertook to explore the possibili-
ties for a diplomatic or political initiative when developments in the
Middle East made it inadvisable for the United States to do so.> I have
also had interviews with area specialists from the CIA, members of the
Budget Bureau, representatives of Friends of the Middle East, and
various private individuals interested in the problem, such as Eric
Johnston. On the basis of these conversations and the relevant mate-
rial which I have studied, several memoranda analyzing the situation
have been prepared and submitted to you, and a file has been built up
which I hope may be useful for future reference. As far as I am aware,
we have succeeded in keeping my activities secret from any of the
parties to the Palestine dispute.

4. During this period my fundamental conviction has remained
unchanged: that since it did not appear politically feasible to negotiate
a settlement of the refugee problem, the most suitable approach would
be along economic lines. Development of economic opportunities for
the refugees and gradually resettling them in gainful occupations
might be a slow process but would in the course of time eliminate the

3Villard elaborated on his discussions with Hammarskjold and Engen in a memo-
randum for the record, April 25. (Department of State, NEA Files: Lot 70 D 229)
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problem. It is interesting to note that Ambassador Engen soon came to
exactly the same conclusion; and that Mr. Hammarskjold favors the
indirect or “backdoor”” method of dealing with the refugees by estab-
lishing an Arab development bank. While the Secretary-General’s
plan has met with considerable skepticism in the Department, this
does not alter the fact that he and Engen believe no political solution is
presently feasible and that they see eye-to-eye on the economic ap-

. proach. Harry Labouisse, it should be added, agrees in general with
these views, and NATO planners have favored a similar solution
through public works.

5. The views of Hammarskjold and Engen coincide on another
point, which in my belief also formed the most important segment of
the IO-NEA proposals: that Israel should be persuaded to accept in
principle the right of all refugees to repatriation. Such a move was
regarded by the Secretary-General as a card to be held in reserve and
played after a program of economic development was further along,
by Ambassador Engen as a major and perhaps decisive step in the
direction of a lasting solution. In accordance with this line of thought,
and in view of the need to take some constructive action in spite of the
unfavorable circumstances, I recommended that consideration be
given to having a letter sent from the President to Prime Minister Ben
Gurion calling upon Israel publicly to acknowledge the right of repa-
triation as embodied in the General Assembly Resolution of 1948. This
suggestion was opposed on the grounds that the Israeli response
would not be satisfactory either to the Arabs or to us, and that we
should reserve our heaviest ammunition for a general approach at an
appropriate moment to the over-all Palestine issue which would in-
clude agreement by Israel to take back some of the refugees.

6. While it may be true that Ambassador Eban was more forth-
coming in his attitude toward the refugee problem when he discussed
his Government’s policy with you in connection with Israel’s Export-
Import Bank loan application, it did not seem to me that his statements
differed materially from what has been said before or that they ad-
vanced the solution of the problem in any way. It is my firm belief that
unless we are willing to exert pressure in some way on Israel to
recognize openly the refugees’ right to repatriation, we shall be seek-
ing in vain for a means to break the deadlock.

7. My conclusions and recommendations are, in summary, as
follows:

a. That the refugee problem is inextricably linked to the political
background of the Palestine problem and should henceforth be con-
sidered as part of a general approach to the over-all issue of Palestine.
This I believe is the present view of NEA.,
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b. That we should continue to watch carefully and keep in close
touch with all developments in the situation, so as to be on the alert
for the first opportunity to make progress toward a settlement—
whether in whole or in part.

c. That whenever we decide to grasp the nettle of a Palestine
settlement, we should bring the strongest pressure to bear for a public
declaration by Israel in which Israel would accept in principle the right
of repatriation for the refugees, subject to equitable arrangements
which the Israeli Government could develop as qualifications for repa-
triation. With Israel’s acquiescence in the matter of repatriation, the
payment of compensation to those refugees who decided not to return
to Israel could be financed by an international loan as suggested in the
Secretary’s speech of August 26, 1955. (Tab B)* This constitutes the
heart of the IO-NEA proposals, which should retain their validity in
connection with any ultimate settlement.

d. That as long as political conditions prevent a direct attack on
the refugee problem, and pending consideration of the problem in the
context of an over-all Palestine settlement, every effort should be
made to whittle down the refugee rolls as rapidly as possible by the
development of economic opportunities which would enable the refu-
gees—particularly in Jordan—to become self-supporting. The chang-
ing attitude of the refugees, as reported by Mr. Labouisse, toward such
projects as vocational training, individual aid programs, permanent
housing, and the taking of a census, is encouraging and should be
seized upon as a practical, even though long term, approach to solu-
tion of the problem.

e. That we should support any development projects or assistance
programs which are politically and economically feasible and which
will contribute to the economic well-being of the area, thus benefiting
the refugees indirectly—again, especially in Jordan. This in essence
represents the position of Secretary-General Hammarskjold and Am-
bassador Engen.

f. That in the absence of tangible progress toward a settlement,
and to show our continued interest, we should at an appropriate time
reiterate the Secretary’s proposals of 1955 in regard to resettlement,
repatriation and compensation.

g. That we should take steps informally to acquaint key Members
of Congress with the Department’s special efforts to deal with the
problem, outlining in confidence the reasons why so little progress can
be made at present.

h. That we now concentrate, in consultation with our Mission to
the UN and probably with Mr. Hammarskjold, on the matter of a
replacement or substitute for UNRWA when its mandate expires on
June 3, 1960. The problem of what is to take the place of the UNRWA
operation will undoubtedly be raised in the General Assembly this fall
and will certainly bring the question of the refugees’ future to a head
in 1959.

4 For text of this speech, see American Foreign Policy, 1950-1955: Basic Documents,
vol. I, pp. 2176-2180.
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23. Telegram From the Department of State to the Embassy in
Israel’

Washington, June 16, 1958—7:24 p.m.

945. Following is for background use US officials only and should
be given strictest Noforn treatment:

FYI. At end May Department asked through USUN for views UN
Secretariat re rights parties Scopus area. We have now received de-
tailed report which states inter alia:

1) On May 20 Chief of Staff UNTSO informed UNSYG Israel
civilian police patrols on Scopus had become noticeably more aggres-
sive and had extended their activities.

2) Extension Israel patrol activities involved: (a) interference with
civilian inhabitants Issawiya (b) patrolling of gardens adjoining He-
brew University on Mount Scopus (c) interference with movement
villagers Issawiya on road Jerusalem; stopping all Arab traffic on this
road.

3) Both Bunche and Chief of Staff have urged Israelis review
patrol policy and instead of sending patrols draw to attention UNTSO
representative for Scopus any Arab activities which they consider as
creating problem of security. Nevertheless encroachments Israel police
patrols have continued.

4) It is clear Chief of Staff UNTSO takes view road from Issawiya
to Jerusalem which passes Hadassah Hospital is available to villagers
inasmuch as he has protested closure of road to Israelis. End FYL

Embassy Tel Aviv should by appropriate means give Israelis to
understand that while we do not wish to assess degree of blame on
either party reason USG has not admonished HK] along lines pro-
posed by GOI is our belief that Israel can not avoid considerable
measure responsibility for build up of current tensions.

Dulles

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 684A.86/6-1658. Secret. Drafted by
Bergus, cleared in draft with UNP, and initialed for Dulles by Rockwell. Repeated to
Amman, Beirut, Cairo, Damascus, Jerusalem, and USUN.
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24. Telegram From the Embassy in Israel to the Department of
State’

Tel Aviv, June 18, 1958—10 a.m.

1136. Re Deptel 893.2 Embassy foresees following problems
US-Israel relations in FY 1959:

(1) Future status Israel enclave on Mt. Scopus which is likely to
provide continuing source GOI-HKJ-UNTSO friction and possible
major incidents such as those of May 1958.

(2) Probable continuing GOI pressure some form US financial
support Jordan River diversion south of Lake Hula either in or out of
DZ, with special reference US decision assist HK] in East Ghor diver-
sion project.

(3) While status quo free navigation Gulf of Aqaba which has
received US support quiet now, there is possibility of flare up this area
in event Egypt or Saudis threaten active measures to close Gulf.

(4) Israel’s June 15 announcement of purchase of French Vautour
light bombers gives public confirmation of a redressing of air power
balance long suspected by western observers. GOI will continue ef-
forts to obtain strategic striking force to match Egypt’s Iliushin 28. US
deliveries of jets to Lebanon, Jordan and Iraq will be exploited in
support of Israel’s procurement efforts.

(5) In event of continuing evidence Nasser military and political
buildup, Israel will seize any opportunity to press for firmed US guar-
antees, as evidenced by manner in which GOI welcomed recent exten-
sion of Eisenhower Doctrine which was not however deemed strong
enough commitment to satisfy Israel.

Lawson

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.84A/6~1858. Secret.

2 Telegram 893, May 28, noted that a new policy on the Middle East was being
considered and asked for comments on the major problems in the area and additional
programs that might contribute to their solution. (Ibid., 611.80/5-2858)
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25. Memorandum From the Assistant Secretary of State for
Near Eastern, South Asian, and African Affairs (Rountree)
to the Secretary of State!

“Washington, June 28, 1958.
SUBJECT
Israel Ambassador’s Call, Monday, June 30, 1958, 3:00 PM

Discussion:

Ambassador Eban is returning to Israel on or about July 8 for two
months’ leave and consultation. As a follow-up to his general discus-
sion of the Near East situation with you on May 26 2 he has submitted
the attached memorandum,® the contents of which he may wish to
discuss further with you at your next meeting with him on June 30.

The memorandum is an ably written document aimed at demon-
strating the feasibility and desirability of centering the spread of Nas-
ser-Soviet influence throughout the Middle East and Africa. Its specific
recommendations include:

1) The West should a§ain make clear to Nasser and the Soviets its
support for the integrity of Middle East states and its opposition to any
claims of hegemony of leadership.

2) U.S. and Western commitments to Middle Eastern states should
be broadened to include assistance in repelling aggression from any

uarter.

1 3) Defense plans should be concerted with each of the free coun-
tries of the region.

4) Economic aid programs of broader scope should be undertaken
among free Middle East states.

5) The U.S. should make explicit its opposition to Nasserism.

6) Anti-Nasser countries in the area should be encouraged to
cooperate among themselves, according to particular circumstances.

7) There should be a further development of NATO interest in the
area.

8) The United Nations should be pressed to give the fullest sup-
port to Lebanon, including a United Nations force, if required.

Mr. Eban does not feel that there should be an initiative looking
toward settlement of the Palestine problem at this time. He does,
however, think that the U.S. should make clear to the USSR and the
Arab states its deep interest in Israel’s independence and integrity.

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 780.00/6-2858. Secret. Drafted by
Bergus on June 27; cleared by Wilcox, EUR, and W/MSC; initialed by Rountree; and
sent through S/S. A handwritten notation on the source text indicates that Dulles saw it.

* A memorandum of Dulles’ conversation with Eban, primarily concerning Leba-
non, is ibid., Secretary’s Memoranda of Conversation: Lot 64 D 199.

* Not attached. A copy of the 11-page memorandum is ibid., Central Files, 780.00/
6-658.
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Aside from the general discussion, Mr. Eban may mention certain
matters pending between the two Governments including;:

a) Yarmuk River Project: Israel wishes to be assured that its down-
stream interests in the Yarmuk and Jordan rivers will not be impaired
by the East Ghor project presently being undertaken by the Kingdom
of Jordan with U.S. assistance. The Israelis also seek assurance that the
U.S. would be willing to assist in financing development by Israel of a
part of the Jordan River system at a point other than Jisr Banat
Ya’acoub in the demilitarized zone.

b) Arms Requests: The Israelis seek to purchase from us a number
of items including 150 halftracks, 50 106mm recoilless rifles (they are
aware that we have supplied these weapons to Jordan and Lebanon),
and .50 caliber machine guns.

c) Arab Union Propaganda: Mr. Eban may request that we urge Iraq
and Jordan to desist from anti-Israel propaganda and what the Israelis
consider provocative acts by Jordan in the area of Mt. Scopus.

Recommendations:

1. General: That you comment generally on Mr. Eban’s memoran-
dum and the present situation in the Middle East. You might wish to
make the following points:

a) We feel that both Nasser and the Soviets are aware of our deep
interest in the independence of Middle East states. We have had occa-
sion to call Nasser’s attention to this most forcefully in the context of
recent developments.

b) The U.S. has made clear its opposition to aggression in the
area. The question of broadening our formal commitments in this
respect raises complex constitutional issues in this country.

c) While we frankly do not anticipate an improvement in our
relations with Nasser, we have not yet reached the point where we
believe Free World interests would be served by burning all of our
bridges.

d) NATO interest in the Middle East is developing to an encourag-
ing degree and has been fostered by the present Lebanese crisis. We
hope that this trend will continue and intend to work along these
lines. We do not believe that this is a matter which can be rushed,
however, due to significant differences of view within NATO as to
questions involving relations between individual NATO members and
various Near East states, as well as over what role if any NATO should
play in the Middle East.

e) We strongly support the maximum feasible United Nations role
in the Lebanese situation as we believe that the only satisfactory
solution to this crisis is one brought about by the Lebanese them-
selves, with United Nations assistance. The complexities of the Leba-
nese situation appear to have created a certain hesitancy on the part of
the United Nations Secretary General and the observer mission.
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2. Specific Matters:

a) Yarmuk River Project: You understand that a reply to the Israel
memorandum of April 2, 1958* is approaching the final stages of
preparation.

b) Arms Requests: While we recognize Israel’s need to maintain its
defense establishment at an appropriate level, we frankly would prefer
to defer action on the Israel requests for military vehicles and shooting
weapons for the present. Delivery by us of such items to Israel at this
time might, we believe, be used as a means of undermining the posi-
tions of friendly Arab states. We would hope that Israel could again
canvass the possibilities of acquiring this equipment from other
sources. We understand that Israel is obtaining 100 halftracks in the
United Kingdom.

c) Arab Union and Scopus Dispute: We have made clear to the
states of the Arab Union our position on the Palestine dispute and our
hope that every effort will be made to maintain the present relative
tranquility. They evidently feel impelled to make use of the Palestine
dispute in their propaganda in order to prove their Arabism. We doubt
that they can be persuaded otherwise. With respect to Mt. Scopus and
the present difficulties there, while we do not wish to assess the degree
.of b}iame on either party, it is our belief that Israel can not avoid a
considerable measure of responsibility for the build-up of the current
tension. We particularly urge the fullest cooperation by Israel with the
United Nations Truce Supervision Organization. (You might point out
that you made a similar representation to Mr. Eban prior to his depar-
ture for Israel a year ago.)® We would deplore the Scopus situation’s
developing to a point where the U.S. Government was forced to take a
public position on it in the Security Council or elsewhere.

Messrs Rockwell and Bergus of NE will accompany on this call.

¢ See footnote 3, Document 14.
® Not further identified.
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26. Memorandum of a Conversation, Department of State,
Washington, June 30, 1958

SUBJECT
U.S.-Israel Relations and the Situation in the Near East
PARTICIPANTS

Mr. Abba Eban, Ambassador of Israel

Mr. Ya'acov Herzog, Minister, Embassy of Israel
The Secretary

NE—Stuart W. Rockwell

NE—Donald C. Bergus

Mr. Eban reported that he would leave Washington in a week’s
time for two months of leave and consultation in Israel. His Govern-
ment would wish to review the broad spectrum of U.S.-Israel rela-
tions. Mr. Eban felt these were on the whole satisfactory and had been
so since the discussions leading up to the Israel withdrawal from Gaza
and Sharm el Sheikh. There were three basic matters which Mr. Eban
would like to mention.

1. Yarmuk Project: Mr. Eban referred to the Israel memorandum of
April 2, 19582 on this subject. He stressed that even though the
Yarmuk project might adversely affect Israel’s interests, Israel’s pri-
mary objective was to maintain a balance in development of Jordan
Valley waters with the Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan. In Israel’s pre-
sentation for FY 1959 DLF assistance, there would be a proposal for a
small project which would not involve work in the demilitarized zone
nor an Israel offtake of water in excess of the quantities allotted during
the Eric Johnston discussions. He hoped the U.S. would look with
sympathy on that request.

2. Arms Supplies: Israel was aware of the U.S. intention to supply
modern jet fighters to Jordan, Lebanon and Iraq. Israel would not
oppose any assistance to maintain Lebanese independence and integ-
rity. Israel’s attitude with regard to Jordan and Iraq was not the same,
but Israel did not contemplate making a statement on this point nor
submitting a dramatic request to the U.S. for similar assistance. Israel
procured most of its arms in Europe. What was needed from the U.S.
were primarily replacement items. Specifically, Israel wished 200 half-
tracks; 50 anti-tank recoilless rifles; 50 anti-aircraft machine guns, .50
caliber; and 50 Browning machine guns, .50 caliber.

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.84A/6-3058. Secret. Drafted by
Bergus on July 1.
2 See footnote 3, Document 14.
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3. Jerusalem: Mr. Eban referred to the recent representations
which the U.S. had made to the Government of Ghana on the subject
of Jerusalem. Ghana had now indicated that it intended to establish its
diplomatic mission in Tel Aviv. The Government of Israel hoped that
the U.S. would in the future take the view that it was for the nations
intending to establish diplomatic relations with Israel to decide for
themselves where their mission should be located. Mr. Eban referred
to a recent indication by Chief Justice Warren that he would avoid
taking part in any ceremonies in Jerusalem during his forthcoming trip
to Israel.’ Mr. Eban hoped there was no inhibition on U.S. officials’
participating in academic discussions at the Hebrew University there.

Mr. Eban then turned to the general situation in the Near East and
referred to the memorandum on this subject which he had submitted
to the Secretary on June 27.* He wished to add that he believed many
Near East governments shared Israel’s view of the threat to the area
posed by Nasser’s aspirations to hegemony which the USSR sup-
ported. He thought the U.S. should resist this threat of domination.

Mr. Eban had noted in public discussion of the Lebanese situation
a tendency to count up the risks and obstacles to Western intervention.
He believed that when these risks were analyzed they paled into
insignificance compared to the risk of allowing a free democratic gov-
ernment to be subverted. He felt that the Arabs would respect the
West'’s helping its friends, especially if the effort were successful. Fur-
thermore, it should be possible for Western forces which intervened in
Lebanon to disengage once a free election for a President were held.
He thought, however, that some sort of U.S. military presence in
Lebanon, such as a military mission, on a continuing basis would be a
stabilizing influence. Mr. Eban felt that a majority within the U.S.
would favor the dispatch of a United Nations force to Lebanon, if
Lebanon requested it. We should not accept the principle that nothing
could be done legally except through the United Nations. It was possi-
ble for nations to take action within the Charter of the United Nations
which did not involve the use of United Nations machinery. Mr. Eban
did not think that the Lebanese were using all their assets in the
present crisis. Israeli intelligence indicated that UAR infiltration may
have slowed down but there were already enough infiltrees in the
country to risk overthrowing the government.

Mr. Eban spoke of the Secretary’s forthcoming trip to Paris® and
said that the advent of De Gaulle to power had caused no lessening in
the relationship between Israel and France which was stabilizing influ-
ence in the Eastern Mediterranean.

* Memoranda of Rountree’s conversations with Dulles on this question and Dulles’
conversation with Warren, all on June 7, are in the Eisenhower Library, Dulles Papers.

* See supra.

® Dulles visited Paris July 3-6.
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The Secretary replied that he was unaware of the status of the
Yarmuk project but understood that we were preparing a reply to the
Israel memorandum. Mr. Rockwell confirmed that a considered reply
was almost ready. We believed the effects of the project on Israel’s
rights would not present the negative character the Israelis envisaged.
As regards the Israel desire for an expression from us that we would
look with sympathy on the Israel application to the DLF, a complicat-
ing factor was that Congressional action on FY 1959 foreign aid was
not yet completed. Mr. Eban and Mr. Herzog indicated that the Israelis
would probably wait until FY 1959 was well along before requesting
DLF assistance for an Israel project in the Jordan Valley. They said it
would be a small one and would be presented in the context of a list of
projects for other areas.

As for the Israel request for arms, Mr. Rockwell said that we had
never been a major supplier of arms to Israel and had no desire to
become one. We were happy that Israel was procuring its arms else-
where. We understood, for example, that Israel was already getting
100 half-tracks in the United Kingdom. Perhaps it could get the other
100 there as well. As regards the recoilless rifles, Mr. Rockwell pointed
out that this was not a replacement but a new item. The Secretary
stated that where there was a clear case of a U.S. replacement item
needed by the Israelis, with no alternative source of supply available,
it would seem reasonable to supply it.

Mr. Rockwell said that with respect to Jerusalem we were pursu-
ing a policy based on the view that the international interest in Jerusa-
lem made it appropriate for us to draw this interest to the attention of
nations contemplating the establishment of diplomatic missions in
Israel. The Secretary asked if we had volunteered our views to the
Government of Ghana. Mr. Rockwell replied that we had. Mr.
Rockwell pointed out that this was in keeping with a policy which the
Secretary had reviewed about a year ago in connection with the trans-
fer of the Cuban Legation from Tel Aviv to Jerusalem and its subse-
quent return to Tel Aviv. The Secretary thought we might look into
this general question again. He said that he was responsible for Chief
Justice Warren’s intimation that he would prefer to avoid Jerusalem on
his visit to Israel. The Secretary had had the impression that the
ceremonies in Jerusalem in which the Chief Justice was to participate
were in fact in connection with the celebration of the Tenth Anniver-
sary of Israel’s independence. In the light of this the Secretary felt that
for the Chief Justice to appear in Jerusalem would not be consistent
with the President’s policy on this matter.

The Secretary said that on the general situation in the Near East
he had read Mr. Eban’s memorandum with great interest. The situa-
tion there was very difficult. The Secretary had spoken to Foreign
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Minister Malik of Lebanon that morning® and said that armed inter-
vention in Lebanon might be the lesser of two evils. Nonetheless, it
was a great evil. He thought perhaps Mr. Eban exaggerated when he
said the difficulties of armed intervention “paled into insignificance”
when compared to the other alternative. The difficulties, while not
equal, were at least comparable. Armed intervention from the West
would intensify anti-Western sentiment in the area and would weaken
the position of Jordan and Iraq if not of Lebanon itself. We should be
thinking as to how we could resolve the situation without that step.
The Secretary did not think a compromise between President
Chamoun and Nasser or President Chamoun and the rebels would be
acceptable. This would be a setback and Lebanon would be taken over
in two bites instead of one.

The problem with regard to the Presidential succession in Leba-
non was a difficult one and should be faced up to. From the standpoint
of United Nations members, it created embarrassment and a reluc-
tance to see the U.S. do anything. There was considerable comment
that all we were doing was helping Chamoun obtain a second term.
This issue, therefore, needed clarification.

Our intelligence agreed with Israel’s in that we thought there may
have been a suspension of active UAR assistance to the rebels. How
significant this was in view of what was already there and how long
the rebels could hold out we did not know. In any event, the Secretary
General at the moment felt that he had accomplished what he set out
to do and would oppose more being done now by the United Nations.

The Secretary agreed with Mr. Eban’s statement with regard to
Article 51 of the United Nations Charter.’ Action taken under it would
not require prior United Nations action. The Secretary had had quite a
bit to do with putting this article into the Charter, and his purpose had
been to allow for collective security actions in situations where the
United Nations itself was unable to provide such security. We could
not, however, be indifferent to the opinions of other nations, particu-
larly our allies. We had been discussing this problem in NATO where
at first there had been a generally negative reaction but we hoped
some process of education was taking place. Free World opinion with
respect to further action was not at the moment very propitious, what
with the Secretary General leading the cause against it.

There was no warrant for any impression that we had abandoned
or renounced the possibility of intervention in Lebanon. We had not
been intimidated by threats from the USSR. As a matter of fact, we felt
that our relative power position vis-a-vis the USSR precluded their

¢ For a memorandum of Dulles’ conversation with Malik, see vol. X1, p. 185.
7 Article 51 states that nothing in the Charter impairs the right of a member to
individual or collective defense in case of an armed attack.
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ability to intimidate us. We did feel, however, that military interven-
tion by the West would be an unfortunate development and we hoped
to maintain Lebanon in a pro-Western position without this coming to
pass.

Mr. Eban commented that Mr. Hammarskjold’s success had re-
sulted primarily from the fact that the threat of Western military inter-
vention had strengthened his hand with Nasser. He felt that this
prospect should be kept as a “hovering influence.” He further indi-
cated that additional United Nations presence such as a UNEF would
be helpful. The Secretary felt that this should be explored but not
today because of Hammarskjold’s present state of mind. It would be
necessary to let some time elapse, perhaps, to convince the Secretary
General that his success had not been quite as complete as he pres-
ently felt. As of today, however, the Secretary doubted that one could
get seven votes in the Council for a United Nations force.

Mr. Herzog wondered whether there was not a danger that the
Lebanese Government would meanwhile suddenly be toppled. The
Secretary said this could not be excluded and there were many rumors
of impending coups and the like. If the deterioration continued, fur-
ther Security Council action would be needed. Perhaps, if only a
Soviet veto prevented a unanimous vote for a United Nations force,
there would be no point in going to the General Assembly. The facts in
the Lebanese situation were complicated and many members of the
General Assembly tended to find excuses for taking no action that
might lead to difficulty.
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27.  Memorandum From the Assistant Secretary of State for
Near Eastern, South Asian, and African Affairs (Rountree)
to the Under Secretary of State (Herter)'

Washington, July 11, 1958.
SUBJECT

U.S. Policy on Status of Jerusalem

Discussion:

During the Secretary’s conversation with Ambassador Eban on
June 30, 1958, 2 he said that the Department might look again into its
policy of setting forth to nations considering establishing full diplo-
matic relations with Israel the U.S. position on the status of Jerusalem,
with specific regard to the implications of setting up diplomatic mis-
sions in that city (Tab A). The Israel Embassy has since inquired as to
our intentions in this matter. The Embassy indicated that the question
might become active within the next two or three months, and we
have separate information that the Argentines may be considering
moving their diplomatic mission from Tel Aviv to Jerusalem.

Our position in the past has been that the status of Jerusalem is a
matter of United Nations concern and that no member of the United
Nations should take any action to prejudice the United Nations inter-
est in this question. Our objective has been to keep the Jerusalem
question an open one and to prevent its being settled solely through
the processes of attrition and fait accompli to the exclusion of interna-
tional interest and an eventual final expression thereof presumably
through the United Nations.

The above position has also been taken by the United Kingdom
Government which has cooperated with us in approaches to other
United Nations members. The French and a large number of other
governments, including those of Catholic countries, have likewise pur-
sued this policy.

The matter of U.S. policy toward Jerusalem was most recently
raised with the Secretary in my memorandum of June 19, 1957 (Tab

' Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.84/7-1158. Confidential. Drafted
by Wahl on July 9, initialed by Rountree, concurred in by Walmsley, and sent through
S/S. On July 11, Rountree also sent Herter a memorandum on the Israeli arms request.
Herter approved granting an export license for 50 half-tracks, deferred action on the
recoilless rifles, and approved asking the Israelis to try other sources on the .50-caliber
machineguns. (Ibid., NEA/NE Files: Lot 65 D 5, Defense Files) :

? See supra.
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B).? At that time, the Secretary approved the policy recommendations
set forth below. I believe that nothing has occurred since that time to
warrant a change in our position.

Recommendations:

1. That we be authorized to state to the Israelis that the Depart-
ment has reexamined this matter and continues to believe that the
future of Jerusalem is a matter of United Nations concern. The Depart-
ment accordingly intends to maintain its policy of seeking support for
its position from other United Nations members.

2. That if the question of moves of diplomatic missions to Jerusa-
lem should come to our notice, we should continue to endeavor to
discourage such moves. *

3 Not attached to the source text.
* Herter initialed his approval of both recommendations on July 17.

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

Tel Aviv, July 20, 1958—8 p.m.

80. In conversation with Ambassador Eban? immediately prior his
sudden departure evening July 18 for Washington via London (two
days) under urgent orders Prime Minister, he replied to my specific
question as to purposes trip in following sense:

His mission covered four main points:

1. Urge US/UK remain Lebanon/Jordan for some time and until
no possible charge half measures. Should resist any pressures to with-
draw troops whether from UN or domestic sources.

2. Urge US %ive clearer and public security guarantees countries in
area, including but not limited Israel. In addition to Lebanon and
Jordan he included Sudan, Ethiopia, Iran and Turkey.

3. Ur%e establishment some kind permanent machinery permit-
ting consultations and sharing information and transmission decisions
on Middle East between US and Israel. This would act as liaison with
other Western powers and NATO and would permit intelligence-shar-
ing and coordination on permanent basis.

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 601.84A11/7-2058. Secret; Priority.
Repeated to London, Paris, Amman, Beirut, Baghdad, Cairo, and Damascus.

2 A memorandum of Lawson’s conversation with Eban was transmitted as an enclo-
sure to despatch 65 from Tel Aviv, July 21. (Ibid., 611.84A/7-2158)
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4. Urge new look at Israel’s security needs under new conditions
of greater threat and heavier drains on Israel economy. Peres, Director
General Defense, traveling with him as far as Paris during which will
discuss overall military picture; Israel’s justification for military assist-
ance, her contributions and involvement during crast week; and means
whereby Israel can be of assistance. They will discuss specific lists of
equipment especially anti-submarine and “aerial equipment”.

Eban hoped to return to Israel in two or three weeks.

Further details of these and other subjects discussed will be
pouched Thursday.?

Lawson

3 July 24.

29, Memorandum of a Conversation, Department of State,
Washington, July 21, 1958

SUBJECT
Situation in the Middle East
PARTICIPANTS

Mr. Abba Eban, Ambassador of Israel

Mr. Ya’acov Herzog, Minister, Embassy of Israel
The Secretary

NE—Stuart W. Rockwell

NE—Donald C. Bergus

The Israel Ambassador said that his Prime Minister had asked
him to say that Mr. Ben Gurion understood the great issues which the
Secretary and the President faced, that they had his sympathy, and
that he was sure that the decision itself to assist Lebanon was right. If
things went wrong it would be because too much was lost before or
not done after the decision was taken. The decision itself had been
right. Its chief significance was proof that the U.S. was faithful to its
commitments. It was useful to make this clear at a time when the
prospects of atomic war had cast some doubt in the world as to the

' Source: Department of State, Secretary’s Memoranda of Conversation: Lot 64 D
199. Secret. Drafted by Bergus on July 22. A summary of the conversation was transmit-
ted to Tel Aviv in telegram 61, July 21. (Ibid., Central Files, 780.00 /7-2158)
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validity of military commitments. The currency of a U.S. commitment
had appreciated. Mr. Eban was surprised at the attitude of some coun-
tries who based their own security on U.S. commitments.

Mr. Eban said he believed that the reaction of the Soviets and
Nasser proved there were already some results to the U.S. action. A
limit had been placed to their expansionist possibilities. The
Khrushchev letter? had been basically defensive with undercurrents of
alarm. It had shown respect for U.S. resistance to Soviet designs. Mr.
Eban said that Israel could confirm that Nasser’s trip to Moscow was at
his own initiative.® Information available to the Israelis indicated that
while he was aboard ship he reacted unexpectedly to the U.S. action
and felt that he had better be careful with regard to Iraq, the Sudan
and Libya. The effect of the U.S. decision to assist Lebanon had cre-
ated in Iraq its present caution towards oil interests, etc. While the
Iraqgi attitude was suspicious, it was worth examining. There was a
tendency toward alarm in the United Nations and the Free World.
There should be no despair. The dust has not yet settled.

Mr. Eban urged that there be no precipitate withdrawal from the
U.S. and UK. positions in Lebanon and Jordan. The dignity and pres-
tige of the U.S. were involved. Even those who doubted the wisdom of
the U.S. entry into Lebanon would agree in the unwisdom of precipi-
tate withdrawal. The Japanese resolution * demonstrated this. Deliber-
ation and care were needed. On the balance sheet to be drawn up by
future historians, we would have a clear view.

Mr. Eban asked what would happen next?: (1) Stability should be
given to the positions which the West has undertaken. (2) The need
arises to help Jordan and Lebanon in some aspects of their national life
such as social and economic programs. (3) Constant pressure on Nas-
ser should predominate in policies of the West.

The Israelis had hoped that a basis would be established for action
in Iraq. The lack of opposition to the new regime there demonstrated
only that Arabs are apathetic politically. Other danger points included
Iran where the Soviets had possibilities in Azerbaijan and with the
Tudeh Party, the Persian Gulf principalities, Libya where the British
action had been warranted,® and the Sudan where the Prime Minister
had shown great courage. Nasser must come to terms with the rights
of other states. This was felt not only in Iran and Pakistan but even
Prime Minister Nkrumah was of this view.

2 For text of Khrushchev’s letter, July 19, see Department of State Bulletin, August
11, 1958, pp. 231-233.

® Nasser visited Moscow on July 19.

4 For text of the Japanese resolution, July 18, see U.N. Doc. 5/4055.

5On May 5, the United Kingdom announced that it had reached agreement with
Libya on financial assistance to strengthen the Libyan Army and Navy.
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Mr. Eban continued that he had not projected Israel too much into
this review. Israel did not intend to do so specifically now. The short
range reaction in Israel had been one of relief. The arrival of U.S. and
UK. forces in Lebanon and Jordan plus the presence of UNEF meant
that there was almost the complete absence of hostility between Israel
and the Arab world.

As to the long term which would perhaps be not too long (the
U.S.-U.K. positions could not be maintained indefinitely), there would
arise in Israel problems of the deepest solemnity. The U.S. and UK.
forces would return to their homes but Israel remained in the Middle
East. Vehement nationalism was being exacerbated by the presence of
these forces and Israel would be its natural target. Israel territory had
made the British action in Jordan possible. All knew this including the
Soviets. The Yugoslavs had protested. The Indians had expressed their
disapproval. The Egyptians had said they had noted this for the future.
Israel had taken risks. It was a matter of time before the USSR would
call it to account. Israel would be left alone amidst augmented xeno-
phobia. This could happen even before the withdrawal of U.S.-U.K.
forces. Israel therefore wanted the U.S. to know that a problem of its
basic security arose and that the U.S. and U.K. had incurred a new and
special responsibility. Israel believed that it was necessary to give
clarity to Western intentions in the area. There was no longer any
virtue in concealment. The Lebanese situation had shown that lack of
precision in defining commitments did not avoid the necessity of hav-
ing to fulfill them. Definition of commitments was a matter of moral
duty and political prudence. This was especially so if there were to be
great power discussion of the Middle East at which the powers would
define their vital interests in this area. One of these should be the
independence and integrity of Israel.

Israel had also to increase its defensive capacity. Israel looked for
aid in filling gaps in its capabilities in the fields of anti-tank, anti-
submarine warfare and aviation. Mr. Eban did not wish to outline
details at this time which raised problems not only of availabilities but
also of relief of the burdens of the defense establishment on Israel. His
immediate suggestion was that these matters be discussed at the func-
tional level. There had for a long time been such contact. Israel under-
stood that there should be no publicity as the reaction in Lebanon,
Jordan and Iraq would be hostile.

Israel had just completed a 16 inch pipeline from the Red Sea to
the Mediterranean. The Government of Iran was aware of this fact and
although this had not been made public it was clearly interested. The
next step would be the expansion of the line from a 16 inch to a 32
inch. This was beyond Israel’s capabilities. Israel would need a sympa-
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thetic attitude on the part of the U.S. and perhaps some assistance.
Such a pipeline could bring important economic pressure to bear on
Nasser and pro-Nasser elements.

Israel felt that more coordination on security policies was needed
between it and the West. Israel could contribute to such a process
particularly in the field of intelligence. Israel intelligence on the coup
in Iraq had been no better than that of anybody else. The Israelis had
noticed the plans that had been made against the regime in Jordan.
The closer the Arab states were to Israel the better Israel’s intelligence.
The final matter was that of cohesion among the remaining friendly
states in the Middle East. In the Arab world, the U.S. position has been
reduced to beachheads in Lebanon, Jordan and the Persian Gulf. It
would be useful if cooperation were encouraged between Israel and
the other nations of the area, such as Turkey, Iran and the Sudan.

Mr. Eban concluded by acknowledging that the problems he had
outlined were too broad to expect an immediate answer.

The Secretary expressed appreciation for Prime Minister Ben Gu-
rion’s expression of sympathy. We knew that these were difficult times
and welcomed the recognition of the heavy weight which lay upon us.
As to the decision to respond to the Lebanese appeal, Mr. Eban had
correctly diagnosed our reason. Our purpose alone was to make it
apparent that we were ready and able to respond quickly to an appeal
arising out of a suddenly created grave situation. Had we not acted,
many other countries would have been tempted to revise their opinion
of us. We did not go into Lebanon to solve the problems of the Middle
East. We recognized this might even make them worse. When we
weighed the implications of non-action however, we looked around
the world and found that they would be unacceptable, that we would
be considered afraid to act. The foundation of the Free World would
have been gravely corroded. We would not solve the problems of the
Middle East or Nasser’s Pan-Arabism. We hoped the result of our
action would be to bring a measure of prudence to the Soviet Union
and Nasser. We were shocked by reports that the Cairo, Damascus and
Baghdad radios were calling for the assassination of King Hussein.

The U.S. did not intend a precipitate withdrawal from Lebanon.

The Secretary could not speak for the U.K. The UK. position in
Jordan was precarious. While we had been consulted prior to entering
that country, we had given them no opinion. The position there is
clearer internationally, since there is no conflict within the United
Nations and no fighting within the country. At the same time they
faced a very difficult logistics problem as well as a grave risk of
violence. It was not easy to see a comfortable future in Jordan. The
British action had been courageous and the Secretary hoped that it
would work out.
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The Japanese resolution would not be the basis of our withdraw-
ing but would permit an action which might create a satisfactory basis
of withdrawal. This would depend on what was done. The resolution
merely authorized the Secretary General to do certain things which
could be adequate. We remained the judge as to the adequacy.

We had authorized Mr. Murphy to discuss the economic rehabili-
tation of Lebanon once the present crisis were resolved. Jordan was a
more difficult problem. [3Y2 lines of source text not declassified)

As to Iraq, we agreed with the Israel estimate that the present
regime did not enjoy popularity but only acceptance. Such enthusiasm
as it had was among younger elements and was not widespread. [1 line
of source text not declassified] One did not have to accept what had
happened as being permanent. There was an impression of mounting
discontent. The elements controlling Iraq were building up a respecta-
ble front, a front probably more respectable than their back. After all
for the present they were dependent on a market for their petroleum.
Assurance of the Western petroleum supply presupposed access to the
resources of Saudi Arabia, Kuwait and Iran. The Western positions in
those countries were not as assured as we would like. The Sheikh of
Kuwait was in Damascus. There had been previous talks of a Ku-
wait-Iraq Union and this could be revived. This development could be
serious, in fact catastrophic to the U.K. They hoped to prevent it and
thought they would. We were not certain as to what could be done.
There were many Iraqi workers in Kuwait. The situation was unclear.
The Secretary had discussed the problem with Selwyn Lloyd. [3 lines
of source text not declassified)

As for Iran, we had already taken steps to bolster up the situation
there and given heart to the Shah and his Government. The Secretary
was departing for London on July 27 to remain just for two days.
Ironically, we had always opposed Iraq’s entry into the Baghdad Pact.
That was the reason why the Secretary had been against our adhering,.

There were similar strains in Libya and the Sudan. The Secretary
expressed his admiration for the courage of the Sudan Prime Minister.
The Secretary’s impression was that we had not been asked to send
assistance. Mr. Rockwell confirmed that the Prime Minister’s question
had been limited to what our attitude would be if the Sudan were
attacked by Egypt. The Secretary commented this would not be the
method the UAR would use. It would be more likely assassination.
Our moral beliefs precluded action of this type on our part. Mr. Eban
commented that it was regrettable that there was no international law
on this subject. The Secretary said there were some good United
Nations resolutions, including the “Peace Through Deeds” one. *

*For text of this resolution, November 18, 1950, see U.N. General Assembly,
Official Records, Fifth Session, Supplement No. 20, pp. 13-14.
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The Secretary turned to Israel and said the short range effect of
our action had been to relieve the situation in the area. The long range
effects would be more serious depending on how events evolve. Our
action with respect to Lebanon should give Israel confidence that we
would respond in similar circumstances to an Israel appeal. The Secre-
tary had no clear opinion as to whether it was desirable to seek to
express this in new words at the moment. It would be hard to write
out. Sometimes an undefined relationship was somewhat more de-
pendable.

If there should be a meeting at which there would be a definition
of vital interests we would not agree to the exclusion of Israel. This
would be unthinkable.

The Secretary understood Mr. Eban would present a memoran-
dum with respect to Israel’s arms requests. We would look at it with an
open mind and the past would not necessarily decide the future. The
Secretary would not depart from this formulation at this time or go
beyond saying that we would give the matter a fresh look.

When Mr. Eban had talked about consultations, the Secretary
assumed that military consultations were meant. Mr. Eban said that he
would be making some procedural suggestions on this point. The
Secretary continued that we valued Israel intelligence. We felt that
ours was reasonably good also. Mr. Eban should formulate his pro-
posal which we would study. The aspect of immediate concern to us
was whether efforts would be made to engage our forces. This could
turn the area into a violent seething situation. So far, discretion had
been evident in Lebanon, but he was not sure the situation would
remain placid. The Secretary referred to reports that Fedayeen were
being sent into Lebanon. If there were elements desiring to make the
situation worse they had the capabilities to do so. We appreciated
Israel’s acquiescence in the airlift of oil to Jordan. We were trying to
find alternatives but the matter was very difficult. The problem was
complicated by the lack of storage facilities at the Gulf of Aqaba. The
Secretary and Mr. Eban both hoped that alternatives could be found
because the political implications in Jordan and elsewhere were not
good.

Mr. Eban said his Government would be grateful for anything the
Secretary could say to the Iranians and Turks in London. The Secre-
tary noted that he had recently spoken to the Shah about Israel and he
had been sympathetic. The conversation concluded with a brief dis-
cussion of the proposed 32 inch pipeline from the Gulf of Agaba to the
Mediterranean. The Israel representatives said that it could be con-
structed in six months at a cost of $40 to $50 million. Such a line could
carry one-fourth of Europe’s oil supply.
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30. Memorandum of a Conference With the President, White
House, Washington, July 25, 1958, 10:42 a.m.!

OTHERS PRESENT

Secretary Dulles, Secretary Herter, Mr. Reinhardt, Mr. Hagerty
General Goodpaster

Secretary Dulles said the British are objecting to certain passages
in our proposed reply to Khrushchev;? a message setting out their
objections would be available shortly. >

Secretary Dulles then said that he would be seeing Eban in
London, * and expected to get the Israeli views from him. He said that
Eban has made a strong plea for the President to give Ben Gurion
assurances that, if Israel got into difficulties like Lebanon’s, we would
give them help. Mr. Dulles said he had told Eban that the Israelis
should be assured by our action in Lebanon under the broad provi-
sions of our commitments. Eban then said they would like to get the
gist of the Secretary’s statement in writing. The President commented
that the Israelis are much stronger than Lebanon, both in terms of
internal cohesion and in their military forces. We extended help to
Lebanon because it was so weak. Mr. Herter commented that any
threat to Israel would be an external one, since internal subversion
does not exist. [4 lines of source text not declassified) Mr. Herter said we
must consider what we would do if they asked for us to back them if
they attack the West bank of the Jordan. Secretary Dulles said he did
not like the idea of a secret, written commitment by the President. The
President commented that the Tri-Partite Declaration® covers this
area, as does the Middle East Resolution—and further evidence of our
intent is shown by what we have done in Lebanon.

[Here follows discussion other aspects of the Middle East situation
and Franco-German relations.]

! Source: Eisenhower Library, Eisenhower Diaries. Secret. Drafted by Goodpaster.

? For texts of Khrushchev’s letter of July 23 and the President’s reply, July 25, see
American Foreign Policy: Current Documents, 1958, pp. 999-1002.

* Not further identified.

* Dulles went to London for the Baghdad Pact Council meeting, July 28-31.

* For text of the Tripartite Declaration, May 25, 1950, see Foreign Relations, 1950,
vol. v, pp. 167-168.
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31. Memorandum of a Conversation, Embassy Residence,
London, July 27, 1958, 10 a.m.’

USDel/MC/5
PARTICIPANTS

The United States
The Secretary
Mr. William M. Rountree

Israel
Ambassador Eban
Mr. Shiloah (Israeli Foreign Office)

SUBJECTS

[Item 1 (1 line of source text) not declassified)
2. Jordan .
3. Nasser

_ Ambassador Eban and Mr. Shiloah called secretly to see the Secre-

tary at the Embassy Residence at 10:00 A.M. Sunday, July 27, 1958.
Ambassador Eban began by saying that Prime Minister Ben Gurion
had received with appreciation the President’s recent letter to him.?
The Secretary remarked that the message had not gone as far as the
President would have liked, but that the Ambassador would under-
stand the difficulty of setting forth anything which might be inter-
preted as a commitment. He thought the implications were, however,
clear. Ambassador Eban appreciated this and said that in any event the
Prime Minister had understood the Secretary would be writing in
greater detail.

[3 paragraphs (22 lines of source text) not declassified]

Turning to Jordan the Ambassador said that his government had
been considering this matter carefully, and that the Prime Minister
now felt that there was better alternative than maintaining a separate
Jordan, even though there were great complexities involved. Any
other proposals involved difficulties and dangers, but if it was, never-
theless, not possible to maintain the status quo or some improvement
upon it based upon Jordanian independence, the Israeli thinking was
that the western part of the country (the West bank) belonged to the
land mass of Palestine. Perhaps it would be possible to bring about a
union with Iraq of the eastern portion of Jordan, with the western

! Source: Department of State, Conference Files: Lot 63 D 123, CF 1061. Secret.
Drafted by Rountree. During this meeting, Eban and Dulles also discussed Israeli coop-
eration with the Sudan. A memorandum of this part of the conversation is ibid.

2On July 25, President Eisenhower wrote to Prime Minister Ben Gurion [less than 1
line of text not declassified] stating that Israel could “be confident of United States interest
in the integrity and independence of Israel,” and noting that Dulles would write to him
in more detail. (Eisenhower Library, Herter Papers)
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portion established in some kind of autonomous political unit with
which there could be a union with Israel. The full absorption by Israel
of West Jordan would have a marked disadvantage from the Israeli
viewpoint. There was a rebellious population and a very turbulent
situation in that part of Jordan. Israel did not, in any event, have
expansionist ideas and would not seek to increase its territory by
taking over this unhappy situation, if it could be avoided. A free union
of Western Jordan with Israel would not, it was recognized, be wel-
comed by the population in present circumstances. On the other hand,
Israel did not believe that their people would wish to be swallowed up
by Iraq. The problem was, therefore, to try to create over a period of
time some sentiment for a union of the type suggested.

The Secretary observed that most of the population of the West
bank were Palestinians who were highly emotional on the question of
Israel [1 line of source text not declassified]. The Ambassador [1 line of
- source text not declassified] concurred that this group could be de-
scribed as strongly anti-Israel. The Ambassador said it was for that
reason that such a union could not occur in a week or a month, but
perhaps it could in a year or two, after concerted efforts to build up a
suitable climate.

Mr. Shiloah said he had had a long talk with the Prime Minister
and the Foreign Minister. Both felt it best to preserve the status of
Jordan. In view of events, it was clear that Jordan, as we know it,
would not last forever. In that case, if some arrangements could be
made with the new Iragi government along the lines set forth by
Ambassador Eban, it might be possible for the Iraqi to take over some
of the refugees on the West bank, with Israel taking over some, thus
reducing the refugee problem. Mr. Shiloah recalled that there had
been some talk in the past by groups in West Jordan of their getting
out of Jordan and joining Israel. Things had deteriorated since then,
however, and he did not see any immediate chance for such arrange-
ment. If events forced a new solution to the Jordanian problem, the
Israeli government wished to avoid a situation in which hostile forces
would be on its borders west of the Jordan River. Israel would much
prefer an agreement on action to be taken to resolve the problem.

Continuing, Mr. Shiloah said the Prime Minister believed Jordan
could be preserved only if anti-Nasser forces in the area cooperated
among themselves. It was essential that the Nasser drive be halted,
and those opposed to Nasser should be encouraged by the United
States to cooperate toward that end. Israel had been gratified at the
extent of cooperation on the part of a number of countries in the area
which wished to do everything possible to defeat the aims of Nasser.
The Prime Minister urged the United States to consider:

1. Doing everything possible to maintain the status quo in the
area;
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2. Encouraging wider cooperation among the anti-Nasser govern-
ments toward this end; and

3. Thus providing enough time to work out carefully future plans
for such territorial adjustments in the area as might be required.

Mr. Shiloah emphasized this had been put to the United States only
and would not be repeated to representatives of other countries.

Mr. Shiloah said that Nasser’s last public speech had made it clear
that he had in mind as his immediate targets Sudan, Lebanon and
Jordan. The Secretary observed that the popularity of Nasser in the
area was due partly to pan-Arabism, and it was also due partly to the
aura of success which he had generated. He had gone from one thing
to another, and his tactics were such that he could not stand still. He
thought Nasser’s anger at the presence of American Forces in Lebanon
and British Forces in Jordan was not so much because he thought
those Forces constituted a military threat to the UAR, but because they
tended to check his success. If his success could be interrupted, his
prestige would quickly go down. Mr. Shiloah agreed fully. He said
that Nasser was not popular in his own right, but that his ability to
achieve one success after another had rendered it difficult to generate
effective opposition to him. Inside the UAR things were not as happy
as they seemed on the surface. The Syrians had had second thoughts
and wanted more independence. Nasser already had been forced to
make certain concessions to the Syrians. For example, although politi-
cal parties had been banned, the Ba’ath Party had been reluctant to go
out of existence and Nasser had now allowed some latitude. He said
that the Ba’ath Party had been encouraging Iraq not to merge with
UAR but to retain some independence.

The Secretary referred to his meeting in Bonn with Chancellor
Adenauer? and said the Chancellor had apparently gained the impres-
sion from Mr. Fischer of the Israeli Foreign Office that Nasser would
be no danger if the Western Powers would concentrate on the eco-
nomic development of Egypt. Ambassador Eban was surprised to hear
this and expressed the conviction that Mr. Fischer had not intended to
give that impression. The Israeli view was that Nasser needed a period
in which to consolidate progress which he had made. They believe he
should not be given such a period, and that pressures should continue
against him. The West should stall in widening the Canal without
cancelling contracts; credits given by West Germany should be slowed
down in implementations, although they should not be withdrawn;
other measures should be taken to stall and slow down Nasser’s prog-
ress in order to frustrate him without creating a situation in which he
would have a useable justification for retaliation. The Ambassador

3 Documentation on Secretary Dulles’ trip to Bonn, July 26, is in Department of
State, Conference Files: Lot 63 D 123, CF 1064.
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said he would undertake to arrange for Mr. Fischer to clarify with the
German Government the Israeli view, without relating any further
contacts to conversation with the Secretary.

The Ambassador turned to the question of the Summit meeting.
He said Israel would ask for the right to participate as a matter of
principle if the Arab States participated. His Government had not,
however, changed its basic view that the Arab-Israel question should
not be brought before a Summit meeting at this time. The Secretary
inquired as to the Ambassador’s attitude upon the possibility that a
high-level meeting of the Security Council might be used as an occa-
sion to get started on peace efforts between Israel and the Arab states.
The Ambassador responded that progress in this connection must be
in stages. As a first stage it was necessary to stabilize the security
situation in the area. If this weren’t accomplished, nothing could be
achieved on substantive issues. The second stage would be to ap-
proach the question of settlement in a stabilized atmosphere.

Mr. Shiloah quickly interjected that he would not wish to give a
definitive response on the Secretary’s question without reference to his
Government. He would ask specifically for the Israeli attitude in this
regard.

An hour after the meeting Ambassador Eban sent a letter to Mr.
Rountree expanding upon certain points. A copy of the letter is at-
tached. *

* Not printed.

32 Letter From Secretary of State Dulles to Prime Minister Ben
Gurion'

Washington, August 1, 1958.

DEAR MR. PRIME MINISTER: As you have heard directly from the
President, ? he has discussed with me [12 lines of source text not declas-
sified]. The heart of the matter, as we see it, is the urgent necessity to
strengthen the bulwarks of international order and justice against the
forces of lawlessness and destruction which currently are at work in
the Middle East. We have been glad that Israel shares this purpose, as

' Source: Department of State, Conference Files, Lot 64 D 559, CF 1613. Top Secret;
Limit Distribution. Transmitted to Tel Aviv in telegram 108, August 1, which is the
source text, for delivery personally to the Prime Minister.

? See footnote 2, supra.
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illustrated by your deeply appreciated acquiescence in the use of Israel
airspace by United States and UK aircraft in their mission in support of
Jordan.

There are those who say that we must seek to reach an accommo-
dation with Arab nationalism in the radical form represented by Presi-
dent Nasser’s movement. If by this is meant that we must agree to
policies of assassination and murder, and to the destruction of the
integrity of sovereign states through indirect aggression abetted from
outside, I most certainly cannot concur. On the other hand, as I am
sure you would agree, it is neither possible nor desirable to oppose
genuine nationalist aspirations. The United States record in favoring
independence for the Arab states clearly reveals that we have favored
legitimate Arab nationalist goals. We have not attempted to stand in
their way. However, legitimate nationalist goals and the winning of
them by peaceful means are one thing. Indirect aggression, and at-
tempts by a larger state to force its will upon a smaller one, all in the
name of nationalism, are quite another. Our action in Lebanon, and
that of the British in Jordan, was taken in defense of the principles of
international law and justice, the current spreading violation of which
in the name of nationalism could, if unchecked, bring anarchy to the
Middle East.

You are right in saying that American troops in Lebanon and
British forces in Jordan cannot in the long run preserve the independ-
ence of those countries. They can, however, give pause to the expan-
sionism of aggressive forces and give the world community an oppor-
tunity to take further steps designed to preserve the independence of
free nations.

In the long run, the factor essential to the preservation of the
independence of nations is the determination of the nations them-
selves to remain free. The world is well aware that Israel has this
determination. The United States has been happy to encourage Israel
in its efforts to stand on its own feet [10 lines of source text not declassi-
fied).

Like Israel, we are deeply interested in strengthening the security
of the nations in the Middle East which are determined to resist the
expansionist forces at work in the area. You are aware of the action
taken by the United States in London to strengthen its relationship
with Turkey, Iran and Pakistan. Out of this action will flow increased
United States contributions to the security needs of those countries.

With regard to Israel’s security, the President has already written
to you of the implications for Israel of our action in Lebanon. We
believe that Israel should be in a position to deter an attempt at
aggression by indigenous forces, and are prepared to examine the
military implications of this problem with an open mind.
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I share your belief that the Soviet Union does not desire a general
war at this time. I also agree with you that no one should allow Soviet
public maneuvers to deceive him into thinking that the principles of
Soviet and International Communist policy have changed. In the face
of the constant Soviet Communist threat the only recourse is for the
Free World to make every effort to strengthen itself against aggression,
both direct and indirect. The critical situation in the Middle East today
gives Israel manifold opportunities to contribute, from its resources of
spiritual strength and determination of purpose, to a stable interna-
tional order.

[ 1 paragraph (2 lines of source text) not declassified]

Sincerely yours,

John Foster Dulles?

* Telegram 108 bears this typed signature.

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

Washington, August 2, 1958—6:01 p.m.

110. Eban called his request Rountree August 2. Stated USSR had
handed to Israel Ambassador Moscow on August 1 note containing
strong protest re overflights by US/UK aircraft. Note stated this atti-
tude of GOI made Israel immediate associate aggressive acts US/UK.
USSR also deemed it necessary make clear to GOI that by placing
airspace at disposal US/UK, GOI assumed responsibility for increased
tension in ME which may develop into conflict bringing about particu-
larly perilous consequences to national interest Israel itself.

Eban stated Israel had incurred protest from which [sic] country
much larger than self. This strengthened Israel Prime Minister’s view
US/UK had taken on greater responsibility Israel’s security. Urgent
necessity US policy re independence integrity Israel be made known to
USSR.

Israel did not regret what it had done in making airspace available
but believed this action strengthened moral responsibility incurred by
US/UK. Prime Minister wished President and Secretary be aware this

' Source: Department of State, Central Files, 784A.5411/8-258. Secret. Drafted by
Bergus, cleared with Rockwell, and initialed for Dulles by Rountree. Repeated to
London, Moscow, and Paris.
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belief. In replying to USSR, Israel planned say inter alia it could not
accept charge of assisting in “aggressive acts” since UNSC by vote
10-1 had defeated USSR resolution calling US /UK action aggressive.

Rountree undertook convey GOI views to Secretary. He pointed
out this appeared to be Soviet maneuver in context protests other
countries such as Iran, West Germany. Eban replied USSR doubtless
hoped by this act encourage elements in Israel who opposed use of
airspace. Chief Soviet purpose, however, was intimidatory. Indispens-
able USSR be told US had vital interest independence, integrity Israel.
Rountree commented that while no formal security arrangement
Israel-US, we believed repeated statements US policy and indications
US attitude this regard have left no doubt in minds USSR.

Conversation concluded with general discussion about prospects
summit conference in SC on ME, during which Eban expressed follow-
ing views:

1. This not useful forum for discussion Arab-Israel problem which
matter for parties themselves to negotiate.

2. This proper place for expression broad principles security all
ME nations and opposition to attempts to bring about forceful
changes.

3. Israel highly suspicious any1 groposal for arms embargo to area

and doubtful any arrangement could be achieved which would not run
counter to Israel interests.

Eban gave impression Israel not anxious attend summit meeting.
Would seek do so only in event its interests or security directly in-
volved.

Dulles

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

Tel Aviv, August 2, 1958—9 p.m.

137. At 5:30 local time today, August 2, Comay, Assistant Direc-
tor General Foreign Ministry, delivered most urgent message from
Prime Minister to effect overflights by US planes must stop immedi-
ately. PM has made same démarche re UK planes to British Ambassa-
dor, who is informing London.

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 784A.5411/8-258. Secret; Niact. Re-
peated to Amman, Beirut, and London. Received at 8:26 p.m.
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I pointed out to Comay overflights were scheduled for completion
in few days and asked if they might continue at least to August 6. He
replied B-G was insistent they be stopped immediately, meaning no
flights even tonight, and asked me send urgent message to that effect.
I promised despatch message at once but explained that, with planes
presently poised for tonight’s flights, there was some doubt they could
be stopped. Comay repeated B-G’s desire there be no more flights
from moment of receipt my message but recognized practical difficul-
ties. However, he emphasized B-G's insistence on being able assure
Cabinet meeting tomorrow morning August 3 (10 o’clock local time)
there were in fact no overflights and none scheduled.

In reply my question as to basis this dramatic and urgent demand,
Comay implied that on receipt Soviet protest note Ben Gurion had
been on verge calling in British Ambassador and me to make this
request because he felt (1) he could no longer submit [subject?] Israeli
people to risks involved in overflights and (2) he had already exceeded
authority extracted from Cabinet. Furthermore, he has no means eval-
uating present Soviet threat. B-G already drafting reply to Soviet note
for presentation to Cabinet tomorrow morning by which time he feels
he must be in position to state cessation overflights.

I asked why great rush in replying Soviet note, pointing out
replies to similar notes sent other countries had usually taken several
days. In reply Comay, who stated that he had not seen actual contents
note but that it was firm and threatening, said he knew only that B-G
was very insistent on need for speedy action and extremely serious re
urgency matter.

I agreed send immediate message to Department and promised
report Department'’s reply without delay. I again underscored difficul-
ties halting tonight’s flights in view technical and communications
factor.

Comments: Embassy Air Attaché reports complete cooperation IAF
as of 4 p.m. local time today, at which time he informed them of
change in type of aircraft making overflights.

I have conferred with my British colleague who confirmed his
visit to B-G, whom he found in very determined mood. Latter’s ap-
proach to him coincided with Comay’s delivery of message to me.
British Ambassador also commented to B-G on unusual speed of ac-
tion requested and questioned need for such precipitous reply to So-
viet note on lines coinciding almost exactly with mine. He received no
more convincing replies than I received from Comay, but B-G under-
scored problem he faced with Cabinet. British Ambassador also
pointed out technical and practical factors working against cancella-
tion tonight’s flights. '
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It is apparent B-G has reached point where he convinced urgency
of needs of Jordan and troop supply does not justify risk he runs in
permitting overflights and he does not feel he has firm basis to resist
strong Cabinet and potential public opposition to overflights.

I will appreciate Department'’s instructions by Niact.?

Lawson

2 No instructions along these lines have been found.

35. Memorandum of a Conversation, Secretary Dulles’
Residence, Washington, August 3, 1958, 3 p.m.’

SUBJECT
Israeli Decision to Request U.S. to Cease Overflights of Israel
PARTICIPANTS

Mr. Abba Eban, Israeli Ambassador
Mr. Yaacov Herzog, Israeli Minister

The Secretary
C—Mr. Reinhardt
NEA—Mr. Rountree
NE—Mr. Rockwell

Ambassador Eban and Mr. Herzog called at the Secretary’s re-
quest. The Secretary spoke strongly to them of the President’s and his
shock upon learning that as soon as Israel received a Soviet protest
concerning the US and UK overflights of Israel to Jordan, Israel was
preparing to acquiesce to the Soviet request that the flights be stopped.
The Secretary said that it was particularly shocking that Israel would
do this without any consultation with the US. We had believed that
Israel fully agreed with the US and UK purpose in Lebanon and Jordan
of showing the Soviets and Nasser there was a point beyond which
they could not go. If Israel had now changed its mind, we would like
to know. There were wide political implications in giving the USSR a
sense of power in the Middle East by such subservient actions as Israel
seemed prepared to take.

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 784A.5411/8-358. Top Secret. Drafted
by Rockwell and initialed by Rountree, At a 10 a.m. meeting with the British Minister, it
was decided that Dulles would ask Eban to call and would “strongly protest”” the Israeli
decision. (Memorandum of conversation; ibid.)
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Ambassador Eban said that Israel was deeply concerned over the
malevolent power of the Soviet Union which could destroy Israel in
five minutes. The Prime Minister’s decision was based on the belief
that the additional British request for overflight permission involved
the sending of additional troops into Jordan which were an added
convenience but not crucial for the support of the British operation.
Israel felt that by now the British should have been able to make other
arrangements to get these forces into Jordan. Israel lacked a formal
security guarantee from the US and felt itself in a most poignant
position. ;

The Secretary stated that the Eisenhower Doctrine made clear that
the US would come to the support of Israel should it be attacked by a
Communist power. For future guidance we wanted to know whether
Israel felt so menaced by the USSR that it would do whatever the
Soviet Union requested.

The Ambassador said he would at once transmit the Secretary’s
important observations to his government. Israeli general fortitude
could not be questioned, he thought. The Secretary said he was sorry
he had had to speak so bluntly, but important issues were at stake.

36. Memorandum of a Conversation, Department of State,
Washington, August 5, 1958

SUBJECT
Use of Israel Airspace for Airlift to Jordan
PARTICIPANTS

Mr. Abba Eban, Ambassador of Israel

Mr. Ya’acov Herzog, Minister, Embassy of Israel

Mr. Shimon Peres, Director General, Israel Ministry of Defense
The Acting Secretary

NE—Stuart W. Rockwell

NE—William L. Hamilton

Ambassador Eban handed the Acting Secretary a letter from
Prime Minister Ben Gurion to the Secretary, a copy of which is at-
tached, expressing the latter’s consent to U.S. resumption of its airlift
to Jordan through Israel and denying there was any relationship be-

' Source: Department of State, I0/UNP Files: Lot 59 D 582, Israel—General. Secret.
Drafted by Hamilton on August 6 and approved by Herter.
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tween his request to Ambassador Lawson that the airlift be terminated
and the Soviet note of August 1 charging that Israel’s assistance to the
airlift was aggressive.

Ambassador Eban said it was impossible to exaggerate the distress
the Prime Minister would feel if any doubt remained in the President’s
or the Secretary’s mind about Israel’s determination to resist Commu-
nism. There was room for divergence of opinion and judgment on
questions of mutual concern but Israel would like to think that one
thing was regarded as axiomatic—that there can be no question of
Israel’s principles in regard to Communism and tyranny and democ-
racy and human freedom. To the Government of Israel, the most
urgent aspect of the problem arising from the airlift was the elimina-
tion of U.S. doubts about Israel’s steadfastness. Mr. Eban asked that
this sense of urgency be conveyed to the Secretary and the President
as soon as possible.

On the practical problem itself and contrary to the general public
impression, Israel’s doubts about the airlift were not created by the
Soviet note which Israel had no intention of answering in haste.

Governor Herter asked if he was correct in assuming that the
Israelis were holding up their reply to the Soviets to be able to give
them a definitive answer on the circumstances of the airlift and Israel’s
termination of its consent to use of its airspace.

Mr. Eban repeated that his Government was in no hurry to re-
spond to the note which, when prepared, would reject the suggestion
that there was anything connecting international illegitimacy either
about the airlift itself or Israel cooperation. “It's a queer aggression,”
Mr. Eban said, “if only one in eleven nations so defines it.” Mr.
Herzog remarked that the Cabinet would not be meeting on the issue
until next Sunday, August 10, and the reply certainly would not be
made before then. There was no reason to suppose that it would be
made with any haste thereafter.

Mr. Eban remarked that when originally approached about the
overflights, they had stressed the desirability of the more rational
route via Agaba. He proposed that U.S. representatives in Tel Aviv get
in touch immediately with Colonel Harkabi of the Israel Defense
Force, whom he described as the liaison officer on the airlift, to begin
discussions on the technical level for the purpose of terminating the
airlift as soon as possible consistent with U.S. requirements.

Governor Herter concurred and introduced the question of how to
move quickly to dispel the impression in the public mind, which was
extremely unfortunate to Western interests in the Middle East, that the
Israel action was responsive to Soviet demands. A discussion of how
best to modify the impression ensued. Mr. Eban volunteered to tell the
press that contact between the U.S. and Israel, which had been estab-
lished with the inception of the airlift, was continuing without inter-
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ruption and, contrary to reports in the press, the flights were going
2
on.

Attachment

Letter From Prime Minister Ben Gurion to Secretary of
State Dulles?

Tel Aviv, August 5, 1958.

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: I am distressed and surprised by a misun-
derstanding which has arisen in your mind of what I conveyed to
Ambassador Lawson and Sir Francis Randall on August 2.

In these conversations I was not dealing with our basic approach
to global issues [1V2 lines of source text not declassified). For many
centuries our people has demonstrated, no less than any other nation,
its capacity of resistance to the threats of powerful forces. For forty
years, millions of our brethren in the Soviet Union itself have stood up
to fearful pressures without abandoning their Jewish consciousness
and their spiritual heritage. I was therefore shocked to hear that you
found it possible to say to our Ambassador that Israel had “caved in”
immediately to a Soviet threat, and that a Soviet letter can bring us to
submission. I cannot imagine, Mr. Secretary, how it could occur to you
that we are capable of “subservience to Soviet Threats”. We do not
have the physical strength which certain great nations possess. But I
venture to say that we do not fall short of any nation in the world in
moral courage. Were this not the case, no trace of us would have been
left a long time ago.

I even believe that Israel in her ten years of existence has incurred
more risks, defied more threats, displayed greater resolution in grave
hours than most other nations in the world, including many less
vulnerable and exposed than us. Although we have no doubt of the
sincere interest of the United States in the independence and integrity
of Israel, as expressed by the President in his last letter to me, we have
never been granted a guarantee of our integrity. Moreover, we have
not heard that the Soviet Union has ever been told concerning Israel
what it has been told about the consequences of an attack on Turkey;
nor have we ever been told that clear and explicit words about the
United States interest in our integrity and independence have been
said to Nasser and other Arab rulers who openly declare the policy of

? Following the discussion of overflights, the conversation turned to arms require-
ments with Peres stating the Israeli needs. A memorandum of this part of the conversa-
tion is ibid., Central Files, 784A.56 /8-558.

* No classification marking. A letter of transmittal from Eban to Herter, August 5, is
not printed.
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destroying Israel. We are surrounded by foes who receive abundant
arms from the Soviet Union, and who receive Western arms as well,
and yet we are not intimidated. I must however admit that we are
concerned because up to now we have not been successful in receiving
arms assistance from the United States.

As you personally are aware, we have incurred great risks for
ourselves and our brethren in relation to the Soviet Union in days
before the Middle East resolution of the United States Congress* was
adopted, as well as since that time. In the days immediately following
the American and British actions in Lebanon and Jordan, at a time
when the air was full of tension and the possibility of world conflict, I
did not object to flights over Israel territory in connection with the
American air demonstration over Jordan; to an airlift of British troops
to Jordan; to an American oil airlift; and to a continuation of British
and American supplies to British troops in Jordan for a number of
days.

On the other hand, from July 16 onwards I have constantly urged
the advisability of finding an alternative route. The use of Israel’s
territory has involved us in serious embarrassments and dangers. To
this day I cannot understand why three weeks after the first landing
the alternative route has not been brought into full use.

It is my best judgment that we should try to prevent the tensions
created for us and others by this over-flight procedure, and should
concentrate all energies on developing the other route. I believe that it
was legitimate for me to have this judgment on the over-flight ques-
tion without my basic stand on the great world issues being called into
question. ‘

I admit that the Soviet Note caused us concern. The vast disparity
between Soviet strength and Israel strength makes this concern wor-
thy of understanding. But you know of our contributions to the efforts
of free people to stem the tide of communism will, on reflection, not
believe that a threat, even from so powerful a source, would deter us
from doing something vital to the cause of human freedom, which is
Israel’s cause.

In making decisions involving risk at critical times I have never
had the feeling that Israel’s security is as firmly guaranteed as is that of
other nations within the free world. I take note of the categorical and
emphatic way in which you have informed me, through Ambassador
Eban, that if a Soviet attack took place against Israel the armed forces
of the United States would come to our aid under the Eisenhower
doctrine. I cannot refrain from pointing out that such important and
explicit words have never been embodied in any written document
from the United States to us. You also said to Ambassador Eban that

* See footnote 3, Document 10.



Arab-Israeli Dispute 87

Israel is guaranteed against Soviet attack no less explicitly than any
other country. This last point is still not fully clear to me and I should
like to return to it on another occasion.

(1 paragraph (572 lines of source text) not declassified)

Four days have passed and we have not yet replied to the Soviet
Note. I told my Cabinet on Sunday that the reply would not be sent
before next week.

I note that you do not regard the British request for a new airlift of
troops as vital. I did not believe, when I sent my message to Ambassa-
dor Lawson, that the American supply aitlifts were crucial in them-
selves. But if you think it necessary I now propose that we consult
together in an effort to find an agreed arrangement for bringing them
to a conclusion in a manner satisfactory to both our governments.

Above everything else, I am convinced, Mr. Secretary, of the
urgent need to strengthen the links between the countries which I
mentioned in my letter to the President. I am certain that nothing will
more effectively prevent the spread of Soviet influence in the Middle
East, both directly and indirectly through the aid of Nasser and com-
munists in Arab countries, than the internal consolidation of the coun-
tries of this group and the strengthening of their mutual ties with each
other, albeit for the time being without publicity.

I am studying with the deepest interest and attention the impor-
tant letter which I have received from you on this subject.®

Yours sincerely,

David Ben Gurion ¢

* Document 32.
¢ Printed from a copy that bears this typed signature.
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37. Memorandum From the Assistant Secretary of State for
Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs (Rountree) to the
Secretary of State'

Washington, August 22, 1958.
SUBJECT
Israel Arms Request

Discussion:

Pursuant to Ambassador Eban’s July 21 conversation with you
(Tab A)? the Israelis have presented a list of arms (Tab B)® which, in
the main, they hope to obtain either from us or from European stocks
of U.S. manufactured items. They also ask U.S. financial assistance
whether the arms are procured here or elsewhere.

They list tanks, anti-tank recoilless rifles, half-tracks, small sub-
marines, helicopters and transport aircraft, signal equipment, trucks,
and anti-aircraft guided missiles. They inform us they have also ap-
proached Italy, France and the United Kingdom to obtain tanks—
Centurions from the British, and from the French and Italians M-47s
supplied by us under military assistance. They have discussed subma-
rines with the British and possibly elsewhere but with little success
thus far. They do not ask for combat aircraft but inform us they hope
to obtain them from the French.

The Department of Defense, in a letter of August 8 from Assistant
Secretary Sprague (Tab C),* informs us that all of the items on the list
are available, under various priorities and delivery schedules, except
for submarines and helicopters of the types specified, and a specific
type of guided missile for which the Israelis can not qualify because of
this weapon’s security classification.

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 784A.56/8-2258. Secret. Drafted by
Hamilton on August 15; initialed by Rountree and Dillon; and sent to Dulles through W
and S/S. Concurred in by James. M. Wilson, Jr., Reinhardt, and Leffingwell of the
Department of Defense. On August 20, 1958, the Bureau of Near Eastern, South Asian,
and African Affairs passed responsibilities for relations with African nations to a new
Bureau of African Affairs.

2 None of the tabs is attached to the source text. Tab A is printed as Document 29.

3Tab B was a list of eight items attached to a letter from Eban to Dulles, August 1.
(Department of State, Central Files, 784A.56/8-158) A copy of the list was sent to Tel
Aviv in telegram 118, August 5, with a request for the Embassy’s evaluation. (Ibid.,
784A.56/8-558) Lawson replied on August 13 that limited sales of defense arms could
be justified both politically and militarily. (Ibid., 784A.5/8-1358)

* Not printed. (Ibid., 784A.56 /8-858)
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The Israelis have given first preference to the anti-tank recoilless
rifle which they describe as simple to operate, inexpensive and ideally
suited as a weapon with which to arm Israel’s border settlements
which they consider to be the country’s first line of defense. They are
particularly desirable, according to the Israelis, as a defense against
Soviet, U.K. and U.S. tanks now in the hands of the Arab states.

The Israelis ask financial assistance in arms procurement to pro-
tect their economic development program from the drain of military
expenditure. They have cited favorable pricing, which they think is
possible by procurement from U.S. military stocks rather than com-
mercial sources, grant assistance for purchases here or offshore pro-
curement, or possibly payment in Israel currency.

As in the past, we believe that political considerations militate
against our being a large supplier of heavy military equipment to
Israel. We prefer that the Israelis look elsewhere, particularly to the
British and French, as they have in the past. We consider the quantities
sought to be excessive in several categories.

Even if it were deemed advisable to introduce large quantities of
arms into Israel, financial assistance (i.e., grant or credit military aid) of
any significant magnitude to support this action would present certain
difficulties at this time. As you are aware, no funding provision was
made in the FY 1959 MAP program for Israel. Anticipated Congres-
sional cuts in requested funds and a number of requirements which
have arisen since the Congressional presentation have combined to
create a situation where total requirements are in excess of the funds
available to meet them. Nevertheless, if it were considered essential to
provide for an Israeli program, this could be done through a diversion
of funds from programs which we now contemplate meeting or by
drawing on limited contingency funds. It would also be possible to
make an advance commitment to fund such a program in FY 1960 by
following the procedures set forth under NSC 1550 which requires
that certain determinations must be made when future year funds are
committed. '

Grant military assistance would represent a major departure in
our relations with the Government of Israel which might adversely
affect delicate relations with the rest of the area. Payment in local
currency is not attractive to us because our holdings of Israel pounds
are far beyond any foreseeable need and would be tantamount to
grant assistance since MAP dollars would have to be used to finance
the transaction.

And if, as the Israelis report, France and Italy have M-47 tanks
surplus to their needs, we would want to transfer them to programs of
other countries which have high military priorities under the MAP.
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Despite the continuing validity of most of these objections to
supplying or financing large quantities of arms to Israel, the situation
in the Middle East has been substantially altered since our last consid-
eration of an Israel arms request. The Israel Government has been
helpful to us in such matters as the recent overflights to Jordan and in
its adherence to attitudes favorable to the U.S. position on recent
developments in the area and the United Nations. Your letter of Au-
gust 1 to Prime Minister Ben Gurion (Tab D),’ taking cognizance of
these facts, expressed a U.S. belief that Israel should be in a position to
deter an attempt at aggression by indigenous forces and informed Mr.
Ben Gurion that we would look at a new Israel arms request with an
open mind.

In the light of these considerations some alteration in our policy
seems indicated. Sale of weapons which the Arabs would be least able
to decry as increasing the danger of Israel aggression probably would
be the most advantageous decision from the standpoint of U.S. inter-
ests. The strictly defensive anti-tank recoilless rifle seems most nearly
to meet these criteria and it is probably the one most likely to compen-
sate the Israelis for their disappointment over our decision not to make
other items more readily available or to provide substantial financial
assistance. The Department of Defense informs us that 100 recoilless
rifles plus reasonable quantities of ammunition, spare parts, and an
essential adapter kit would cost about $1 million. We might consider a
credit element, thus providing some financial relief for the Israelis.
However, such a credit would be a precedent in the case of Israel and
it may be anticipated that it would result in Israel consistently in-
cluding credit elements in its future requests for military equipment.

The Department of Defense has informed us that the proposed
provision of this assistance has no significant military effect and that
the $1 million to finance a credit arrangement could be made avail-
able, if political considerations make it advisable to provide the recoil-
less rifles, though this will of course necessitate a diversion of funds
from other FY 1959 requirements.

Recommendations:

1. That we agree to supply the Israelis with 100 of the 350 anti-
tank recoilless rifles and ancillary equipment® under the U.S.-Israel
Reimbursable Military Aid Agreement on credit terms customary in
these transactions (Tab E).”

’ Document 32.

$On the source text, Dillon underscored the word “ancillary” and wrote below:
“This includes ammunition CDD.”

7 Tab E has not been identified; presumably it was a copy of the U.S.~Israel Agree-
ment on Mutual Defense Assistance, July 23, 1952. (TIAS 2675; 3 UST (pt. 4) 4985)
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2. That we inform the Israelis we have no obligations to their
buying such of their requirements as may be available from commer-
cial sources. We would agree to license the export of reasonable quan-
tities of such items, which might include half-tracks, trucks and signal
equipment.

3. That we inform the Israelis that we are unable to provide the
tanks, submarines and guided missiles they have asked us for.

® Dulles initialed his approval of the three recommendations on August 22. On
August 26, Rountree informed Eban of the decisions reached on the arms request. At the
same time, they discussed Israeli efforts to secure equipment from other governments.
(Memorandum of Conversation; Department of State, Central Files, 784A.56/8-2658)
Further discussion on August 26 concerned the forthcoming U.N. General Assembly,
Nasser, and the new regime in Irag. A memorandum of this part of the conversation is
ibid., NEA Files: Lot 60 D 580, Israel-UN Relations.

38. Memorandum of a Conversation, Department of State,
Washington, September 10, 1958

SUBJECT
The Mid East Situation and Israel’s Arms Request
PARTICIPANTS

Mr. Abba Eban, Ambassador, Embassy of Israel
Mr. Yaacov Herzog, Minister, Embassy of Israel

The Secretary
NE—Stuart W. Rockwell
NE—William L. Hamilton

The conversation, which was at Ambassador Eban’s request,
opened with an exchange of pleasantries about press reports that the
Ambassador plans to retire to seek office in the Israel general election
of November 1959. Ambassador Eban said he would not deny interest
in the possibility, but described the stories as premature.

The Ambassador said that while developments in the Middle East
are over-shadowed by events in the Far East, the former area is not
quiet. There is no change in the basic objectives either of Nasser or the
USSR, although Nasser had been forced into a less aggressive posture
by the presence of the U.S. and British forces in the area which in

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 780.00/9~1058. Secret. Drafted by
Hamilton. A briefing paper for this conversation is ibid., 784A.56/9-1058. A summary
of the conversation was transmitted to Tel Aviv in telegram 225, September 10. (Ibid.,
784A.56/9-958)
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Ambassador Eban’s view has created a new equilibrium of strength.
Nevertheless, Nasser is not cooperating in a positive way and the
Secretary General has found much to disappoint him in his efforts to
implement the General Assembly resolution.? Present developments
in the area are justification for the skepticism with which Ambassador
Eban said both the U.S. and Israel had regarded the resolution and its
prospects.

Some slight gains had been achieved. Nasser has had to abandon
force for the time being. He is apparently reconciled to some degree of
independence for Lebanon, and his ambitions toward Saudi Arabia
have received a serious check despite minor concessions given to him
on purchases of oil with Egyptian currency. He is encountering resist-
ance in the Sudan. Finally, the U.N. debate created a world-wide
awareness of indirect aggression although it is not defined in the
resolution.

The Secretary agreed that the concept is implicit in the resolution,
although not explicitly expressed.

Ambassador Eban went on to say that world opinion, now aware
of the dangers of indirect aggression, has placed Nasser under an
inhibiting tactical influence, but has not persuaded him to renuncia-
tion of his dreams of empire nor his use of Soviet assistance and
tactics. He has turned to a quieter subversion and there are disquieting
indications that he is having some success especially in Iraq where the
new regime is under considerable pressure, generated by Nasser, to
turn to the Soviets for military instruction and weapons. He said that
the Iraqi Chief of Staff has accepted the idea and it is only prudent to
imagine that his desires might prevail with his Government.

Under the Secretary’s and Mr. Rockwell’s questioning, Ambassa-
dor Eban admitted that there is resistance to the suggestion within the
Cabinet including the Foreign Minister, but he said real strength for it
has developed in the army and as evidence he cited an Iraqi army
order of the day which advised commanding officers of the possibility
of the receipt of new weapons.

Mr. Rockwell commented that some American arms of obsolete
type are reportedly going into Iraq either from Egypt or Syria although
obtained elsewhere than from the U.S. He asked whether Israel would
prefer to see the U.S. try to divert a possible Iraqi turn to the Soviets
for arms by attempting to persuade the Iraqis to rely on continuing
U.S. military assistance.

Ambassador Eban said such an alternative would place them in a
dilemma, and he would like to consult his government on the sugges-
tion.

?For text of Resolution 1237 (ES-III), August 21, see U.N. General Assembly,
Official Records, Third Emergency Special Session, Supplement No. 1, p. 1.
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It was recalled that a U.S. program of supplying jets to Iraq had
been suspended at the time of the recent coup. Mr. Rockwell said the
Iraqis have now come to us asking resumption of the program. Am-
bassador Eban asked if the Iragis were also prepared to meet MAAG
requirements, Mr. Rockwell replying that this was a question we
would have to look into. Mr. Eban said it was not inconceivable the
Iraqis would come to the U.S. with an arms request so extravagant we
would have to decline, whereupon Iraq might follow Egypt’s example
of 1955, declaring it had no recourse but to turn to Soviet sources.

Ambassador Eban said that in the light of these developments, it
is obvious countervailing efforts cannot be relaxed and he mentioned:
(1) Strengthening the non-Arab states in the area and improving their
cooperation with each other. He expressed gratitude to the Secretary
for U.S. interest in this concept [2 lines of source text not declassified).
(2) The preservation of the independence of Lebanon and Jordan. (3)
The encouragement of a separatist tendency in Iraq and, finally,
strengthening Israel’s defensive capacity. Ambassador Eban said his
government welcomed what the U.S. had already done by its recent
decision on arms for Israel and the understanding of Israel’s problem
which was implicit in the U.S. decision. Serious problems still remain,
however. A gross discrepancy is between the heavy tanks which can
be numbered by the hundreds for the Arabs as against none at all for
the Israelis. Israel’s once formidable tank force is now obsolete by
comparison with the Stalin and Centurion tanks in the hands of the
neighbors. His government is aware that Jordan wants a great increase
in military strength which if granted might put the HK]J in a position
not only to resist Egypt but to attack Israel. He said he recognizes U.S.
reluctance to supply tanks but that France, with only a word from the
U.S., is prepared to turn over M-47’s about which it is legally or
morally bound to ask U.S. consent. Such a transfer, he said, is not like
direct supply by the U.S. and has the additional advantage arising
from the fact that the French have supplied so much to Israel that this
new concession would not have a serious impact.

He said the 100 anti-tank recoilless rifles are insufficient opera-
tionally and his government would like the number increased. Israel
also continues to look for ways to reduce the financial impact of its
effort to redress the arms imbalance and and is preparing a memoran-
dum which will suggest the relief the U.S. may be able to provide
within the present legal framework of Israel-U.S. military supply rela-
tionships, which do not include grant assistance but permit Israel
purchases on a reimbursable basis. The memorandum, which he
stated would be presented to Mr. Rountree, would touch on the possi-
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bility of payment in Israel currency and arrangement for repayment
over longer periods of time. 3

Israel requirements are urgent as underscored by evidence of early
reduction of Western forces now in the area; another threatening So-
viet note which while it did not frighten the Israelis was a fact of life;
and Nasser’s renewed attacks on Israel after a period of relative calm.

The Secretary remarked that Nasser is apparently not in a good
frame of mind. It may be surmised, he said, that U.S.-British action has
obliged him to slow down his program and that some other countries
in the area have been encouraged to attach conditions and qualifica-
tions to their relationships with Egypt which are irritating to Nasser.
The Secretary noted the great resentment which word of the U.S. arms
concession to Israel had aroused in Nasser and commented that he
assumes the Israelis wish the concessions had been on as large a scale
as Nasser presumes they are. The Secretary agreed that Nasser is
devoting more attention to Israel than for the past year or so. Perhaps
this indicates his other means of achieving influence are not as strong
as he had thought.

The Secretary commented that the Secretary General's trip* ap-
parently is not as successful as he had hoped it might be in terms of
establishing some dependable restraint on radio propaganda and a
U.N. presence. The U.S. has had no direct report from the Secretary
General, but there is at least some evidence, reasons for which we can
only speculate about, that the good will era Fawzi talked of is not
going to appear. The Secretary General may feel that he has been let
down. Possibly this is because Nasser, in turn, has let down Fawzi
whom he may have used merely to get over a bad moment in New
York.

The Secretary agreed that we cannot expect to get out of the
Middle East resolution all the results some governments hope for but
some results are possible—focusing the attention of the world on the
problem of indirect aggression and slowing down Nasser’s program of
expansion. Nevertheless, the basic problem still remains which will
have to be considered after Hammarskjold returns and makes his
report.

[1 paragraph (8 lines of source text) not declassified]

Mr. Dulles said he could not give an answer off hand to Israel’s
new arms request as outlined by the Ambassador but would consider
it further. '

* On September 9, Lawson discussed Israeli arms requirements with Foreign Minis-
ter Meir along these same lines. The Ambassador summarized the conversation in
telegram 247 from Tel Aviv, September 9. (Department of State, Central Files, 784A.56/
9-958)

* Hammarskjold visited Amman, Beirut, Cairo, Baghdad, and Jerusalem, August
27-September 12.
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The conversation on Middle Eastern matters closed with some
consideration of Jordan. The Secretary said it would be necessary to do
some very hard thinking on the problem after Hammarskjold has
returned. Very difficult financial questions are involved for the U.S.
which has had cutbacks in its appropriations making it very difficult to
continue pouring money into Jordan on an emergency basis.

Ambassador Eban commented that the solution for Jordan would
be closer cooperation with Israel which could give Jordan an outlet via
the port of Haifa. The two governments would share the development
of the Aqaba port area and the Jordan.®

® During this conversation, Eban and Dulles also discussed economic aid to Israel
for the oil pipeline from Aqaba to Haifa and for Jordan River projects. A memorandum
of this part of the conversation is in Department of State, Central Files, 784A.5-MSP/
9-1058.

39. Memorandum of a Conversation, Department of State,
Washington, October 2, 1958, Noon *

SUBJECT
Military Assistance to Israel
PARTICIPANTS

Mrs. Golda Meir, Israeli Foreign Minister
Mr. Abba Eban, Ambassador, Embassy of Israel
Mr. Yaacov Herzog, Minister, Embassy of Israel

The Secretary
NEA—Mr. Rountree
NE—MTr. Rockwell

The Secretary received Mrs. Meir at her request. The Israeli For-
eign Minister said that she was very happy with the course of develop-
ments between the United States and Israel in the past year. She felt
there was no basic difference of views between the countries regarding
the situation in the Middle East.

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 784A.5-MSP/10-258. Top Secret.
Drafted by Rockwell and initialed by Rountree. A briefing paper for this meeting is ibid.,
033.84A11/10-158. A summary of this conversation was transmitted to Tel Aviv in
telegram 293, October 2. (Ibid., 784A.56/10-258) Foreign Minister Meir was in the
United States to attend the U.N. General Assembly.
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The Secretary remarked that events have brought the United
States and Israel closer together. Furthermore, the U.S. action in Leba-
non made it clear that if Israel should be the victim of unprovoked
aggression to extinguish its sovereignty our response would be just as
good as it was in the Lebanese case. This should add to Israel’s sense
of security and act as a deterrent to Israel’s enemies.

The Israeli Foreign Minister said that she agreed with the Secre-
tary’s observations but that the basic problems in the area had not
been solved. The Secretary replied that we had never expected that
our action in Lebanon would solve these problems. We believed, how-
ever, that it would give heart to small nations everywhere which relied
on the U.S. as a friend and encourage them to defend their independ-
ence. He personally had no doubt that there had been no change in
the goals and ambitions of Nasser.

Mrs. Meir said that Israel has deep fear of being encircled on all
sides. It should be strong enough to withstand an attack until outside
help could come. Furthermore, although the Secretary’s words regard-
ing the assistance the U.S. would render in the case of an attack on
Israel were deeply appreciated, what was desired by Israel was a
public U.S. statement of U.S. determination to defend the territorial
integrity of all nations in the Middle East. Mrs. Meir then asked if she
might take up the Israeli arms request.

In replying affirmatively, the Secretary said that we had made
important exceptions to our policy of not being a major supplier of
arms to Israel. However, our basic policy had not changed; we still did
not wish to become an important supplier of arms to Israel, preferring
to concentrate on economic assistance, and did not wish to have the
exceptions we had made become the rule. The Secretary regretted that
he had not had the time to go into the details of the specific Israeli
requests.

Mrs. Meir said that Israel would be very happy if the U.S. were to
change its basic policy. Certain military items that Israel badly needed
could not be obtained anywhere except the U.S. Thanks in part to the
Secretary’s conversation with Selwyn Lloyd in New York,? the UK
had now agreed to sell Israel 55 Centurion tanks, but Israel needed
200 heavy tanks in all so as to balance the 1,000 heavy tanks pos-
sessed by the UAR, Iraq and Jordan. There were Patton tanks in France
and Italy which Israel could get if the U.S. would release them. Also
Israel could not afford to pay for the heavy tanks she needed and,
therefore, hoped that through U.S. assistance Israel could obtain them
without payment. The 55 tanks from the UK would cost in the neigh-
borhood of $8 or $10 million which Israel simply did not have.

? A memorandum of Dulles’ conversation with Lloyd, September 25, is ibid., Secre-
tary’s Memoranda of Conversation: Lot 64 D 199.



Arab-Israeli Dispute 97

The Secretary said that he thought Israel faced a major policy
decision. He did not think it would be practical for Israel to try to
‘match the military power of the surrounding Arab nations which were
inherently greater in population and in wealth. It was not clear what
military doctrine Israel was following. Mrs. Meir replied that the Israe-
lis realized that they could not match the Arabs tank for tank and
plane for plane. Their policy was to match quality for quality. If the
Arabs have 1,000 heavy tanks, Israel should have 200. If the Arabs
have six submarines, Israel should have two. The Israelis with a
smaller amount of arms could do better than the Arabs with larger
quantities.

Ambassador Eban inquired whether Israel could expect that in
forthcoming U.S. economic aid programs for Israel account would be
taken of Israel’s arms burden. If so, Israel had definite proposals which
would help her acquire the needed arms.

The Secretary said that he did not know what our economic aid
capabilities were going to be. Funds for economic assistance had been
sharply cut by the Congress this year and there had been two abnor-
mal drains on the emergency funds in the form of the Lebanese and
Taiwan situations. It might be necessary to return to Congress for a
supplementary appropriation. He could not give any answer now to
the Ambassador’s inquiry. All he could say on all the Israeli requests
put forward in the meeting was that he would go over the situation
with his associates both with regard to policy and U.S. capabilities.

Mr. Rountree pointed out that the concept of U.S. economic
assistance to Israel rather than military help was not new. In determin-
ing our economic aid levels we had borne in mind Israeli expenditures
for military items. Ambassador Eban commented that the military
burden on Israel was now very much heavier, unfortunately. Israeli
military needs amounted to $20 million and the Israelis had proposals
which showed how this need could be met through economic assist-
ance.
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40. Memorandum From the Assistant Secretary of State for
Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs (Rountree) to the
Secretary of State'

Washington, October 9, 1958.
SUBJECT

Response to Israel’s Military Assistance Requests
Discussion:

The press of other developments made it impossible for you to
reply definitively to Israel Foreign Minister Golda Meir and Ambassa-
dor Eban on October 2, 1958 concerning Israel’s outstanding requests
for military assistance. (Tab B)? At a later meeting that day, I under-
took to give them a partial response and, ad referendum, to indicate
our thinking on larger questions which they had raised.

The answers which I made in definite terms are set forth in the
attached memorandum of conversation (Tab A),? but can be summa-
rized as follows:

We would license the requested quantities of multiple-barrel ma-
chine guns for anti-aircraft purposes, M-1918 30-caliber machine
guns, and 7.62 high-velocity, armor-piercing ammunition. We would
view sympathetically a request for personnel training without cost in
United States military establishments, but believed it to be virtually
impossible to undertake this in the absence of a military aid agree-
ment. We could not increase the number of anti-tank recoilless rifles
beyond the 100 we have offered, nor could we supply proximity fuses
because of their high security classification.

The following three items I gave no decision on, but indicated
some hope with respect to the first. My attitude with respect to the
latter two was negative.

(1) Licensing of twenty S-58 Sikorsky helicopters which the man-
ufacturer has told the Israelis he will be able to supply for about
$5,100,000.

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 784A.56/10-258. Secret. Drafted by
Hamilton; cleared with W/MSC and MC; initialed by Rountree; and sent through S/S
and Herter. The source text is also initialed by Herter and bears a notation that Dulles
saw it. A note attached to the source text states that Dulles had certain reservations
about recommendation 2 which he discussed with Rountree on October 12. A memo-
randum of their telephone conversation is infra.

2 Supra.

* Not printed.
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It might be advisable to agree to license the helicopters, which are
regarded as of low offensive potential, to assuage in some degree Israel
disappointment if we give negative responses on items (2) and (3)
below.

(2) Consent to the transfer of United States Patton tanks from
France and Italy, and financial assistance for their purchase, and finan-
cial assistance for the purchase of fifty-five Centurion tanks from Brit-
ain at a cost of $8-10,000,000.

To assist either in the financing or procurement of tanks from
European sources would derogate from our policy of not supplying
this type of equipment to Israel. The nature of our participation in
either transaction could not be long concealed and the political impact
in the area would be as great as if we were to make the tanks available
from our own stocks.

(3) Providing financial assistance to Israel in the purchase from
United States sources of $20-22,000,000 in military equipment.

The Israelis suggested two alternatives: (a) direct assistance in the
form of long-term credits to be repaid preferably in Israel currency or
(b) upward adjustment of United States economic assistance levels to
free equivalent Israel funds to purchase arms.

I indicated to the Israelis that the relationship of either of these
types of United States financial assistance to Israel’s arms procurement
could not be concealed. The proposal of raising economic assistance
levels has the additional objection, which I made clear to the Israelis,
of embarking us on the questionable policy of relating economic aid
levels directly to anticipated arms burdens.

Recommendations:
1. Re S-58 Sikorsky helicopters.
That we agree to license.
2. Re assistance to the Israelis in the financing* of tanks.

That we decline.

3. Re financial assistance in the purchase of arms or compensatory
adjustment of economic aid levels.

That we decline. ®

‘ Before approving recommendation 2, Dulles crossed out the words “or procure-
ment” at this point.

* Dulles initialed his approval of the three recommendations.
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41. Memorandum of a Telephone Conversation Between the
Secretary of State and the Assistant Secretary of State for
Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs (Rountree),
Washington, October 12, 1958, 10:40 a.m.’

TELEPHONE CALL TO MR. ROUNTREE

Re military assistance to Israel. Sec said he had approved all
except the one point where he was reluctant to go along. The recom-
mendations? are first that we agree to license the helicopter; Sec
agreed. Second, the assistance to Israel in the financing or procure-
ment of tanks; Sec agreed on financing but not sure procurement. Sec
said we have in the past, or at least he had, perhaps wrongly, given
them the impression that we were somewhat more liberal in economic
approach than we would be if they did not have such heavy military
burdens. No direct connection at all but in the past we have given the
economic assistance and it does not make much difference which
pocket it goes into. Sec said it was important to make clear we do
recognize that they do have heavy military burdens without which
they could get along without economic assistance from us. We are not
insisting that they cut out the military because we recognize it neces-
sary within limitations. There is a relationship there we accept in the
broad sense; we never accepted it in the narrow sense of $20 million
more for tanks, therefore we [have?] given $20 million more economic
aid; a rather fine line of distinction. Sec said he found it difficult to see
why we require them to spend $20 million for Centurions when they
could buy the same number of M-47s for $8 million. Sec said he
wondered how much real difference it makes whether we can main-
tain in this respect a separate position from the UK; Sec said he
gathered Egypt had launched an all-out attack on us. Sec discussed
what the status of these tanks were. Sec said he thought they were
tanks manufactured in France by the French according to US specifica-
tions as part of offshore procurement plan. Sec said they were going to
get the tanks—it was a question of spending more money than they
needed to. Sec said the important thing was to know whether they
were American tanks, offshore procurement tanks, or what. Sec said
he would like to defer action until we know the status of the tanks.

! Source: Eisenhower Library, Dulles Papers, General Telephone Conversations. No
classification marking.

2 Reference is to the recommendations in the memorandum, supra.
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42, Memorandum of a Conversation, Department of State,
Washington, October 17, 1958, 1:45 p.m. !

PARTICIPANTS

Mr. Abba Eban, Ambassador of Israel
Mr. Yaacov Herzog, Minister, Embassy of Israel
Mr. Avraham Salmon, Economic Counselor, Embassy of Israel

NEA—William M. Rountree
NE—William L. Hamilton

Following a brief discussion of weapons and other military equip-
ment, the discussion turned to the possibility of increasing economic
aid to Israel. Ambassador Eban had raised this as an alternative in a
previous conversation when it was disclosed to him that we are not
prepared to give arms to Israel or assist in the procurement or the
financing of military equipment from other sources. ?

Mr. Rountree recapitulated concessions already made to Israel
which he characterized as being substantial. These included the one
hundred 106-mm anti-tank recoilless rifles with a credit of $1,000,000
for their purchase; the consent to licensing various categories of am-
munition; multi-barrel machine guns for anti-aircraft defenses; and
1,000 conventional machine guns. To these he could now add our
consent to the licensing of the requested 5-58 Sikorsky helicopters.
The related question of our consent to Sikorsky supplying a specific
military configuration depended on what modifications of the basic
type the Israelis have in mind, but he anticipated no difficulty on this
point.

With reference to Israel’s suggestion of economic aid level adjust-
ments, Mr. Rountree dismissed the situation by categories as follows:

(1) Special Assistance Funds are all but completely committed and
the possibility of increasing Israel’s allotment is very remote.

(2) As for Development Loan Funds, Mr. Rountree said that appli-
cations on file, which the United States Government views with favor,
already exceed the available lending authority. There is, therefore, no
Erospect for DLF help to Israel at the present time. Some thought has

een given to asking Congress after the first of the year for supple-
mentary appropriations which if authorized would permit the consid-
eration of applications from Israel.

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 784A.5-MSP /10-1758. Secret. Drafted
by Hamilton on October 21 and initialed by Rountree, A briefing paper for the meeting,
October 17, is ibid. A summary of the conversation was transmitted to Tel Aviv in
telegram 310, October 18. (Ibid., 784A.56/10-1858) Following the discussion of the
arms request, Eban and Rountree talked briefly about the situations in Tunisia and Iraq.
A memorandum of this part of the conversation is ibid., 780.00,/10-1758.

2 See Document 39.
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(3) Mr. Rountree said he personally had assumed PL 480 held out
the best possibility of assistance but his study had revealed several
complications such as the involvement of numerous government
agencies and procedural issues far beyond those present in the Israel
program itself. Removing the normal marketing requirement has been
suggested, but this is a concept we wish to preserve. It is his personal
hope, Mr. Rountree said, that we can provide some relief through PL
480 but he felt this is a question on which the Secretary would want to
consult Mr. Dillon when the latter returns from his present trip.?
Nevertheless, the door is not closed.

Mr. Eban expressed appreciation, not only for the concessions
already made, but the spirit in which the Israel problem had been
approached. He noted that while the helicopters are very important,
every concession of this kind has its counterpart of anxiety in the
economic field.

- The Ambassador stated that the negotiations with the United
Kingdom on the Centurion tanks are not going very well. The British
had only recently asked the Israelis how they expect to pay and
inquired as to the results of their discussion of their financial problems
with the United States. He said it had been made clear to the British
that consummation of the Centurion transaction is dependent on
Israel’s being able to afford the tanks, weighing Israel’s need for them
against over-all national requirements. The British had been told, he
said, that Israel’s negotiation with the United States was not directly
related to the tank transaction. The Ambassador observed that Israel’s
improved relationship with the British is of great importance and Israel
would not like to fail to benefit for lack of the economic strength
necessary to hold up its end.

Ambassador Eban pressed hard for an estimate of how much
assistance Israel might expect if means are found under PL 480. Mr.
Rountree said that he did not know what, if anything, would be
possible. It was his impression that if we were to eliminate the normal
marketing requirements completely, Israel might find itself with some-
thing like $12,000,000 in foreign exchange to divert from commodity
purchases. However, there is no possibility of such a decision, and he
doubted that any modifications we might make would amount to half
that sum.

Ambassador Eban said the Embassy’s economists had some pro-
posals on types of commodities with which we might assist Israel
under PL 480 to provide meaningful releases of foreign exchange.
They could also suggest some development loan fund projects. Mr.
Rountree said that such suggestions could provide a useful reference in
our own studies.

3 Dillon was in Geneva for the 13th session of GATT.
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The Israelis said they would be grateful if a firmer estimate of
possible assistance would be available before Mrs. Meir leaves the
United States early next week. Mr. Rountree replied that this would be
very difficult in view of Mr. Dillon’s absence which, he believed,
would continue through October 26.

43. Memorandum of a Conversation, Washington, October 21,
1958

SUBJECT

Middle East
Aid to Israel

PARTICIPANTS

Israeli Foreign Minister Golda Meir
Israeli Minister Herzog
Deputy Under Secretary Robert Murphy

At the invitation of Minister Herzog, I spent thirty minutes at his
home last evening to meet his Foreign Minister. Mrs. Meir commenced
the conversation by inquiring what was happening in the world, and I
teased her a little by asking whether she was especially interested in
events in Milwaukee, her former residence, or the Far East.

After considerable conversation in the lighter vein, we returned to
the point of her serious inquiry. This related to our thinking concern-
ing the Middle East and our estimate of that situation. I know of no
person who is more dedicated to a cause than Mrs. Meir in her devo-
tion to Israel. Nothing else seems to matter. It was obvious that she
wished to elicit as much information as possible from me regarding my
recent trip to the Middle East and our views on conditions in a number
of countries, especially the United Arab Republic, Jordan, and Iraq. It
was obvious from our exchange of views that she continues apprehen-
sive concerning the possible disappearance of the present regime in
Jordan. She expressed the usual complete distrust of Nasser, the
United Arab Republic generally, pro-Nasser elements in Jordan, as
well as in Iraq.

Her primary concern at the moment appears to relate to the acqui-
sition by Israel of additional heavy armament. She expressed particu-
lar disappointment over Israeli failure to obtain American Patton

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 780.00/10-2158. Secret. Drafted and
initialed by Murphy.
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tanks, referring to the Israeli hope that they might have obtained
Patton tanks via France under a formula by which France would have
released used equipment to Israel and the United States would have
replaced it in France. Failing that, she expressed some satisfaction over
the prospect of obtaining financial assistance from the United States,
some of it in the form of PL 480. This would relieve the financial
burden, thus enabling Israel to purchase approximately 58 Centurion
tanks from the United Kingdom.

Mrs. Meir pressed me several times for an opinion whether I
thought that a move against Jordan by the United Arab Republic in
some form, no doubt a subversive action looking to the overthrow of
the present regime, might be imminent. I suggested that she probably
had a more intimate feel of the situation than I, however from what I
knew of the current situation I doubted personally very much that
such an action might be imminent. I also referred to Mr. Nasser’s
statement to me that in plots such as the one he was engaged in which
led to the overthrow of Farouk secrecy is usually well maintained, just
as it was in the case of Baghdad.

44. Memorandum From the Assistant Secretary of State for
Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs (Rountree) to the

Secretary of State’
Washington, October 31, 1958.
SUBJECT
Recommendation that you Send Message to Prime Minister Ben Gurion
Concerning Jordan
Discussion:

Prime Minister Ben Gurion on October 26 gave an interview to
the London Sunday Times (Tab C)? stating that if the status quo in
Jordan were to be altered, the West Bank should be demilitarized and
controlled by a UN police force. In response to a query with regard to
the effect on Israel of the withdrawal of British troops in Jordan, Ben
Gurion declared Israel must be prepared to deal with any combination

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 684A.85/10-3158. Secret. Drafted by
Rockwell on October 30, initialed by Rountree, and sent through S/S.

? None of the tabs is attached to the source text. Tab C, a copy of telegram 363 from
Tel Aviv, October 27, is ibid., 684A.85/10-2758.
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of at least the following conditions: 1) Existing regime in Jordan re-
mains in power; 2) new government formed effecting compromise
between present regime and pro-Nasser elements; 3) dissident West
Bank Arabs stage coup eliminating monarchy, and 4) Egypt invades
Jordan and overthrows the regime by force.

Ben Gurion has subsequently stated publicly that the above inter-
view represented his personal views and not those of the Israel Gov-
ernment. The Cairo press has charged that the interview indicates that
Israel is preparing to take military action against Jordan, and the UAR
Ambassador came in yesterday under instructions to express the same
thesis in terms of grave concern. The Ambassador referred also to
reports received by the UAR that Israel had ordered general mobiliza-
tion (Tab B).?

The report concerning mobilization to which the Ambassador
alluded turned out to be from the Cairo press and has been officially
denied in Israel. We have no information which would confirm that
Israel is undertaking the measures which would be the necessary
prelude to major military action. We recall, however, past assertions of
Prime Minister Ben Gurion to Mr. Murphy and of Foreign Minister
Meir to the British Ambassador in Tel Aviv to the effect that Israel
could not tolerate a UAR takeover in Jordan. We have spoken in
general terms to the Israelis here about our continuing opposition to
aggression by any party in the Middle East but believe that it would be
useful in removing any doubt whatsoever from the minds of the Israe-
lis on this point if you were to send a brief message to Prime Minister
Ben Gurion. The official démarche of the UAR to us affords a suitable
opportunity. A suggested message is attached at Tab A.*

Recommendation:

That you sign the suggested message to Prime Minister Ben Gu-
rion at Tab A.°

* A copy of Tab B, telegram 1239 to Cairo, is ibid., 684A.85 /10-3058. The memo-
randum of conversation on which it is based and telegram 1321 from Cairo, October 29,
which reported a similar démarche by the Egyptian Assistant Under Secretary, are ibid.,
684A.86B/10-3058 and 684A.86B/10-2958.

* For text of the message as sent, see infra.

* Dulles’ initials, in an unidentified hand, appear on the source text,
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45. Letter From Secretary of State Dulles to Foreign Minister
Meir! '

Washington, October 31, 1958.

DEAR MADAME: The Egyptians have come to us expressing great
concern over reports of the Prime Minister’s October 26 interview in
the London Sunday Times regarding the status of Jordan. They pro-
fessed to interpret this, together with reports they had received that
Israel had ordered general mobilization, as indicating that Israel is
planning some kind of military action in Jordan.

We told the Egyptians that we had no information whatever
which would indicate that general mobilization had been ordered in
Israel. (Subsequently, we learned of the denial of this report in Tel
Aviv.) We also said that we were not aware of any Israeli plans for
military action in Jordan. With regard to that country, it seemed to us
that what was required was for all parties concerned to refrain from
taking action likely to disturb the situation. For example, we earnestly
sought full implementation of the Arab resolution of August 25.? Our
position of strong opposition to aggression by any nation in the Mid-
dle East against another was also well known. We believed that it was
essential to establish tranquility if the basic problems of the area were
to be solved.

You are of course already aware of the position taken by the Cairo
press with regard to the Sunday Times interview. I thought that you
would be interested to learn of the official UAR attitude as conveyed
to us, and of our response.

Sincerely yours,

John Foster Dulles?®

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 684A.85/10-3158. Secret. Transmitted
in telegram 341 to Tel Aviv, October 31, 9:39 p.m., which is the source text. At 5:46
p.m., Dulles had called Rountree to say that he was “dubious about sending the mes-
sage to Ben Gurion.” Rountree replied that he had given quite a bit of thought to the
matter before recommending it. Dulles suggested that the message go to the Foreign
Minister instead and Rountree agreed. (Eisenhower Library, Dulles Papers, General
Telephone Conversations)

2 Presumably a reference to Resolution 1237 (ES-IIII), August 25, which called,
inter alia, for the Secretary-General to make a fact-finding trip to the Middle East. For
text, see U.N. General Assembly, Official Records, Third Emergency Session, Supplement
No.1,p. 1.

3 'l?elegram 341 bears this typed signature.
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46. Telegram From the Embassy in Israel to the Department of
State’

Tel Aviv, November 4, 1958.

386. Deptel 341, probably delayed by area atmospherics, not
received until November 2, and because Cabinet meeting that day I
unable deliver Secretary’s letter to Foreign Minister until afternoon
November 3.

After carefully reading message Mrs. Meir asked me thank Secre-
tary for his thoughtfulness in informing her of US views given Egyp-
tians and expressed hope Department spokesman might find early
opportunity make public statement along similar lines. British Foreign
Office spokesman had already stated UK had no information to sup-
port Cairo and Moscow charges of Israeli mobilization and she
thought it would be “extremely helpful” if US would make similar
statement. She felt sure that all reports reaching Department con-
firmed Israel’s peaceful intention and lack of preparation for war and
that public acknowledgment of such reports would have a salutary
influence in Moscow and Cairo as well as helping to counteract erro-
neous impressions in US based on newspaper stories originating in
Cairo.

In commenting on rumors, Mrs Meir repeated Ben-Gurion’s char-
acterization of them as “baseless lies and complete fabrications.” (So-
viet Ambassador knew this as well any other diplomat in Israel, she
said, and she had summoned him for the following day to ““give him a
piece of her mind.”) However volume of propaganda on this subject
being issued by Moscow and Cairo was of serious concern to GOL. It is
well known that both Ben-Gurion and GOI are sincerely desirous that
status quo in Jordan be maintained. Ben-Gurion’s newspaper inter-
view suggestions for demilitarization of west bank were clearly predi-
cated only a change in Jordanian status quo and change not brought
about by Israel. There was no logical link between Ben-Gurion’s state-
ment and accusation Israel was plotting aggression. “Therefore,” she
said, “there must be some intention behind charges which Cairo and
Moscow know are false.” In speculating on motive, Mrs. Meir
sketched in two possibilities:

1. With British troops withdrawn from Jordan and Hussein out of
country on holiday, Nasser might feel it propitious moment to stage
situation in which he could pose as saving Jordan from Israeli aggres-
sion. His real reason, however, could be to forestall any Iraqi action

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 684A.85/11-458. Secret; Priority. No
time of transmission is on the source text. Received at 8:29 a.m.
? See footnote 1, supra.
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against Jordan. Mrs. Meir believes Nasser worried about possible Jor-
dan-Iraq merger which would deny him possibility of land bridge
with his Syrian province and which might eventually attract Syria as a
" more natural geographic grouping. Evidence growing that some Syri-
ans, awakening from their sweet dreams of UAR grandeur, regret their
impulsive gift to Nasser of their independence. Also without taking
any action in Jordan, Nasser might embark on series of provocations in
hope of goading Israel to retaliate. “However,” she said, “we are not
about to please Nasser by doing so.”

2. Moscow may be interested in blowing up situation into real war
scare and then, if nothing happens, to claim its firm stand had pre-
vented Israeli aggression and saved ME from armed conflict.

At end of conversation Mrs. Meir reiterated her hope Department
would make some reassuring public statement. ’

Baxter

* On November 7, Meir replied formally to Dulles’ letter, reiterating the substance
of her comments to Lawson and stressing Israel’s interest in maintaining the status quo
in Jordan. (Department of State, Central Files, 684A.85/11-758)

47. Memorandum From the Under Secretary of State for
Economic Affairs (Dillon) to the Under Secretary of State
(Herter)’

Washington, November 4, 1958.
SUBJECT

Proposed Program for Palestine Refugees

The attached memorandum from IO and NEA gives a total figure
for the U.S. share for the Palestine refugee program of $850 million.
By the use of various statistical assumptions of highly doubtful validity
the memorandum reduces this figure to a total of $290 million, which
is labeled ““Net cost of program to U.S.” I think this figure is highly
unrealistic.

A fairer analysis would seem to be the following:

Total cost of U.S. share approximately $800 million. (This elimi-
nates the $55 million which we will in any event be required to
contribute to UNRWA prior to June 30, 1960.)

! Source: Department of State, NEA Files: Lot 70 D 229. Secret.
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An estimate of $300 million representing the U.S. cost of continu-
ing care for the Palestine refugees in the ten year period 1960-1970 at
the present scale, assuming no resettlement takes place. This would
leave a net cost for the U.S. for the resettlement program over and
above that of keeping the refugees in their present state of approxi-
mately $500 million.

I doubt if the Congress would approve such a $500 million pro-
gram unless it was enthusiastically accepted by both Israel and the
Arab states, and unless there was some shift in the present orientation
of the UAR toward the Soviet Union. In any event this program
should be considered in an inter-agency forum, such as the OCB so
that views of other interested departments, i.e., Treasury, could be
obtained before any decision is taken to encourage the Israelis that we
will in fact proceed with a program of this magnitude.

CDD
Attachment

Memorandum From the Assistant Secretary of State for
Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs (Rountree) and the
Assistant Secretary of State for International Organization
Affairs (Wilcox) to the Acting Secretary of State*

Washington, October 17, 1958.
SUBJECT

Study and Cost Analysis of Proposed Program for Palestine Refugees

You have approved paragraph 3 of the recommendations set forth
in the IO/NEA memorandum of June 19 on the Palestine problem,?
namely, that there be undertaken urgently a study and cost analysis of
the various recommended means whereby Israel and the Arab host
governments might be assisted in carrying out programs for the inte-
gration and repatriation of the Palestine refugees after the conclusion
of the UNRWA mandate on June 30, 1960. It should be recalled that
these programs are based on the premise that Israel would first pub-
licly accept the principle of repatriation and compensation and give
effect to that commitment. The study has now been concluded with
the collaboration of the International Cooperation Administration and
a number of bureaus in the Department.

? Secret. Drafted on September 24 in IO and NEA and initialed by Wilcox and
Rountree. Sent through S/S.

* An undated copy of this memorandum is in Department of State, NEA Files: Lot
59 D 582, Israel—General, 1958.
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The total cost of the program is estimated at about
$1,370,000,000, to be paid over a ten-year period. The United States
share is estimated at $850,000,000. This is a large sum dwarfing past
United States contributions to the relief and rehabilitation of Palestine
refugees. However, it should be viewed not only in terms of liquidat-
ing the political and economic problem of the million refugees but also
as a significant means of developing the productive capacity of the
Near East. The carrying out of the programs envisaged should, there-
fore, further other programs for the area in which the United States
could expect to participate. For example, it is estimated that approxi-
mately $480,000,000 of the United States expenditures could appro-
priately be channeled through development programs for the area
over the next few years. Moreover, regardless of the programs in
which the United States might participate for the benefit of the refu-
gees, it is estimated that it would have to contribute to their relief over
the period 1960-70 at least $80,000,000 (if it continued to contribute at
a 70 per cent rate). The June 19 recommendations can therefore be
viewed as calling for the expenditure of approximately $290,000,000
beyond what the United States might otherwise pay over the period
1960-70 for high priority development projects in the area and for
continued help to the refugees. It should be remembered that the steps
recommended on June 19 have as their objective the absorption of all
refugees by the end of the ten-year period.

In addition, it is estimated that UNRWA requirements until June
30, 1960, will be $78,000,000, of which it is anticipated that the United
States will contribute $55,000,000 (including its contribution of
$23,000,000 for relief and rehabilitation during Fiscal Year 1959 as
already authorized by the Congress).

The basic assumptions of the study are given in Annex I (Tab A).*
The resulting cost estimates are set forth in general terms as follows:

Total Cost Us Share
(millions of dollars)
I. UNRWA requirements until June
30, 1960 (Annex II—Tab B) 78 55
II. A.10 year program starting on
July 1, 1960, for the repatriation in
Israel or integration elsewhere of
all Palestine refugees.
1. Repatriation to Israel of
100,000 refugees (Annex
III—Tab C) 185 123.2

~ *Only Annex I (Tab A) is printed here.



Arab-Israeli Dispute 111

Compensation in lieu of re-
patriation (Annex IV—Tab
D)

Integration either through
Jordan and Sinai develop-
ment projects (Annex V—
Tab E)

or through settlement other-
wise within the absorptive
capacities of Arab states (An-
nex VI—Tab F)

Decreasing relief over 10-
year span (Annex VII—Tab
G)

Total Cost

The expenditure of the fol-
lowing amount of the above
sum, while resulting in the
absorption of refugees, could
appropriately be channeled
through the high priority de-
velopment programs for the
Near East in which the US
could expect to participate
over the next few years (An-
nex VIII—Tab H)

Regardless of the nature of
the programs for Palestine
refugees in which the US
might participate, the US (if
it continued to contribute at a
70% rate) would have to
contribute for their relief
over the 10-year span at least

The programs for the com-
plete absorption of the refu-
gees recommended in the
June 19 memorandum would
represent a cost to the US in
excess of what it could expect
to spend for high priority

417

251.2

404.1

110.6
1,367.9

483.3

77.4
560.7

200

165.4

282.9

849.9
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area development programs

and for continued relief of

[unknown amount of source

text missing] 289.2

III. Support of UNRWA through June 30, 1960, would be with
funds appropriated under the Mutual Security Act. The United States’
share of settlement programs, including the large development
projects, and the terminal relief programs would at least in part be
with funds requested under a separate authorization and appropria-
tion. Use might also be made of the Development Loan Fund.

Annex1

BASIC ASSUMPTIONS®

1. Every person registered with UNRWA as a refugee is accepted
as one for the purpose of this study.

2. The number of refugees will continue to grow at the present
rate of 3 per cent a year. The following breakdown of refugees is used:

No. of Refugees—1000

Registered Ration
Recipient

Number of Palestinian refugees re-
ported by UNRWA, June 30, 1957 933.5 836.8
Jordan (517.4) (433.5)
Gaza (221.0) (214.5)
Lebanon (102.6) (101.4)
Syria (92.5) (87.4)
Estimated, as of June 30 1960 1,020.0 914.4
Estimated, as of June 30 1965 1,182.4 1060.1
Estimated, as of June 30 1970 1,370.7 1229.0

3. UNRWA would continue to function until June 30, 1960. Until
then, the US support of UNRWA would be maintained at the present
level, it being anticipated that the UNRWA budget for 1959-60 will be
enlarged due to increased caseloads and to liquidation and transfer
costs.

® Secret.
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4. After June 30, 1960, assistance for repatriation, integration,
development projects and terminal relief would be channeled either
directly or through international organization such as WHO, UNICEF,
Arab development institutions, or through the Development Loan
Fund. Compensation payments would be made to refugees in a form
and manner agreed upon by the Compensation Fund Administration
and the host state concerned.

5. While under the proposal the option to be repatriated would be
granted to all refugees, it is assumed that ultimately about 100,000
refugees would, in fact, be repatriated.

6. Every refugee not repatriated would receive an initial compen-
sation payment of $100, regardless of whether or not he could estab-
lish a valid claim to abandoned property. Individual valid claims in
excess of $100 would be accepted and liquidated during a subsequent
phase of the program.

7. The total value of abandoned property in Israel is $480 million,
as estimated by the land specialist contracted by the Palestine Concili-
ation Commission for its Identification and Evaluation Program.

8. Due to the prevalence of community land ownership in certain
parts of Palestine, whereby individual property rights were calculated
in terms of given percentages of the community land, the fact that in
many instances such ownership was fractionalized to insignificant
amounts through inheritance, the faulty records kept and conflicting
claims, it is anticipated that the scope of valid claims presented would
be considerably less than the total value of abandoned property.

9. Registered refugees who are not ration recipients would be
considered as integrated upon the receipt of their initial compensation
payment of $100 per refugee. The remainder would be considered as
integrated and self-supporting upon the receipt of their initial compen-
sation payment and their settlement. Settlement would be effected
either through absorption into the development projects envisaged or
through the payment (through the host government) of a settlement
fee varying from $400 per refugee in the case of refugees in Lebanon,
Syria and Jordan, integrated in those areas, to $800 per refugee in the
case of refugees in Gaza and Jordan transferred to and integrated in
Syria and Iraq.

10. For the purposes of this study, settlement is estimated as
beginning on July 1, 1960, and progressing at various rates, depending
on the project. However, as settlement will to a certain extent be
dependent on progress toward the completion of the various projects,
the rate at which refugees can be taken off relief may during the initial
stages be somewhat less than indicated.

11. There will be a progressively declining terminal relief and
education program after June 30, 1960, to provide for the needs of
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those refugees not yet integrated. This program would be completed
within ten years insofar as the refugees integrated through the devel-
opment projects are concerned; for the remainder of the refugees it
would be completed within five years.

12. Relief is calculated at the yearly figure of $30 per refugee and
education at a yearly figure of $10 per refugee. These figures are based
on UNRWA experience.

48. Memorandum of a Conversation, Department of State,
Washington, November 21, 1958

SUBJECT
Palestine Refugees
PARTICIPANTS

The Acting Secretary

Ambassador Abdullah Khayyal of Saudi Arabia

Mr. Ibrahim Mubhtasib, Attaché, Saudi Arabian Embassy
10—Mr. Walter N. Walmsley

NEA—Mr. James M. Ludlow

NE—Mr. David D. Newsom

Ambassador Khayyal said that the Arabs had the impression from
a recent speech by the United States delegation at the United Nations
General Assembly that the United States sought the cancellation of
UNRWA in 1960 and was also suggesting a commission to look into
the refugee matter.?

The Ambassador said that, at a meeting of all Arab Ambassadors,
he was selected to represent them in presenting their point of view and
that of their governments in this matter. He said the Arabs had noted
the desire of the United States for good relations with the Arab world
and that the Ambassadors had conveyed such expressions of desire to
their governments. The abolition of UNRWA, however, would have
bad echoes in Arab countries. The Arabs desired good relations with
the United States and did not wish a repetition of past mistakes.

In answer to a question from Governor Herter as to what the
Ambassador meant by past mistakes, he said that United States sup-
port for the Palestine Partition Plan and the failure of the United

'Source: Department of State, Central Files, 320.511/11-2158. Confidential.
Drafted by Newsom, initialed by Newsom and Ludlow, and approved by Herter on
December 2.

2 Throughout October and early November, the U.S. Delegation at the United
Nations discussed the texts of various resolutions dealing with the future of UNRWA.
Documentation on these discussions is ibid., 320.511. The particular speech referred to
here is probably George Harrison’s speech in the Special Political Committee, Novem-
ber 10. For text, see American Foreign Policy: Current Documents, 1958, pp. 901-907.
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States to insist upon the execution of the United Nations resolutions
on Palestine were mistakes.

The Ambassador said the Arabs hoped for a renewal of UNRWA
and for its continuance until a solution could be found. Above all, he
said, the Arabs would not want any change in UNRWA which did not
have the approval of the Arab countries.

Governor Herter explained that the United States was now paying
seventy per cent of the cost of UNRWA and that it was difficult to get
other nations to meet their share. Moreover, he said, Congress has
made it clear to the Executive Branch that they do not intend indefi-
nitely to appropriate money for the refugees and want some solution.
Congress is assuming that UNRWA will end in 1960. Much of
UNRWA's work already has suffered curtailment because of lack of
funds.

Governor Herter stressed that everyone wished the United States
to go on paying but no one had come forward with a solution. The
United States would not wish to see people starve but he said the
likelihood of continuing assistance would be strengthened if the Arabs
indicated some willingness to discuss a longer range solution. The
United States would be happy, he said, if the Arabs would appoint
someone to sit down and discuss the matter with the United States.
The United States would be willing also to sit down with the Israelis.

Ambassador Khayyal stressed that the Arabs were not prepared to
sit down with the Israelis. He suggested that the United States should
put pressure on Israel to implement existing resolutions rather than
urge the Arabs to talk with the Israelis. It was because the Israelis
failed to execute the United Nations resolutions that the United States
was now required to pay for the refugees.

Mr. Ludlow pointed out that the United States was a member of
the Palestine Conciliation Commission set up by the 1948 resolutions
and had made many representations to Israel. The Department had,
however, been forced to report to Congress that the resolutions were
not implemented.

Ambassador Khayyal stressed again that the Arab governments
did not wish the United States to adopt any move toward cancelling
UNRWA or to suggest sending a committee.

Mr. Walmsley stated that the United States was not making any
move toward the cancellation of UNRWA which would be ending, in
any event, in 1960. This country sought only a study to find out what
should follow the expiration of UNRWA. This commission, he said,
could recommend that the agency be continued.

The Ambassador repeated that he believed it to be in the interest
of good relations between the United States and the Arabs to continue
UNRWA and to avoid any discussions of new suggestions except those
related to the implementation of the present resolutions.
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Governor Herter commented that the United States could support
the continuance of UNRWA but if it were not able to put up the
money, who would support it?

Ambassador Khayyal said that the refugee problem resulted from
decisions taken by the United Nations and the United Nations contin-
ued to be responsible. Further, he said, no one could deny the influ-
ence of the United States Government in this matter and the moral
and material responsibility of the United States.

Governor Herter said that even if the Department wished to con-
tinue UNRWA it would have a more difficult time getting funds to
continue from Congress. He said that the Department anticipated a
difficult time even for the one remaining year.

" In closing Ambassador Khayyal repeated the three part position of
the Arab Governments, namely, that they wish to continue UNRWA
beyond 1960, they were opposed to any commissions, and would
accept a solution only on the basis of existing resolutions.

49, Memorandum of a Conversation, Department of State,
Washington, November 26, 1958, 3:30 p.m.’

SUBJECT

Israel and the Middle East
PARTICIPANTS

The Secretary

Mr. Abba Eban, Ambassador, Embassy of Israel
Mr. Yaacov Herzog, Minister, Embassy of Israel

Mr. William M. Rountree NEA
Mr. William L. Hamilton NE

Ambassador Eban handed the Secretary a letter (copy attached)?
from Foreign Minister Meir in response to the Secretary’s letter to her
in which he dealt with rumors particularly in the UAR of an impend-
ing Israel move against the West Bank. Ambassador Eban underlined
Mrs. Meir’s statement that Israel preferred the status quo in Jordan. All

1 Source: Department of State, Central Files, 684A.85/11-2658. Secret. Drafted by
Hamilton. See also infra. A briefing memorandum for the meeting with Eban, November
25, in Department of State, Central Files, 680.84A/11-2558. A summary of the conver-
sation was transmitted to Tel Aviv in telegram 405, November 28. (Ibid., 684A.85/
11-2858)

2 Gee footnote 3, Document 46.
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other alternatives which suggested themselves, including UAR control
of the West Bank and Nasser’s occupation of the Holy City, Israel
contemplated with alarm. Prime Minister Ben Gurion’s suggestion of
the West Bank’s demilitarization and an international status for it are
objectives to be hoped for if Jordan collapses and not a plan he has any
hope of realizing.

Ambassador Eban said he interprets United States policy as being
one of resisting forceable political change anywhere. Noting that the
day of preferential diplomacy is past, the Ambassador said a govern-
ment can no longer apply a policy to one problem and fail to take the
same action in similar circumstances elsewhere. United States accept-
ance of this logic was demonstrated by Lebanon and Quemoy, and he
hoped the policy would be extended to Berlin if necessary. Israel
would not be among those who counseled appeasement or retreat if
the Soviets create new crises. The Secretary agreed that the policy
dictating the actions cited by Ambassador Eban does have general
application and is not pursued on a “pick and choose” basis. Israel or
anyone else could be a beneficiary under such conditions as the United
States had indicated. United States intervention in these places had
not extended our policy beyond previously contemplated limits. But
when in implementation of a policy a definite course of action is
undertaken, the policy tends to become more apparent and predict-
able.

Ambassador Eban described two trends in the area which he
found favorable. The first stems from British and United States inter-
vention in Lebanon and Jordan, and it is manifest in the courageous
manner in which new Middle East governments are asserting a policy
of separate nationalism and independence, and resisting the doctrine
of submission to Nasser. This tendency is important despite the fact
that at the same time democratic institutions are being discarded by
some of the same governments.

The Secretary remarked that the assistance given Lebanon and
Jordan may have marked a turning point. Since then, there seemed to
be an increasing emphasis on nationalism as opposed to adherence to
the concept of a monolithic pan-Arabism. The picture is not clear in
Sudan but there too we are inclined to believe that the new regime has
a nationalistic quality. Mr. Rountree remarked that there is reason to
believe that the UAR was extremely disappointed with the develop-
ment, having had in mind a coup of quite a different character which
would have produced Sudanese leadership more to the UAR’s liking.

The other trend which Ambassador Eban said he considered
favorable was Israel’s strengthening position. He cited excellent rela-
tions continuing with the United States and France, and marked im-
provement of Israel’s relation with Great Britain and the non-Arab
states of the Middle East. In the case of Turkey, Israel’s relations were
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progressively stronger in all fields and at all levels. Israel anticipated
restoration in January of normal diplomatic relations which were inter-
rupted by the Sinai Campaign, at which time the Turks had with-
drawn their chief of mission and obliged Israel to do the same. [572
lines of source text not declassified]

[1 paragraph (4 lines of source text) not declassified)

The Secretary said he had noted with some concern reports of
increasing immigration to Israel from Eastern Europe. These reports
seem to provide a basis for the fears in the area that population
pressures will tempt Israel to expand outward. Ambassador Eban re-
plied that the Israelis are not contemplating external expansion but
rather development of their own territory. Outward expansion would
only worsen the ratio of population to area. He cited the West Bank as
an example. People who think Israel has its eyes on the West Bank
should bear in mind that relatively Israel would acquire responsibility
for more people than new area for settlement. Israel has less control of
immigration than most people imagined. The Soviets were unpredict-
able in the way they opened or closed the door. Israel feels obliged to
take the Eastern European Jew whenever the opportunity presents
itself. The opportunity might never arise again if attempts were made
to defer it.

The conversation closed with the Secretary remarking he had
heard numerous reports about Ambassador Eban’s personal political
prospects. The Ambassador replied he would not say the reports were
inaccurate, but they were premature.

50. Memorandum of a Conversation, Department of State,
Washington, November 26, 1958, 3:30 p.m."

SUBJECT

Economic Assistance for Israel
PARTICIPANTS

The Secretary

Mr. Abba Eban, Ambassador, Embassy of Israel

Mr. Yaacov Herzog, Minister, Embassy of Israel

!Source: Department of State, Central Files, 784A.5-MSP/11-2658. Confidential.
Drafted by Hamilton. See also supra.
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Mr. William M. Rountree NEA
Mr. William L. Hamilton NE

During a conversation on another subject, Ambassador Eban out-
lined very briefly plans for economic assistance applications which he
said Israel would be submitting in the near future. He expressed grati-
tude for recent United States favorable adjustments in the size and
character of the PL 480 program for Israel. However, Israel is still in
financial stress because of extraordinary arms requirements.

The Ambassador noted that his government is having difficulty

financing the arms offered by other countries. Israel is going ahead
with the purchase of about sixty Centurion tanks from Great Britain,
but for financial reasons, would have to slow the pace of its acquisition
of a great many other items now available.
- He said Israel’s next approach would be in the field of Develop-
ment Loan Funds. It is his understanding, he said, that no funds are
available from existing appropriations. However, if more money were
to be appropriated in the next calendar year, Israel would present
plans for projects totaling some $35 million with the hope that a larger
amount of United States financing might be available than the $15
million allocated to Israel in FY 1958.

The Ambassador also indicated Israel’s desire to discuss in the
near future its hope for Export-Import Bank assistance for Jordan River
development. It was his understanding that the recent U.S. agreement
with Jordan on the Yarmouk diversion contained two restrictions, i.e.,
that it would generate no demilitarized zone problems, and the water
taken would be within the technical limitations of the Johnston plan.
Israel is prepared to accept these restrictions for a project of its own.
He said his Government attaches importance to the principle of simul-
taneity in development of the Jordan by the two governments inter-
ested.

The Secretary replied he did not want to sound a note of discour-
agement for Israel, but that circumstances were imposing increasingly
severe limitations on the extent to which United States could meet,
without impairing its own economy, the demands made upon it by
other governments. Nevertheless, there was no question but that
United States would continue to be a source of economic strength to
many governments including Israel.
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51. Telegram From the Department of State to the Embassy in
the United Kingdom*

Washington, November 28, 1958—7:54 p.m.

5223. Re: UNRWA (Delga 544).2 Over past three weeks USDel
has been consulting with UNSYG and potential co-sponsors on
UNRWA resolution. Basic element of US position is that with expira-
tion of UNRWA mandate in June 1960 in mind UN should begin
planning how best handle refugee problem after that date. This would
involve careful study leading to recommendations which we hope
could be presented to 14th GA for its consideration. In view complex-
ity UNRWA operation we believe 14th GA is last opportunity decision
can be made for approach after mid 1960 without risk of interrupting
flow services to refugees. This concurs with opinions expressed in
UNRWA Director’s annual report?® which is subject of Special Political
Committee’s discussion over past three weeks. Number of Delegations
agree with this approach, including potential co-sponsors of our draft
resolution—UK, Netherlands and New Zealand. Arabs have all op-
posed idea of study, claiming it might result in situation less favorable
to them than present one, which they say should be continued beyond
1960. Now, position UK (Beeley) has apparently been reversed. Beeley
has indicated to USDel he cannot co-sponsor any resolution such as
ours, that ““alludes to political aspects of problem”. He believes UK can
support study on rehabilitation and relief after 1960 which, he expects,
would lead to recommendation UNRWA be extended in some form.

US draft resolution as discussed with co-sponsors and Arabs (1)
provides for continued operation of UNRWA over next year as in past
(2) states need for careful study of problem in light past experience and
observations in Director’s annual report with view presenting to next
GA recommendations concerning steps that should be taken by UN
and members regarding future welfare of refugees after 1960, bearing
in mind rights of parties as recognized in past GA resolutions (3)
requests SYG designate person undertake study (4) requests this per-
son confer with Israel re implementation para 11 of resolution 194
(right of refugees to repatriation or compensation), and with Arabs re
implementation para 4 resolution 393 (without prejudice to resolution
194, reintegration of refugees into economic life of Near East is essen-

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 320.511/11-2858. Confidential; Prior-
ity. Drafted by Gamon; cleared with Ludlow, Rockwell, and EUR; and signed for Dulles
by Walmsley. Repeated to USUN.

2Delga 544, November 26, summarized further discussions of the U.S. Delegation
on the UNRWA resolution. (Ibid., 320.13/11-2658)

* For text of this report, see U.N. Doc. A/3931.
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tial in preparation for time when international assistance no longer
available). *

We have indicated to SYG and potential co-sponsors we would
agree to deletion of word “study” from text to meet Arab objections on
clear understanding SYG would in fact have study undertaken. We
already had acceded to strong wish SYG, apparently shared by poten-
tial co-sponsors, that our original idea of group as study facility be
abandoned in favor of individual.

Throughout consultations Arabs, as every year over past, have
taken negative approach to suggestions that do not wholly meet their
position. On basis past experience we would not expect Arabs do more
than abstain on our resolution at best; we would be prepared face their
opposition if necessary rather than abandon idea of study.

US position on extension UNRWA fully described by USDel (Har-
rison) before Special Political Committee November 10° as follows:
UNRWA had done heroic job provide relief and some rehabilitation.
Latter has resulted in taking limited number refugees off relief rolls but
not enough to counter-balance natural growth refugee population.
Meanwhile world has contributed $300 million (US $200 million of
this). There must be found some better system than UNRWA that will
greatly accelerate rate at which refugees made self-supporting. This
will require careful study and advance planning. US recognizes refu-
gees will continue be problem after 1960 and expects sustain its inter-
est in them after that date.

Beeley has expressed to USDel view that Arabs hold trump card
in that US in final analysis will not refuse provide funds to assist
refugees. We do not fully share this view. US is not now in position
make or accept any commitment as to extent or means of helping
refugees after 1960.

Embassy requested discuss above urgently with FonOff with view
maintaining coordinated US-UK approach. While we do not doubt
Beeley following position his government, we are inclined believe US
position might not fully have been conveyed to UK by UKDel. Depart-
ment has already explained our views UK Embassy (Gadel 147 to
USUN repeated 5207 London). ¢

* For text of Resolution 194, December 11, 1948, see A Decade of American Foreign
Policy: Basic Documents, 1941-1949, rev. ed., pp. 718-719; for text of Resolution 393,
December 2, 1950, see American Foreign Policy: Basic Documents, 1950-1955, PP
2257-2259.

® See footnote 2, Document 48.

® Gadel 147, November 26, reported that British and French Embassy representa-
tives had discussed the UNRWA resolution with Department of State officers the pre-
ceding day. (Department of State, Central Files, 320.13/11-2658) On December 2, the
Embassy in London reported that it had discussed the matter with the ‘Foreign Office
which did not disavow Beeley’s statement, but thought the question could best be
worked out in New York by the respective U.N. delegations. (Telegram 2983; ibid.,
320.511/12-258) ‘
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USUN authorized use any of above in future conversation British
to indicate firmness our position, emphasizing importance we attach to
UK co-sponsorship our resolution.

FYI Department will determine in light UK reaction whether it
desirable for US submit resolution on its own. End FYL.

Dulles

52. Memorandum of a Conversation, Department of State,
Washington, December 1, 1958, 12:30 p.m.’

SUBJECT

Future of the United Nations Relief and Works Agency (UNRWA) and the Arab
Refugees

PARTICIPANTS

Mr. Leslie Carver, Acting Director of UNRWA

Mr. Sherrington Moe, Executive Assistant to Director of UNRWA
The Acting Secretary

W—Mr. C. Douglas Dillon

I0—Mr. Francis O. Wilcox

NEA—Mr. William M. Rountree

Mr. Carver called to present his views concerning the present
situation in the General Assembly debate on the Arab refugee ques-
tion and problems confronting the Agency. He said that the Arab
delegates had been shocked by the position taken by the United States
and its statement in debate since they believed that the United States
had prejudged the outcome of the proposed study, namely that
UNRWA would end in June 1960. He felt that the chances for such a
study had been substantially reduced by our position. He felt, how-
ever, that with some wording in a resolution calling for recommenda-
tions without making any mention of a study, it might be possible for
the Arabs to go along with the resolution. Such a resolution, if
adopted, could only be implemented by the Secretary-General person-
ally. Mr. Carver had some doubts as to the Secretary-General’s will-

1 Source: Department of State, Central Files, 320.511/12-158. Confidential. Drafted
by Ludlow. Prior to this conversation, Carver met separately with Wilcox, Rountree, and
Dillon. A memorandum of the conversation with Wilcox is ibid. No records of the other
two conversations have been found. A briefing memorandum for the meeting with
Acting Secretary Dillon, November 29, is ibid., NEA Files: Lot 70 D 66, UNRWA 1958.
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ingness to undertake the preparation of recommendations concerning
the future handling of the refugee problem because he already had too
many involvements in the Middle East.

The Acting Secretary said he believed that shock treatment was
indicated as necessary since the United States could not be taken for
granted. In our opinion the study was necessary. We had not
prejudged its outcome but we could not make any promises or com-
mitments unless we could show Congress some progress toward the
ultimate end of the refugee problem. Congress was willing to grant
funds for such humanitarian purposes but had increasingly questioned
the apparent lack of progress in settling the problem.

Mr. Carver stressed the Arab fears that UNRWA'’s end would be
followed by bilateral aid, thus reducing the United Nations’ responsi-
bility for the refugees and eventually resulting in the “paymaster”
countries forcing the refugees on other Arab countries. The Arabs felt
that they were being singled out for unfair treatment and Israel was
not being forced to make similar concessions. He suggested that in
another statement the United States reassurance on this point would
be desirable. He further suggested that Israel should make a qualified
acceptance of the principle of repatriation, thus showing that progress
was possible on both sides.

The Acting Secretary said that an approach to Israel was a
“chicken or the egg” problem in that Israel wanted to know what the
Arabs would be prepared to do. We, of course, would welcome even
any partial step by either side toward the solution of the refugee
problem.

Mr. Rountree said that he believed Israel would not exclude the
idea of repatriation but would wish to know the relationship of agree-
ment to repatriation to other outstanding differences with the Arabs,
such as boundaries and resettlement. It was unrealistic to expect Israel
to give up its position on repatriation prior to possible negotiations.

Mr. Carver, in commenting on the rehabilitation program, particu-
larly the vocational training programs which UNRWA would be start-
ing up again, inquired concerning the possibility of using the United
States fund of $3.75 million earmarked for repatriation or resettlement
for vocational training. After discussion of the legal problems involved
in the precise definition of resettlement, it was agreed that Mr. Carver
would look into the details governing the removal of students and
their families from relief rolls after finishing their vocational training.

The Acting Secretary inquired as to the amount of surplus food
which was used by the Agency. Mr. Carver pointed out that the
Agency commercially purchased up to fifty per cent of its flour re-
quirement from the United States; that it had been purchasing butter
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from United States surpluses so long as the surplus existed. The
Agency received six million pounds of skim milk as a gift from the
United States through UNICEF.

The Acting Secretary asked that a study be made of the possible
increased use of surplus foods by the Agency. He pointed out that we
would not wish to interfere with commercial markets but we thought
that by the increased use of surplus foods for relief, we might be able
to put more of our cash contribution into rehabilitation programs.

Mr. Carver stressed the need for continuing the dollar contribu-
tions in order to ensure matching contributions from other countries.

Mr. Carver concluded by suggesting, with reference to his draft
resolution,? that the United States take another look at it and then
undertake negotiations with Mr. Gohar (United Arab Republic), who
was a more reasonable leader of the Arabs than Mr. Shukhairy (Saudi
Arabia).

The Acting Secretary appreciated that a satisfactory resolution
was the immediate problem for UNRWA and its staff. He said, how-
ever, that until the next Congressional hearings, the United States
could not make commitments on the refugee problem. A report would
be helpful with regard to these forthcoming Congressional delibera-
tions. He concluded by assuring Mr. Carver that the United States
remained truly sympathetic to the Agency’s problems but that we had
no alternative to our present position.

2 A copy of this draft resolution with eight operative paragraphs was transmitted in
Delga 482 from USUN, November 20. (Ibid., Central Files, 320.511/11-2058)

53. Memorandum of a Conversation, Department of State,
Washington, December 4, 1958

SUBJECT
Israeli Request for Security Council Meeting
PARTICIPANTS

Mr. Abba Eban, Ambassador of Israel

Mr. Shmuel Yaari, Second Secretary, Embassy of Israel
I0—Mr. F. O. Wilcox

UNP—Mr. D. L. Gamon

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 330/12-458. Limited Official Use.
Drafted by Gamon. See also infra. A summary of the conversation was transmitted to
USUN in telegram 520, December 5. (Department of State, Central Files, 330/23-458)
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(Before turning to the announced purpose of his call, UNRWA,
Ambassador Eban gave the following explanation of the reasons be-
hind the Israeli request for a meeting of the Security Council.)

Ambassador Eban explained that Israel earlier in the day had
requested an immediate meeting of the Security Council to consider
recent events in the Israeli-Syrian sector of the Armistice Lines.? After
some two years of quiet the Israeli-Syrian lines had recently become
an area of considerable tension. There had been the murder of the wife
of the British Air Attaché, the shootings on November 6 and, now, the
flare-up on December 3. These last two events had resulted in consid-
erable material damage to Israel. The possibility should not be dis-
missed that events might be leading up to a sequence of violence that
should be avoided. In the past, it was only when a major outbreak had
occurred that the Security Council acted. In the present case Israel
considered it better to bring the situation under the control of the
Council as soon as possible and before it got out of hand. The very act
of a meeting of the Council would have a very beneficial effect.

The Ambassador hoped that the Council would take Israel’s re-
quest seriously and not question Israel’s motives. He hoped that a
meeting could be held within a day or two. There was ample prece-
dent for the Council to accede to such a request and to meet, at least to
become seized of the matter.

Mr. Wilcox said that he had been aware of a feeling in New York
that, due to the coincidence of several other important matters such as
the Cyprus item and discussion of the UNRWA item, a short delay in
convening the Council might be advisable. There appeared to be some
questioning as to whether the facts justified the Israeli request. He said
that he assumed that Israel had been bending over backward to coop-
erate with UNTSO and hoped that it had made sure its own record
was immaculate before going to the Council.

FEOW.

* Text of the Israeli request was transmitted in telegram 440 from USUN, December
4. (Ibid.)
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54, Memorandum of a Conversation, Department of State,
Washington, December 4, 1958

SUBJECT
UNRWA
PARTICIPANTS

Mr. Abba Eban, Ambassador of Israel

Mr. Shmuel Yaari, Second Secretary, Embassy of Israel
I0—Mr. F. O. Wilcox

UNP—Mr. D. L. Gamon

Ambassador Eban said that there had occurred the following two
new developments in this year’s discussion of UNRWA in the General
Assembly: The United States had come out clearly for a study on the
future handling of the refugee problem in view of the approaching end
of UNRWA'’s mandate, and, on the basis that such a new and con-
structive approach was called for, Israel had removed the compensa-
tion issue from the political context.

Israel strongly supported the United States’ position and felt that,
despite resistance to it that had been manifest, the United States
should maintain its stand. When the Ambassador had talked to the
Secretary General on December 3, the latter seemed to disagree with
the United States” approach and to feel that there was no alternative to
the continuation of UNRWA after 1960 under its present terms of
reference. It would be very unfortunate, the Ambassador said, if the
United States were to modify its attitude for the sake of parliamentary
tranquility. He urged that the United States table its resolution even
though it might not fully suit everybody and suggested that the United
States clearly reiterate its position in Committee.

Mr. Wilcox said the United States’ position was flexible insofar as
semantics were concerned. The important thing was to have a study.
Just how that might be achieved, or by whom, was of secondary
importance. It was not the intention of the United States to abandon
its efforts for a study, he made clear.

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 320.511/12-458. Limited Official Use.
Drafted by Gamon. See also supra.
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Mr. Wilcox added as a personal suggestion, that at some stage, the
log jam might be broken if Israel would be willing to make a statement
for repatriation. In response, Ambassador Eban questioned whether
the Arabs wanted the log jam broken. 2

EO.W.

? On December 4, Eban met with Dillon to discuss financial assistance. A memoran-
dum of their conversation, covering DLF aid, a double taxation treaty, and a program for
the development of Jordan River waters, is in Department of State, Central Files,
784A.5-MSP/12-458.

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

Washington, December 11, 1958—6:48 p.m.

444. You should immediately convey following to high Israeli
official:

US concerned lest tense situation on Israeli-Syrian border deterio-
rate into further armed action. Seems to us essential that everything
possible be done to restore calm, and that matter continue to be han-
dled in UN. If incident not closed and wider repercussions occur,
implications would be grave for security of NE.

US has noted Eban’s words in Security Council December 8 re
Israeli capacity to silence Syrian artillery attack.? We assume these
words were uttered for their deterrent effect only and that Israel, as
Eban indicated in SC, would continue to use UN as appropriate rather
than resort to armed action which US could not support. In our view
this is correct course to follow, both in interests of Israel and those of
area security. US is approaching UAR to urge extreme caution lest this
matter get out of hand.

For Cairo

You should immediately convey following to high UAR official:

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 684A.86B/12-1158. Confidential; Pri-
ority. Drafted by Rockwell and cleared by Walmsley and UNP. Also sent to Cairo and
repeated to Beirut, Damascus, Jerusalem, London, USUN, and Amman.

? For the verbatim record of the discussion at the Security Council on December 8,
see U.N. Doc. S/PV.841.
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US is approaching Israeli Government to emphasize necessity that
nothing be done to aggravate current situation on Syrian border in
view of its possible grave implications for security of area. We are
making clear to Israelis our conviction that calm must be established
and the matter continue to be handled in UN. We desire UAR Govern-
ment to know this, and at same time to urge that in its turn UAR
exercise great care to insure that there be no further armed action in
this area.

Herter

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

Tel Aviv, December 13, 1958—6 p.m.

489. Embtel 483.2 Foreign Minister asked me to call on her resi-
dence afternoon December 12, shortly after Department’s message
(Deptel 444)° had been transmitted to her.

Mrs. Meir, in serious and discouraged mood, said she could not
help but be hurt at receiving this kind of blunt warning from US. It
appeared to her to put Israel on notice it could expect no sympathy or
support from US if Israel had to use military means in order protect its
citizens from Syrian attacks. Of course Israel would expect no support
from any quarter if it initiated unprovoked military action. However,
Israel had expected and thought it deserved US support in UN, but
“this message from your Government contains no indication of that.”

This “blow” came on top of disquieting reports she was receiving
of talks in Washington and New York which indicated general desire
US and other Western powers to play down Israeli complaint and
gloss over Syrian attack of December 3 by bringing into picture past
history of border disputes, demilitarized zones, Mixed Armistice Com-
missions and the like, and thus avoid what was clearly responsibility
of SC, i.e. to “let Syria know that this sort of thing must stop.” Meroz

! Source; Department of State, Central Files, 684A.86B/12-1358. Confidential; Pri-
ority. Repeated to Amman, Beirut, Cairo, Damascus, London, USUN, and Jerusalem.
Received at 8:09 a.m.

? Telegram 483, December 12, reported that Baxter had delivered orally the message
in telegram 444, supra.

* Supra.
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had been told in Department December 11 * that US wanted more time
to study background, and it was stressed to him that Department was
awaiting reports from Rountree after his visit to Jordan “’so that picture
could be completed.”*> She could not understand what Hussein could
tell Rountree about a Syrian attack in which villages along a space of
17 kilometers had been systematically shelled. She believed there also
some tendency play down incident because it had resulted in merely
one fatality. However, it was only because villages had bomb shelters
and not something which should be credited to Syrian good intentions
that no more people were killed. As matter of fact, only miracle that in
at least two instances large groups of school children reached shelters
seconds before buildings in which they had been playing were accu-
rately hit by Syrian shells.

Mrs. Meir said GOI fully shares US view of grave consequences of
any resumption of military action on borders. It was for this very
reason that GOI had considered this serious enough to take to SC.
GOI had been severely criticized by public and Knesset over decision
to refer matter to SC. “It is hardly a secret,” Mrs. Meir said, “‘that bitter
experience has taught Israel not to count heavily on remedial action by
UN.” But in this case GOI could only hope against hope that SC
would realize gravity of incident and do something to prevent recur-
rences.

Mrs. Meir said she could not help feeling “a little bitter” that
Israel should be thus sternly warned when it was Syrians who had
attacked peaceful agricultural settlements, and when it was Arabs who
were threatening further aggression. Israel had not shelled civilians,
nor was it Israel which was threatening to attack Syria. However Cairo
broadcasts boast of damage done and severe lesson taught Jews and
repeat that Israel cities will soon feel effect of Arab strength and armor.
It was true, she said, that first artillery shell on December 3 came from
Israeli side, but only after four hours of continuous Syrian small arms
fire which had wounded shepherd and pinned down border police
who were trying to rescue him. Syrian attack was not simple reply to
this Israel shell but premeditated and well executed bombardment of
series of agricultural villages.

Mrs. Meir also said she found General Von Horn’s report® “dis-
couraging” because it reviewed border activities and incidents over
long period of time and did not appear recognize that December 3 was
quite different matter. Syria has well fortified positions with range of 7
to 21 kilometers into Israeli territory, far enough to reach Kiryat Shoni,

* A summary of Meroz’s conversation with Walmsley on December 11 was trans-
mitted to USUN in telegram 549, December 11. (Department of State, Central Files,
330/12-1158) ‘

* Rountree visited various Middle East posts, December 6-21.

¢ For text of this report, see U.N. Doc. S/4124.
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a town of 14,000 inhabitants. December 3 attack was well-planned
and executed operation with Soviet equipment and probably with
Soviet advisors. “What does US expect Israel to do if this sort of thing
does not stop?”” Some people might suggest that all settlements within
area be abandoned, but that of course is out of question, not only from
point of view of GOI policy but from point of view of villagers them-
selves who refuse to be intimidated and who look to their Government
for protection.

When I asked what Israel’s maximum hopes were as result its
complaint to SC, Mrs. Meir said she could not speak for B-G or
government, as no official attitude definitely formulated, but in her
personal view whenever SC refused to put forward resolution because
of fear of veto, it was a Soviet victory.

Actual procedure made little difference, she felt, but what was
decisive was wording and content of either a resolution or a summing-
up résumé by President. Strong resolution, even if vetoed, would have
deterrent effect because it would express majority view of SC. What
she fears, however, is that SC discussion will cover too much ground
and lose sight of seriousness of present situation. If it only ends up in a
““plague-on-both-your-houses” and a “you’ve both been bad boys but
try to be good in the future” sort of thing “that will be the end.” What
was important to GOI and what GOI felt it had right to hope was
strong stand by US and other western powers in SC that would make
clear to Arabs and USSR incident like Syrian attack was considered
very grave and serious by west. Whether or not SC takes a strong
stand depends, she feels, upon attitude of US. In conclusion, she
repeated she was both hurt and disappointed that US had seen fit to
warn Israel so sternly in this instance. She could have understood if
message had urged Israel not resort to armed action against Syria but
at same time had stated that US would strongly support Israel in SC.
She emphasized again her profound hope that this time UN and
western powers in SC would give clear warning to UAR and Arabs.

Throughout conversation Mrs. Meir, though unemotional, spoke
with extreme earnestness and I think she is genuinely apprehensive
that non-committal SC discussion may encourage UAR and Syrians to
think they can attack Israel with some measure of impunity. She
pointed out small arms fire from Syrian side had continued every
night since December 3 without any return from Israeli side, as “last
thing we want is to give Syrians any opportunity to claim provoca-
tion.” Embassy reports confirm this fact, but I believe that another
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Syrian attack of nature and scope of December 3 would next time be
answered by fairly large scale retaliation.’

Baxter

"In a message received in the Department of State at 8:40 a.m., the Embassy in
Cairo reported that the UAR had assured U.S. officials that it would do nothing to
aggravate the situation. (Telegram 1771, December 13; Department of State, Central
Files, 684A.86B/12-1358)

57. Letter From the Israeli Ambassador (Eban) to the Under
Secretary of State (Herter)'

Washington, December 12, 1958.

DEAR SECRETARY HERTER: A conversation held yesterday by the
Counsellor of this Embassy in the United Nations Division of the
Department of State? has given rise to our apprehension that we have
not yet achieved full understanding with the United States on the
urgent need for action by the Security Council on Israel’s current
complaint against Syria.

United Nations representatives and observers in their official re-
ports have attested the following facts:

(1) Syrian forces opened the firing which led to the engagement of
December 3 (Para. 3 olP General von Horn's Report). 3

(2) Whereas Israel’s response came subsequently and was limited
in scope (Para. 5 of the above-mentioned Report), Syrian forces devel-
oped the engagement into a bombardment of seven villages along a
front of seventeen kilometers and a depth of five kilometers. They
fired some 800 shells into seven Israel villages. The absence of a
massive casualty list is fortunate and, indeed, almost miraculous.

I repeat that all the above facts are confirmed by United Nations
Reports.

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 684A.86B/12-1258. No classification
marking. Attached to a memorandum of a conversation between Meroz and Rockwell,
December 12. Meroz remarked at the time he gave the letter to Rockwell that it had
been written before Baxter's démarche in Tel Aviv; see supra. Eban also sent a copy of
the letter to Lodge with an appeal for a definitive statement by the United States against
artillery bombardments of peaceful villages. (Telegram 454 from USUN, December 13;
Department of State, Central Files, 330/12-1358)

% See footnote 4, supra.

* See footnote 6, supra.
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The essence of our complaint relates to the artillery bombard-
ment. On no frontier in the world would the despatch of 800 shells
from the territory of one State into the territory of another do anything
but a grave and sensational event, no matter what the attending cir-
cumstances might have been. In this case, the chief attending circum-
stance is the confirmed fact of Syrian responsibility both for starting
the incident, and for enlarging it so alarmingly in intensity and range.

Despite the enormous gravity of the artillery bombardment, my
Government decided to limit its action to an appeal to the Security
Council. We recall the addresses of President Eisenhower in February
1957 and of Secretary Dulles in November 1956 * and subsequently in
which the United States expressed its intention to support greater
vigilance and resolution by the United Nations in curbing violations of
the peace before they developed into major crises. I also recall the
Secretary’s recent emphasis on the reliance which Israel, and other
small countries, can place in the United States.

In these circumstances the effect in Israel and in the Arab world
can well be imagined if an artillery bombardment of such scope and
range were to be brought to the United Nations without encountering
an emphatic American statement that such warlike acts must be re-
nounced. The bombardment in question went far beyond the dimen-
sions of a frontier skirmish. Any reserve by the United States would
seriously undermine the policy of my Government in placing its reli-
ance on the United Nations and its leading members. If the absence of
a direct response by Israel were now followed by evidence of lack of
concern by the United States, the likelihood of a renewed bombard-
ment would be substantially increased; and in these circumstances the
results would not fail to be very grave.

We have found amongst other members of the Security Council,
as well as in our talks with the Secretary General, an awareness of the
need to speak out clearly against the December 3 bombardment, as
having been unjustified in any circumstances. I am very perplexed at
not having yet heard any such expression of intention on behalf of the
United States.

The prospect of preventing large-scale military assaults by inter-
national deterrence, rather than by direct self-defense, is definitely at
issue here. The help of the United States is acutely needed if such
assaults are to be deterred; and if the restraint and peaceful recourse
adopted by my Government after the bombardment of last Wednes-
day are to be vindicated, as I hope they will.

¢ For text of President Eisenhower’s address to the Nation, February 20, 1957, see
Public Papers of the Presidents of the United States: Dwight D. Eisenhower, 1957, pp.
147-156. For Dulles’ address to the U.N. General Assembly, November 1, 1956, see
Department of State Bulletin, November 12, 1956, pp. 751-755.
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The Security Council is due to meet on Monday or Tuesday of
next week.’ But I frankly fear that much harm will be done unless
unconditional United States opposition to the bombardment of civilian
settlements by artillery is expressed at an early stage. It is for this
reason that I am addressing you in concern and anticipation today.

I enclose an analysis of recent United Nations reports, the inspec-
tion reports on the position in Israel villages and relevant photo-
graphs.

Yours very sincerely,’

’ See infra.
¢ Not found.
? Printed from an unsigned copy.

58. Memorandum of a Conversation Between the Ambassador
to Israel (Lawson) and the Israeli Ambassador (Eban),
Ambassador Eban’s Residence, Washington, December 14,
1958

SUBJECT

Israel’s Appeal to the Security Council on Syrian Attack December 3—Failure of
U.S. to Date to Take Position Thereon

Ambassador Eban reviewed the whole situation along lines al-
ready well known to the Department. He exhibited a copy of his letter
of December 12 to Under Secretary Herter? in which he had pointed
up in rather strong terms the Israeli conviction that the U.S. should
make a strong statement against Syrian action.

Ambassador Eban started his conversation by referring to what he
considered a ““crisis in U.S.-Israeli relations.” (I doubt that he meant to
use such a strong descriptive term, but wished to emphasize the seri-
ousness of the problem.) In any event, he thought that perhaps the
U.S. Government was not fully aware of the importance of Israel of
taking a firm position with regard to Syria. He recalled with some
empbhasis the fact that (a) the U.S. basic policy requires that all nations
utilize the UN as an agency to prevent conflict and not to rely on
military operations; (b) that the U.S. had frequently and strongly urged

! Source: Department of State, NEA Files: Lot 61 D 59, Egypt, Israel, 1958. Confi-
dential. Drafted by Lawson, who had returned to the United States in November for
consultations.

2 Supra.
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the GOI to take up potentially dangerous problems with the UN in
advance of the point of explosion. This is exactly what Israel is doing
in the instance and for that reason feels that it is justified in expecting
firm U.S. action in this situation; (c) that the failure of the U.S. to
recognize in principle that the Syrians should be condemned for their
extensive military operation against civilian villages in Israel would
encourage not only Syrian but Arab countries in the area to act in an
undisciplined manner with regard to Israel; (d) that the failure of the
U.S. to act at this time, when Syrian action was so completely indefen-
sible would have some influences on Israel’s future dependence on
appeals to the UN; (e) he implied that failure of Israel to receive U.S.
support of its present appeal to the UN Security Council must, per-
force, require a GOI reappraisal of U.S. urgings in behalf of the use of
UN facilities in specific area disputes and might well reduce the influ-
ence of direct appeals by President Eisenhower and Secretary Dulles to
Prime Minister Ben Gurion in the future.

Ambassador Eban said that Israel had reason to believe that it was
being fully supported by the French, British, and various Latins who
were willing to state their firm position against Syrian action, but so
far he had been unable to obtain a statement of position by the U.S.
Government. He said that the British had expressed surprise to him
that the U.S. “has held back.” It was clear to Eban that no resolution
or even an effective summing up by the President of the Security
Council would suggest condemnation of the Syrians for their indefen-
sible action unless the U.S. were to take a firm position.

Eban said that while the U.S. had not refused to take a position, it
had not yet done so. He repeated that this may be the result of the
Department’s not realizing the seriousness of such a failure to act or
possibly the opinion of some in the United States Government who
feel that the GOI should not have gone to the Security Council despite
past urging by the U.S. Government and despite the most recent
message from the U.S. Government delivered by Embassy Tel Aviv
stating its approval of the GOI employment of UN facilities instead of
military action.

He read extracts from Golda Meir’s report on Chargé Baxter’s visit
to her® and delivery of the Department’s message. This message from
Mrs. Meir followed much the line reported by Embassy Tel Aviv with
regard to Baxter’s visit to the Foreign Office. It mentioned several
times the Department'’s earlier statement to Israel Embassy, Washing-
ton, that the Department’s decision as to policy would be held up until
information had been received from Mr. Rountree who was in the
area. This seemed to confuse Ambassador Eban as it apparently did
Mrs. Meir.

% See Document 56.
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He made it clear that Israel would withdraw its complaint to the
Security Council if the United States “failed to speak up.” He said
Israel would avoid further embarrassment by the Security Council.

Although the Security Council meeting is scheduled for the after-
noon of Monday, December 15, Eban said that Israel would be willing
to delay the meeting another day if the U.S. Government so desired.

Ambassador Eban informed me that he was expecting to see
Assistant Secretary Wilcox at the Department Monday, December 15,
at 10:30 a.m. He said he also expected to see Deputy Under Secretary
Murphy at his home Sunday night, December 14.*

In response to my direct questions, he made the following replies:
(1) the incident of December 3 is now considered over. There is no
thought of retaliation. A failure of Israel to obtain condemnation of
Syria by the UN or the failure of the U.S. to take firm action at this
time would not bring military retaliatory action against Syria by the
IDF. This is a finished episode. But a repetition of the action “would be
different—the situation would have to be reviewed in line of Israel’s
present experience with the Security Council.” He reiterated that there
was no retaliation planned now. Retaliatory action had been fully
considered by the Cabinet in a special meeting at the time of the
incident but had been rejected. The fact that there were no casualties,
despite the falling of 800 shells on defenseless kibbutzim house where
women and children normally resided, was a factor in the decision. (2)
Any retaliatory military action would, on account of the terrain and
size of Syrian forces, require a large size military operation, which in
itself would be very serious. (3) Any sizable military action would lead
to incalculably serious area conditions, and now with Berlin, Iraq, and
other situations at a sensitive point, the addition of a Near Eastern
explosion should be avoided. These were considerations influencing
the Cabinet’s decision.

When I raised the question of who was first to use artillery, Eban
admitted that Israel used mortars first but (a) for a short time only and
(b) they were directed only at military positions and in no instance
against strictly civilian areas. The use of mortars was required to re-
lieve the Israelis pinned down by Syrian fire, which had earlier started
the trouble by killing an Israeli shepherd on Israeli soil. He made the
point that the present complaint and the extensive front of actual

¢ Memoranda of Eban’s conversation with Murphy on the border incident and on
Israeli relations with Turkey, Iran, and Iraq are in Department of State, NEA Files: Lot
60 D 580, Israel-Syria, 1958, and Central Files, 683.84A /12-1558.

No record of the meeting with Wilcox has been found, but in a telephone conversa-
tion at 10:25 a.m., December 15, Wilcox told Herter that Eban was due at any minute
and that he was going to be noncommittal in response to the Ambassador’s request for
support. (Eisenhower Library, Herter Papers)
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military action did not involve the demilitarized zones. Therefore, the
DZ problems were not involved in the one at hand. In particular, he
said, all the villages shelled were outside the DZ.

In conclusion he made it quite clear, I thought, that in the absence
of a U.S. statement, Israel would be less influenced by U.S. exhorta-
tions in the future to use UN agencies to head off trouble or to settle
problems in the area; that Prime Minister Ben Gurion would find such
urgings in letters from the President and the Secretary and approaches
from U.S. Embassy in Tel Aviv somewhat less than convincing; that
Israel hopes for a U.S. statement in the Security Council denouncing
the Syrian action. This hope is based on their conviction that such
action by the U.S. Government would involve the clear question of
principle of whether the U.S. condoned or condemned an indefensible
action under any conditions and certainly indefensible under the pres-
ent undisputed conditions; he held that there were no basic conflicts
over the facts of the incident. *

“ At 3:10 p.m., December 15, Herter called Wilcox who said that “a few changes had
been made” in the instructions to Lodge “to be more responsive to Israelis”. (Ibid.) No
copy of these instructions has been found.

The Security Council discussed the Israeli complaint beginning at 3 p.m., December
15. For the verbatim record of that discussion, including Lodge’s statement on the
question, see U.N. Doc. S/PV.844. The U.S. Delegation to the United Nations, in
summarizing the Security Council consideration, said that it went smoothly, but that
Israel had given no assurance that it would not retaliate in future similar cases. (Tele-
gram 468 from USUN, December 16; Department of State, Central Files, 330/12-1658)
The Council did not consider the matter further.
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59. Memorandum From the Assistant Secretary of State for
Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs (Rountree) to the
Secretary of State’

Washington, January 17, 1959.
SUBJECT
Your Appointment with Ambassador Eban at 3:30 p.m. Monday, January 19, 1959

Discussion:

The Embassy informs us that Ambassador Eban had two purposes
in mind in asking for this appointment: (1) to transmit a personal letter
to you from Prime Minister Ben Gurion and (2) to outline his govern-
ment’s assessment of the present situation in the Middle East. [3 lines
of source text not declassified)

[4 paragraphs (19 lines of source text) not declassified)

Ambassador Eban’s analysis of the present situation in the Middle
East may focus on the new Iraqi regime and how its development may
affect the West's relationship with Nasser. This has been a preoccupa-
tion of all Israel Embassy officers in their recent contacts with the
Department. At Ambassador Eban’s last appearance in the Depart-
ment, he told Mr. Hart he was under instruction to “‘express concern
that the United States, alarmed over the growth of the Communist
influence in Baghdad, may be contemplating a rapprochement with
Nasser to assist him to exert a countervailing influence.” (Tab C)?

In the face of recent indications that the struggle in Baghdad is

moving in favor of the Communists, the Israelis have suggested that if
Nasser does turn to the West, care should be exercised to avoid treat-
ing him so generously that other countries in the area, now firmly
committed to the West, will decide that their national interests would
be better served by achieving a more neutral position and reaping
benefits from both the West and the USSR.
. In reply to the foregoing, the Israelis have been told that the
United States Government plans no precipitate flight to Nasser and
that while for some months we have assumed a posture of readiness to
re-establish normal relations with the United Arab Republic, progress
to this end has been slow.

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.84A/1-1759. Secret. Drafted by
Hamilton on January 15; initialed by Rountree; and sent through S/S. A handwritten
notation on the source text indicates that Dulles saw it.

2 None of the tabs was attached to the source text. Tab A was not declassified. Tab B
was a copy of Eisenhower’s July 25 letter to Ben Gurin; see footnote 2, Document 31. No
memorandum of conversation between Hart and Eban, December 19, 1958, has not
been found. A briefing memorandum for the meeting is in Department of State, NEA
Files: Lot 59 D 582, Israel—General, 1958.
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You may want to take this opportunity to reiterate your misgiv-
ings about the rapidly enlarging estimates of what Israel expects in
immigration of Eastern European Jews this year. Jewish sources only
recently were predicting an influx of perhaps 20,000 Rumanians but
the Government of Israel is now actively planning for as many as
100,000. In your November 26 conversation with Ambassador Eban
(Tab D), you expressed concern over reports of increasing immigra-
tion as providing a basis for fears in the area that population pressures
will tempt Israel to expand.

Recommendations:

[2 paragraphs (52 lines of source text) not declassified)

(2) United States Attitudes Towards Qasim as They May Bear on
West-United Arab Republic Relations.

It is recommended that you comment along the following lines:

We are intervening in no way in the internal Iraqi struggle but are
increasingly disturbed by the apparently unchecked growth of Com-
munist influence over the new regime. We would like to think that
Qasim had the desire and the intention to resist but we see little
evidence of it. We think that if Qasim does not soon take a stand
against the Communists, he may become their prisoner. We are cer-
tainly not casting ourselves into Nasser’s arms, but are heartened by
Nasser’s apparent dawning realization of the dangers of Communism
to the Middle East. This development, we believe, is of benefit to the
free world, and should be discreetly encouraged. We are continuing
our efforts to establish a more normal relationship with the United
Arab Republic.

(3) Immigration from Eastern Europe.

It is recommended that you raise this question on your initiative
and comment as follows:

We understand that in Israel it is now anticipated there will be a

very substantial increase in immigrants from Rumania this year, the’

first of whom are already arriving at the rate of some hundreds
weekly. As you remarked in your November conversation, this move-
ment, especially in such numbers, is sure to aggravate Arab fears of
Israel expansionism and make it difficult for the United States to
defend itself against charges that its assistance is financing Israel im-
migration.

Mr. Rockwell and Mr. Hamilton of NE will accompany on this
call.

3 See Documents 49 and 50.
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60. Memorandum of a Conversation Between the Secretary of
State and the Israeli Ambassador (Eban), Department of
State, Washington, January 19, 1959, 4:05 p.m.’

MEMORANDUM OF PRIVATE CONVERSATION WITH
AMBASSADOR EBAN

The Ambassador referred to his Prime Minister’s letter to me of
January 19.% He indicated that Israel would like to do more of this type
of work in the way of training people from Asia and Africa but lacked
the money. He wondered whether we could help. They could use,
they thought, with advantage to the Free World about $2 million a
year more for 5 years. I asked whether any of the counterpart funds
could be used perhaps for this purpose. He said he did not know but
thought that that might be worth looking into.

He spoke again about the situation in Iraq and reaffirmed strongly
the hope that we would not seem to throw our support back of Nasser
in an effort to counter the Communists in Iraq. I said if one has to
make a choice between the Communists and Nasser, I suppose Nasser
is a lesser evil. He said he was not sure we would have to make the
choice and thought there was still a chance that Iraq might opt for
independence and neither the Communists nor the UAR.

JFD

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 686B.87/1-1959. Secret. Drafted by
Dulles. Dulles and Eban also discussed Soviet Deputy Premier Mikoyan’s visit to the
United States beginning January 4 and an Israeli request for financial assistance from the
DLF. Memoranda of these parts of the conversation are ibid., Secretary’s Memoranda of
Conversation: Lot 64 D 199.

2 A copy of Ben Gurion’s 8-page letter [172 lines of text not declassified] is attached to
a covering letter from Eban to Dulles, January 19. (Ibid., Central Files, 784A.13/1-1959)
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61. Telegram From the Mission at the United Nations to the
Department of State’

New York, January 21, 1959—7 p.m.

563. Re: SYG’s trip to ME (Deptel 627).> Following information
supplied by Bunche (Secretariat) since Hammarskjold on short vaca-
tion. (See also memo for record dated January 15, pouched UNP
January 29.)°

1. Freedom of transit from Jordan across Syria: Bunche reported
transit problem remained unsolved when Hammarskjold returned
from me. SYG therefore sent strong appeal to Fawzi (UAR). Within 24
hours (based on telegram dated January 19 which Bunche read to us)
UAR officers in Damascus telephoned Jordan officers Amman and
declared intention allow petroleum truck transit. Jordanian officials,
during telephone conversation, raised problem of excise of phosphate
shipments. Latter problem thereupon also settled. Bunche said he had
not received any subsequent information transit agreements not in
effect. He therefore assumes transit problems overcome. He consid-
ered episode reassuring as indication Cairo could control Damascus
officials and also as indicative UAR desire reduce difficulties between
UAR and Jordan.

2. Damascus UN presence: Bunche said he following up transit
solution with efforts establish Damascus office. Who to be in charge of
office not yet determined. (Bunche mentioned Gaillard, American in
Secretariat, as one possibility.) He reported UAR had been reluctant
accept any personnel now in Amman who would appear to move from
Amman to Damascus. Therefore necessary find person elsewhere. An-
other obstacle in getting UAR acceptance was difficulty in explaining
to UAR what Damascus office would actually do. We suggest existence
such office might have made negotiations easier on transit problems.
In maintaining ground already gained might be useful have mecha-
nism for overcoming irritants as they develop and Damascus office
might be part of mechanism.

3. Demarcation frontier between Syria and Israel: Bunche repeated
report given us by Von Horn that Israelis now willing implement
agreement reached with SYG on marking frontier. Bunche explained

' Source: Department of State, Central Files, 315,/1-2159. Confidential.

? Telegram 627, January 20, asked the Mission to get Hammarskjold’s impressions
of his Middle East trip at the end of December and early January. (Ibid.) Reports given to
U.S. representatives during the course of the trip are ibid., 315 /1-359 through 315/
1-2159.

* Not found.
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Israeli procrastinations led to threat by SYG to ask for SC meeting. At
that point Israelis agreed to carry out demarcation. (Von Horn told us
demarcation would be on Syria-Israeli border, not on DZ’s.)

4. Palestine refugees: Bunche reported Hammarskjold surprised by
universal interest in refugee problem wherever he went. Even in such
places as Khartoum, Addis Ababa and Benghazi problem of refugees
considered most urgent. He attributed this, of course, to language in
Harrison’s GA speech * which implied end of UNRWA. Hammarskjold
was deeply impressed and a little surprised by extent of interest in
refugees and also by misery in refugee camps. Bunche reported Ham-
marskjold had long, frank talk with Ben Gurion (Israel) on refugee
problem.’ Ben Gurion began by taking line resettlement only answer.
Hammarskjold answered by analyzing possibilities that exist for reset-
tlement country by country in ME with conclusion only Iraq provided
significant possibility which for political purposes appeared most un-
promising in near future. Hammarskjold made point with Ben Gurion
that 2 and 12 billion dollars spent to settle little less than million
Jewish immigrants in “relatively fertile coastal plain”. Financial impli-
cations of this for resettlement of Arab refugees obvious.

Ben Gurion’s attitude regarding token repatriation by Israel char-
acterized by Bunche as tougher even than public position of Israelis.
Bunche said Ben Gurion and SYG in conversation finally agreed on
two points: 1) no settlement in ME was possible without providing for
Israeli existence and 2) refugee problem appeared insoluble.

Bunche said Hammarskjold came back from ME considering refu-
gee problem as toughest one facing him in ME.

Comment: Hammarskjold’s attitude as emphasized by Bunche
concerning virtual impossibility of significant progress re refugee prob-
lem may not only be evaluation of problem but also may be beginning
of attempt to convince U.S. that UNRWA for all practical purposes
must continue. In view Harrison’s statement with subsequent soften-
ing of U.S. position during assembly, Hammarskjold may feel U.S.
position not final and therefore wishes to give us his estimate of
obstacles blocking shift from UNRWA as now established.

Lodge

* See footnote 2, Document 48.
5 A more extensive report on this talk was transmitted in telegram 1611 from
Amman, January 5. (Department of State, Central Files, 315/1-559)
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62. Circular Telegram From the Department of State to Certain
Diplomatic Missions

Washington, January 28, 1959—12:58 p.m.

913. Eban morning twenty-seventh informed Rountree GOI in-
tention to ask Security Council consider killing of Israel shepherd by
Syrian gunfire.? Israel motivated by desire bring matter to SC for
peaceful resolution before series such incidents might precipitate ma-
jor crisis.

Eban asked United States to take initiative, before Council con-
venes, to mobilize opinion of leading members and urge them to
express their concern over repeated acts of violence on Israel-Syrian
frontier. He hoped USG could also indicate to SYG that latest incident
is very thing for which SC asked him to seek solution during his recent
Middle East visit. SYG might be asked to take further initiative.

Rountree recalled that during consideration of Israel complaint
last month SC members, while making clear their abhorrence of re-
newed frontier violence, had questioned whether Israel made full use
of available UNTSO and MAC machinery before bringing complaint
to SC. Eban evaded question of submission to MAC, stating only that
MAC officers are junior on both sides and mechanism is bogged down
with innumerable matters as yet unconsidered. It is any member’s
privilege to bring threat to its security to SC attention, he concluded,
adding Israel should not be rebuffed in this approach.

Rountree applied it is not question SC not being prepared to deal
with problem but whether Israelis have laid best possible foundation
for complaint by first exhausting remedies available through other UN
machinery. In any event, he said, matter would be studied immedi-
ately. He indicated Dept would be in consultation with USUN.?

Dulles

'Source: Department of State, Central Files, 684A.86B/1-2859. Confidential.
Drafted by Hamilton on January 27, cleared in draft with Brown, and signed for Dulles
by Rountree. Sent to Tel Aviv and repeated to Amman, Cairo, Damascus, London, Paris,
Rome, Jerusalem, and USUN. A memorandum of this conversation is ibid., 780.00/
1-2759. Similar approaches were made to Lodge and Wilcox on January 29 by Israeli
representatives. (Telegram 599 from USUN, January 29; ibid., 684A.86B/1-2959, and
memorandum of conversation, January 29; ibid.)

? The shooting occurred on January 23.

* On January 29, the Department informed Lodge that it recognized the Israeli right
to appeal to the Security Council, but believed all local U.N. machinery should be
utilized first. The United States should reserve its position until a full report on the
incident was made by MAC. (Telegram 645; Department of State, Central Files, 330/
1-2959) The Security Council considered the Israeli complaint without decision on
January 30. For the record of these proceedings, including Lodge’s statement along the
lines suggested in telegram 645, see U.N. Doc. S/PV.845.
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63. Instruction From the Department of State to Certain
Diplomatic Missions'

CA-6526 Washington, February 2, 1959.
SUBJECT

Restriction Affegting American Citizens of the Jewish Faith in Arab Countries
REFERENCE

CA-1239 of August 8, 1956 2

The Department desires to bring once again to the attention of the
addressee posts its continuing deep concern over restrictions on entry
and commercial relations imposed by Arab states which have the
effect of discriminating against American citizens of the Jewish faith.

The Department is well aware of the sensitive nature of this
problem and of the sovereign rights of a nation to establish such rules
for the admission of foreigners and for trade as it may consider to be
consistent with its national interest. The Department is also aware that
many of the present regulations arise from the tensions of the Arab-
Israel dispute and that, in certain places, American citizens of the
Jewish faith might be well advised not to attempt to travel in view of
local feelings. These factors necessarily govern the degree to which the
United States Government can press effectively for a basic change in
the Arab attitudes.

There have, however, been cases in the past and will undoubtedly
be in the future, when United States representatives can make success-
ful representations on behalf of individuals and firms, and occasions,
as well, where United States representatives may, by emphasizing the
strong feelings of this Government on the matter, obtain some im-
provement in aspects of the general situation. The Department
strongly urges that posts remain alert for such opportunities and report
promptly cases of this kind. Posts should, in addition, remain equally
alert for those opportunities, when no special case may be involved, in
which we can emphasize our general displeasure at the restrictions of
foreign governments which appear to American citizens to violate the
basic principles of this country against discrimination on the basis of
race and religion.

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 886.181/2-259. Confidential. Drafted
by Newsom; cleared with H, L, AF, and NEA/P; and initialed by Hart. Sent to Aden,
Amman, Baghdad, Beirut, Cairo, Damascus, Dhahran, Jidda, Khartoum, Kuwait, Rabat,
Tunis, and Benghazi.

2CA-1239 transmitted the text of Senate Resolution 323, July 26, 1956, which
forbade discrimination against Americans because of their religion. (Ibid., 886.181/
8-856)
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The Department appreciates that the regulations and practices on
these matters may not be uniform. It is requested that posts receiving
this instruction provide an up-to-date report on the local rules, prac-
tices and the administration of the Arab boycott in a manner directed
against individual US citizens on the basis of their faith, or against US
firms for related reasons.

With respect to the restrictions on entry, the Department would
be particularly interested in the following:

Has the Government to which you are accredited promulgated
official regulations prohibiting the admission of persons of the Jewish
faith or Zionists? Do these prohibitions apply to transit as well as
entry?

If the Government has promulgated such regulations, are they
administered with any flexibility? If no such regulations have been
promulgated, does the Government in practice restrict the transit or
admission of persons of the Jewish faith?

Do these regulations and practices appear to apply to persons of
the Jewish faith from all countries, or just from the United States?

Are these regulations and practices the result of the Arab-Israel
conflict, or of some earlier historical custom?

Has the post, in the last two years, had any occasion to seek
exemptions for US citizens from regulations or practices? What has
been the result of the post’s effort?

The other aspects of the problem, equally displeasing to this gov-
ernment, are the restrictions on US firms and individuals arising from
the Arab League boycott of Israel. The United States does not recog-
nize that a state of belligerency exists between the Arab states and
Israel and, therefore, that any basis exists for a boycott of Israel. Posts
were instructed in 1953 generally to protest the boycott and have, on
occasions since, been instructed informally to assist in specific cases.

In the face of the official Arab League action on the boycott,
however, it is recognized that the Arab states are not likely to accept
any challenge from this government to their right to restrict trade with
those firms dealing with Israel.

Certain Arab governments, however, have exceeded the specific
regulations of the Arab League with respect to the boycott and are
endeavoring to make it apply, equally, to firms with officers and
owners of the Jewish faith. A number of protests have been received
by the Department from individuals who have been asked for affida-
vits concerning their religion as a condition to opening commercial
relations with Arab states. The Department cannot accept the practice
of a foreign government doing this and cannot authenticate any docu-
ment which thus endeavors to distinguish between religious and racial
groups in the United States. The Arab League, itself, is on record as
not favoring this application of the boycott. The “News and Views” of
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the Arab Information Center in New York on February 5, 1958, stated,
“The Arab States have officially affirmed that they will never discrimi-
nate against Jewish individuals or firms which respect the Arab boy-
cott against Israel.” The same issue quoted a statement from the Gen-
eral Union of the Arab Chambers of Commerce, Industry, and
Agriculture which stated: “Jewish firms outside Israel receive from the
Arabs the same treatment as non-Jewish firms. There is no discrimina-
tion. Any firm, irrespective of the creed or race of its owners, share-
holders, or managers will be able to deal with the Arab countries so
long as it does not breach the regulations of the Arab boycott of
Israel.” Where this type of problem appears, posts may wish to make
use of the above questions in emphasizing our opposition to this form
of discrimination.

In this connection, as in the case of the entry problem, certain
additional information would be helpful to the Department.

Does the Government to which you are accredited oppose, by
regulations or practice, commercial dealings with firms in which there
are Jewish officers or owners? Does this apply to American firms only,
or to all firms?

Has your post been asked to authenticate affidavits concerning
the religion and race of American business men or firms? What has
been your practice?

In general, does the Government at your post enforce the Arab
boycott regulations rigidly? Do you have the impression that they
attach importance to the boycott?

Has your office informally been able to help US citizens or firms
to resolve difficulties resulting from the boycott?

The Department will leave to the discretion of the posts whether
local governments should be approached for the answers to foregoing
questions. It is the opinion of the Department that any approaches
should be entirely oral and informal.

Dulles
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64. Telegram From the Department of State to the Mission at
the United Nations

Washington, February 5, 1959—6:43 p.m.

655. Re: Israeli-Syrian border. In light seriousness with which
SYG views present situation and fact he believes Israeli press cam-
paign makes prompt action necessary, and taking into account UK and
French have already agreed to SYG suggested procedure, you autho-
rized inform SYG US prepared support his plan as outlined urtel 611.2
We also concur in SYG'’s sending letter to Ben Gurion along lines
indicated paragraph 3 urtel 620.° We would like to know whether
SYG considered advisability awaiting Israeli reply before instructing
Von Horn. We wonder also whether SYG is considering sending ap-
propriate letter to UAR. Even if main problem is Israel, fact of UAR
assent to plan would place further pressure on GOI.

In agreeing to SYG suggested procedure, Department wishes
make additional suggestion, as well as inject note of caution.

We believe that as part of procedure outlined by SYG, UNTSO
Chief of Staff should be requested make analytical report to SYG
based on complaints pending before MAC, possibly using complaints
registered last month or two as illustrative of differences in views of
parties re GAA rights. Purpose such analysis would be to establish
clearly fundamental problem underlying rash of border incidents and
make recommendations for strengthening UN machinery, including
possible reinvigoration and renewal meetings of MAC. This might
involve for example finding that problem stems in part from unjusti-
fied attempts establish claims to sovereignty over demilitarized area.
Among possible results, UNTSO Chief of Staff might decide desirable
recommend MAC get fresh start by wiping slate clean of existing
complaints.

Note of caution which Dept wishes inject relates in part to desira-
bility using Von Horn in manner suggested by SYG. SYG undoubtedly
aware Israelis are quite unsympathetic to Von Horn, and this being
case we are inclined to doubt whether Israelis would accede to his
request for permission conduct interrogations and inspection military

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 684A.86B3 /2-559. Confidential.
Drafted by Brown, Buffum, and Sisco; cleared by Ludlow; and signed for Dillon by
Wilcox.

* Telegram 611, February 2, transmitted the text of Hammarskjold’s orders to Von
Horn to initiate an investigation on the Israeli-Syrian border area, stated that he would
send them if he had U.S., British, and French support, and asked for comments on them.
(Ibid.)

* Telegram 620, February 4, reported that London and Paris had agreed to the
orders for Von Horn and stated that the Secretary-General was planning to send a letter
to Ben Gurion saying that certain steps would soon be taken. (Ibid., 684A.86B3 /2-459)
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installations. Furthermore, we tend question right Von Horn interro-
gate parties on military instruction, disposition etc. outside DZ. Obvi-
ously has clear authority in DZ.

Nevertheless, Dept willing support SYG’s plan for conduct of
investigation and initial approach by Von Horn in view fact we seri-
ously concerned over pattern of events in area during past two months
and do not wish to put ourselves in position of impeding UN, particu-
larly since Israelis appear bent on campaign of demonstrating UN
inability take effective measures in circumstances.

Dillon

65. Instruction From the Department of State to All Diplomatic -
Posts’

CA-7189 Washington, February 20, 1959.
SUBJECT

Location of Diplomatic Missions in Israel

In view of the increasing number of countries establishing diplo-
matic missions in Israel, it is pertinent to note that there has been no
change in the United States view that out of deference to United
Nations resolutions concerning Jerusalem foreign diplomatic missions
in Israel should be located at Tel Aviv rather than Jerusalem. In
accordance with this view, the Department as occasion permits contin-
ues to advise friendly governments which for the first time are con-
templating establishment of diplomatic missions in Israel, of the im-
portance of respecting UN resolutions concerning the status of
Jerusalem. As the addressee posts know, even though the seat of the
Israel Government has moved to Jersualem, the United States Em-
bassy and most other diplomatic missions in Israel remain located at
Tel Aviv.

The following background has been prepared particularly for the
future reference of U.S. missions which may be instructed by the
Department to discuss this issue with the governments to which they
are accredited if the latter are considering or reconsidering the location

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 601.0084A /2-2059. Confidential.
Drafted by Meyer and Hamilton, cleared by Ludlow, and approved by Rockwell.
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of diplomatic missions in Israel. Although this guidance has appeared
in previous instructions, it is brought again to the attention of ad-
dressee posts.

Briefly stated, the U.S. believes that the Jerusalem question should
be settled with due regard for the international interest in the City, not
solely through the processes of attrition and fait accompli to the con-
clusion of that international interest and of the eventual final expres-
sion thereof presumably through the UN. The statement made by the
Secretary in a major address on August 26, 1955, remains valid: “It
should also be possible to reach agreement on the status of Jerusalem.
The US would give its support to a UN review of the problem.” 2

A resolution of the United Nations General Assembly adopted
November 29, 1947, provided for the partition of Palestine into an
Arab and a Jewish state and the creation of a corpus separatum, under
direct international administration, of the City of Jersualem and its
environs. This resolution could not be carried out since hostilities
broke out in May 1948 between Arab states and Israel. The hostilities
were terminated by a series of armistice agreements in 1949. The
armistice agreement between Israel and Jordan established armistice
demarcation lines which divided Jerusalem into sectors under Israel
and Jordan control with a no-man’s-land between the two sectors. The
United Nations General Assembly on December 9, 1949, * reaffirmed
its recommendation that a corpus separatum be established, and re-
quested the Trusteeship Council to proceed with formulating a Statute
for a Corpus Separatum for Jerusalem. The United States and certain
other interested powers did not support this resolution, which was,
nevertheless, passed by the Assembly. It was the belief of this Govern-
ment that events had made efforts at carrying out the terms of such a
resolution unrealistic, inasmuch as the two countries in actual occupa-
tion of Jerusalem were strongly opposed to the creation of a corpus
separatum. The Trusteeship Council failed to produce an acceptable
draft statute as did the UNGA that same year (1950). The United
States undertook, however, to give due recognition to these formal
acts of the General Assembly and the Trusteeship Council and has
since maintained its position that the Holy Places in the Jerusalem area
are of international interest to a degree which transcends ordinary
considerations of sovereignty.

After the passage of the 1949 UNGA resolution, the Israel Gov-
ernment, in defiance of the resolution, officially transferred the Israel
capital to Jerusalem. Israel Ministers began moving to the city, but the

? For text of this statement, see Department of State Bulletin, September 5, 1955, pp.
378-380.

*For text of this resolution, see Official Records of the General Assembly, Second
Session, Resolutions, pp. 131 ff.

* For text of this resolution, see ibid., Fourth Session, Resolutions, p. 25.
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Foreign Ministry remained behind in Tel Aviv for a period. On May 4,
1952, the Israel Government announced that it was transferring the
Foreign Office to Jerusalem. The actual transfer took place as of July
12, 1953. On July 9, 1952, the Embassy at Tel Aviv handed an aide-
mémoire to the Israel Government stating that the U.S. Government
did not view favorably the transfer of the Israel Foreign Office to
Jerusalem, and that there was no intention of transferring the U.S.
Embassy from Tel Aviv to Jerusalem.®

In a speech made on June 1, 1953, the Secretary stated . . . the
world religious community has claims in Jerusalem which take prece-
dence over the political claims of any particular nation.” ¢

Of the fifty nations which have diplomatic relations with Israel,
about forty have established diplomatic offices in Israel. All but four or
five of these are located at Tel Aviv.

Herter

S Regarding this aide-mémoire, see Foreign Relations, 1952-1954, vol. Ix, pp.
960-962.

¢ For text of this speech, see Department of State Bulletin, June 15, 1953, pp.
831-835. Ellipsis in the source text.

66. Memorandum of a Conversation, Department of State,
Washington, March 9, 1959, 3:30 p.m.’

SUBJECT

Israel’s Request for Assistance With Its Jordan Water Development Project
PARTICIPANTS

The Acting Secretary

Mrs. Golda Meir, Israel Minister for Foreign Affairs
Mr. Abba Eban, Ambassador, Embassy of Israel
Mr. Yaacov Herzog, Minister, Embassy of Israel

NEA—William M. Rountree
NE—William L. Hamilton

! Source: Department of State, Secretary’s Memoranda of Conversation: Lot 64 D
199. Confidential. Drafted by Hamilton on March 10 and approved by Herter on March
16. See also infra. A briefing memorandum, March 6, noted that Meir was in the United
States as a speaker to raise funds for the United Jewish Appeal. (Department of State,
Central Files, 033.84A11/3-659) A summary of the conversation was transmitted to Tel
Aviv in telegram 598, March 10. (Ibid., 684A.85322/3-1059)
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During a courtesy call on the Acting Secretary, Mrs. Meir spoke in
support of Israel’s request, recently submitted to the Department, for
financial assistance to Israel’s comprehensive plan for the develop-
ment of water resources, including the increased use of the waters of
the Jordan River.? Mrs. Meir cited three factors which she said argued
for United States support: (1) The adaptation of Israel’s blueprint to fit
the framework of the Johnston Plan, which was accepted by the tech-
nicians of the several states affected; (2) the selection of Lake Tiberias
as the point from which the water would be taken rather than the
Jordan River at the Banat Ya’qub in the demilitarized zone, thus elimi-
nating the principal political issue; and (3) the United States decision
to assist with the Yarmuk diversion in Jordan, also envisaged by the
Johnston Plan, which tended to suggest that the United States should
assist with a project of comparable scope in Israel. She added that
Israel’s development plans have reached a stage where further delay
in beginning the Jordan project will prove increasingly costly.

The Acting Secretary asked her if the Israel scheme had to be
executed in one step. Mrs. Meir and Ambassador Eban replied to the
effect that three or four years would be required and the project could
be done in stages. Mrs. Meir said that, ideally, they would like a
United States commitment to assist with the project from beginning to
end. The Acting Secretary commented that such a commitment was
impossible for statutory reasons. She suggested that as an alternative,
Israel hoped the United States could agree to assist with the initial
stage, leaving the question of United States participation in subsequent
stages for later discussion.

The Acting Secretary asked if Israel had in mind borrowing from
the Development Loan Fund, which at present had no uncommitted
resources. Ambassador Eban replied that the Israelis hoped discus-
sions between the two governments could be begun at once to deter-
mine the acceptability of the plan to the United States from all stand-
points except the financial. The question of United States economic
assistance could be taken up when the Development Loan Fund ob-
tained new lending authority.

In conclusion, the Acting Secretary said the Israel plan is being
considered by various offices in the Department and that Mrs. Meir’s
remarks would be kept in mind in our consideration of the proposal.

? A memorandum of Eban’s conversation with Dillon on February 19 concerning
this request is ibid., 684A.85322/2-1959; a copy of the 7-page request, dated January 28,
is attached to a briefing memorandum for Dillon, February 19. (Ibid., NEA/IAI Files: Lot
70 D 254, Jordan Waters, 1959-1960)
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67. Memorandum of a Conversation, Department of State,
Washington, March 9, 1959, 3:30 p.m.’

PARTICIPANTS
The Acting Secretary

Mrs. Golda Meir, Israel Minister for Foreign Affairs
Mr. Abba Eban, Ambassador, Embassy of Israel
Mr. Yaacov Herzog, Minister, Embassy of Israel

NEA—William M. Rountree
NE—William L. Hamilton

During a conversation on another subject, Mrs. Meir informed the
Acting Secretary that her Government would appreciate the United
States taking a more passive role than in the past with other govern-
ments on the question of locating diplomatic missions in Israel. While
most missions have chosen to remain in Tel Aviv, a few, including the
Netherlands, Uruguay, Guatemala, and Venezuela, have located in
Jerusalem. She said others would move there too if they were not
afraid that to do so would incur the displeasure of the United States.
The Israelis wished to submit that this is a decision governments
should be permitted to make for themselves without being intimi-
dated.

‘Mr. Rountree said that past experience had revealed a difference
in the views of the two governments on the problem. The United
Nations regards the Jerusalem question as an international issue. Con-
sequently the United States feels it has a moral obligation in the
matter. As Mrs. Meir had said, each government must decide its posi-
tion for itself. However, we are convinced that the United Nations
interest is a legitimate one and, on this premise, we make our views
known to interested governments.

Ambassador Eban said that the problem has two aspects. The
United States decision to remain in Tel Aviv is one which the Israelis
do not presume to question. They do, however, disapprove of our
bringing our influence to bear on other governments. He said two
countries located missions in Jerusalem only to move them to Tel Aviv
later. He and Mrs. Meir implied that this move from Jerusalem was
responsive to United States pressure. Mr. Rountree said he assumed
they had Liberia in mind as one of the two instances, to which the
Israelis nodded assent. Mr. Rountree stated we had explained our
position to the Liberians but once they had decided on Jerusalem we
had taken no further action. Their decision to move to Tel Aviv was
their own.

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 601.0084A /3-959. Confidential.
Drafted by Hamilton on March 10 and approved by Herter on March 16. See also supra.
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Mrs. Meir concluded by saying that all Israel asked was that
governments be permitted to decide for themselves without being
given the impression there was a special United States interest in their
decision.

68. Memorandum of a Conversation Between the Assistant
Secretary of State for Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs
(Rountree) and the United Arab Republic Ambassador
(Kamel), Washington, March 9, 1959

SUBJECT

Rumanian Immigration to Israel and American Contributions to Jewish
Organizations

Ambassador Kamel referred to his earlier conversation with Mr.
Rountree on March 2? and said that he had known at that time that his
government has been very concerned over the question of Jewish
immigration to Israel from Eastern Europe. He had now received in-
structions which, inter alia, informed him that the Rumanian, Hun-
garian and Soviet Ambassadors in Cairo had been called in and told
that this question was one of “life or death” for the Arabs. The
Rumanian government had subsequently stated that reports regarding
Rumanian Jewish immigration to Israel were exaggerated; that only
those having relatives in Israel were permitted to migrate; that this
migration was permitted for humanitarian reasons; and that no
Rumanian citizens of the Jewish faith under the age of 60 were permit-
ted to leave. The Russians had asserted that no Jews were permitted to
leave the USSR for Israel. The UAR had informed representatives of
these countries that their statements had been noted and would be
checked against other reports. _

Dr. Kamel then stated that his Government had instructed him to
raise with the Department the question of official and private Ameri-
can funds which flow to Israel every year, since, in the UAR view, this
financial assistance facilitates the continued absorption of Jewish im-
migrants from abroad. Dr. Kamel understood that private contribu-
tions were tax-free and tax-deductible. His government believed that,

' Source: Department of State, Central Files, 884A.1866/3-959. Confidential.
Drafted by William D. Brewer on March 11.

? A memorandum of Kamel’s conversation with Rountree on March 2, during which
the Ambassador stated that the UAR took the question of emigration of East European
Jews very seriously is ibid., 884A.1866 /3-259.
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if the US sincerely desired to work for area stability, the US authorities
should not permit the continuation of these tax-free donations which
were not, in fact, for charitable purposes.

Mr. Rountree replied that published figures regarding the num-
bers of Eastern Europe Jews emigrating to Israel had been of concern
to the Department as we did not wish to see anything which would
exacerbate area problems. However, these figures seemed to be sub-
stantially exaggerated, since we understood that only 16,500 Jews had
gone from Rumania to Israel since September 1958. As to why the
Rumanian government permitted this movement, we could, of course,
not speak with authority but the Rumanian decision probably
stemmed from a desire to inflame the situation.

With respect to official and private American financial assistance,
Mr. Rountree emphasized that official US aid to Israel was clearly not
related to the immigration question in view of the specific agreements
governing its use as well as our general policy of avoiding measures
which would exacerbate area tensions. Private American financing
falls in either of two categories: (a) donations to philanthropic organi-
zations in the US which are tax-deductible; and (b) purchases of Israel
Government bonds, amounts for which are not tax-deductible. Mr.
Rountree emphasized that, at the moment, the Israeli bond drive rep-
resented a major effort on the part of that government to obtain funds
here. He noted that the question of what portion of private contribu-
tions to Jewish fund-raising organizations represented tax-deductible
items is, under US law, very involved. In the past it had not been
possible to differentiate between bona fide donations and portions of
these funds which might, through charitable organizations, be di-
verted to other uses in Israel. Mr. Rountree emphasized that we under-
stood the UAR view in this matter and wished to prevent problems in
the area from becoming inflamed. He, therefore, hoped that the ques-
tion of Rumanian immigration was not as serious as it had initially
appeared from press reports.

Ambassador Kamel expressed appreciation for Mr. Rountree’s
views. He noted, however, that the continued flow of American funds
for Israel represents a weak point in US relations with the Arab coun-
tries and quoted a March 9 New York Times article to the effect that it is
hoped to collect $300,000,000 in the US to be used to absorb 500,000
Jews who would be coming to Israel during the next five years. The
USG should seriously consider the implications of this flow of funds
and he had already raised this question with Senators Humphrey,
Mansfield and Wiley. Dr. Kamel emphasized that the Arabs would
never be convinced that this American money was actually devoted to
philanthropy. On the contrary, the Arabs considered that these funds
were spent for arms and to facilitate the absorption of more Jewish
immigrants, both developments which could only give rise to Israeli
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expansion. The UAR Ambassador emphasized that Arab concern re-
garding this problem should be conveyed to the highest US authorities
and indicated that he hoped action would be taken to control the
present flow of funds. Unless this is done, Dr. Kamel concluded,
parallel efforts of US and UAR officials to improve relations between
the two countries would be set at nought. He added that Foreign
Minister Fawzi or his representative would be speaking to Embassy
Cairo along the foregoing lines. Dr. Kamel subsequently observed that
he hoped Mr. Rountree would be able to give him a further reply on
this matter and that the US Embassy in Cairo might be authorized to
furnish appropriate assurances to the UAR authorities.

In response to Ambassador Kamel’s inquiry, Mr. Rountree fur-
nished general information regarding the confused Iraqi situation. The
UAR Ambassador reported that Moscow radio was asserting that the
rebels were endeavoring to arrange “an imperialist coup”.

69. Telegram From the Departent of State to the Mission at the
United Nations

Washington, March 12, 1959—5:29 p.m.

745. Re: UNRWA. USUN should request Cordier convey follow-
ing message to SYG:

Dept has given careful thought to SYG statement (urtel 592)2 he
intends issue report in May recommending indefinite continuation
UNRWA as now constituted. For reasons set forth below Dept feels
alternative should be proposed to SYG.

(1) US position at 13th GA reflected earnest desire have full
reappraisal refugee problem, which in our judgment justified by ab-
sence of progress toward solution during past decade. While we did
not wish prejudice outcome such study, we felt necessary indicate we
believed continuation UNRWA in present form no longer represented
proper way to handle Arab refugee problem. .

(2) If proposal contemplated by SYG adopted by UN it would
create great difficulties for us. We have expressed publicly and pri-
vately to countries concerned over last few years our feeling they must
assume greater responsibility for solution problem. We have given

' Source: Department of State, Central Files, 320.511/1-2859. Confidential. Drafted
by Buffum, Brown, and Ludlow on March 6; cleared by Wilcox, Rountree, Hanes, H, and
W/MSC; and approved by Herter.

? Dated January 28. (Ibid.)
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ample indications in UN of our feeling there are alternatives to han-
dling refugees through UNRWA and have offered special sums to
assist in finding such alternatives. We remain convinced continuation
of UNRWA would be interpreted by Arab govts and Israel as justifica-
tion for continued avoidance resolution refugee problem, and they
would assume US willing to continue carry major burden. If
UNRWA's mandate renewed they will argue it can be renewed again
without their having to examine their responsibilities carefully.

(3) Basic elements of reasonable proposal for future handling of
Arab refugee problem might be as follows:

(a) Between now and end of UNRWA mandate, June 30, 1960,
SYG, Director Davis, or any other negotiator agreeable to Arabs,
would enter into bilateral arrangements with Arab host governments
affecting transfer of rights, property, and relief and rehabilitation oper-
ations of UNRWA to host governments involved. At aplpropriate stage
US is prepared support these approaches in Arab capitals.

(b) Without prejudice refugee’s rights, new UN agency, e.g., UN
Arab Refugee Commission, would be established at next GA to ensure
continued UN interest in welfare Arab refugees. Functions specified
for new commission would include: solicitation and collection of funds
from UN members and other sources; budgeting and allocation of
funds to individual host governments after receipt of individual host
countries’ requirements and review thereof; receipt of, and reporting
on information on the disgosition and use of funds contributed by UN
Members and expended by host governments; provision of such ex-
pert assistance to individual governments as may be feasible and de-
sired by individual host governments; possible maintenance of trans-
portation and communications system; and procurement of provisions
and supplies from abroad if agreeable with host governments.

(c) In short, proposal would be new UN body which would be
basically a budgeting and auditing operation with such additional
functions as may prove acceptable to Arab host governments, such as
perhaps transportation and communications and employment of inter-
national personnel. Arab host governments would prepare and submit
annual budgets to UN commission and would submit reports on use
made of money for information of GA through commission. Actual
handling of monies, personnel, and physical equipment would be in
hands of host governments.

(d) In order help make progress, at same time approaches being
made to Arabs, approach should also be made to Israel urging it agree
indicate it prepared take public step substantially beyond what it has
thus far done indicating its concern and responsibility for future wel-
fare of refugees and ultimate solution problem. We suggest SYG make
approach. (US would be prepared give follow-up support and urge
some other major contributors do likewise.)

(4) Basic arguments for new proposal are the following:

(a) If Arab refugee problem is to continue unresolved and there-
fore must have continued international support, it must have “new
look” which may help produce greater international interest in Arab
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refugees as result of Arab governments assuming key role in actual
adlministration of Arab refugee programs, thereby promising eventual
solution.

(b) Such transfer of administrative responsibility should be made
in view of decreasing inclination UN Members to contribute to
UNRWA's support. Consequences of collapse of agency due to lack
financial support warrant taking earliest steps to avoid such crisis or
chaos. With transfer administrative resFonsibility to Arab host govern-
ments, any drastic reduction or cut-off of contributions through UN
could, if emergency warranted, be more readily supplemented by di-
rect bilateral assistance to Arab governments if they are caring directl
for refugees, with far less likelihood serious security situations devel-
oping in those countries.

(c) SYG might be reminded that, as US has made obvious in past,
it well aware UN must continue its interest in welfare of refugees, and
believes foregoing plan most feasible method of assuring continued
support.

(5) In light above, US hopes SYG will reconsider submission
report in May and in particular recommendation he intends make. We
recognize decision is his to make but believe he would wish be aware
in advance of considerations involved for us if recommendation re-
mains as indicated.

(6) Dept would appreciate learning SYG reaction to above sugges-
tions. ?

Herter

*On March 20, the Mission reported that it had delivered the message to Cordier
who said it merited deep consideration, but declined to comment further. (Telegram 796
from USUN; ibid., 320.511/3-2059)
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70. Telegram From the Department of State to the Embassy in
Israel’

Washington, April 6, 1959—7:43 p.m.

684. Embtel 782.2 During call by Israel Minister Herzog April 6,
Rountree raised subject Foreign Minister Meir’s reported distress over
Department’s press statement (re her budget speech) and apparent
belief by Foreign Ministry officials that US displeased with Israel.

Rountree said he wished clarify motivation Department’s press
statement and said he was disturbed by reported feeling in Foreign
Ministry. He assured Herzog US not unhappy with Israel and made
following comments on points cited reftel:

1) Re Meir’s speech Rountree explained we had wire service re-
gorts giving quotations, and question was raised in Department’s press
riefing. Although obvious Foreign Minister did not intend speak for
USG, implication even in official text could clearly be that she was
referring to USG views or spoke with knowledge USG. Our statement
was intended remove possibility such interpretation and to reiterate
US policy re friendly relations with all countries in Middle East in-
cluding UAR. Our prompt response is explained by sensitivity our
relations with states in Middle East and need obviate any misunder-
standing before speech made its initial impact. Rountree asked Herzog
inform Mrs. Meir that Department statement in no way directed at her
personally nor did it have any implication on cordiality US-Israel
relations. Rountree indicated we would ask Embassy convey above to
Chef de Cabinet.

2) Re Suez issue Rountree emphasized US has been concerned at
problem and has taken what it considered to be most constructive
steps to resolve issue. Added we were pleased at indications UAR had
not adopted rigid policy on detaining cargoes. Mentioned belief Cey-
lonese Ambassador Cairo (Cairo’s 2908)* that foreign pressure on
UAR might prejudice solution; and said Ambassador Hare and Depart-
ment continue believe reliance should be put on Hammarskjold ap-
proach to Fawzi. Herzog assured Rountree GOI fully informed and
appreciates US efforts. Mentioned problem press treatment US action
and resulting lack public awareness US efforts. :

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 684A.00/4-359. Confidential. Drafted
by Wahl and signed for Herter by Rountree. Repeated to Beirut, Cairo, Damascus,
London, and Amman.

2 Telegram 782, April 3, reported that Meir was “distressed and upset” about a
Departmental press statement and commented that the Foreign Ministry was ““decidedly
unhappy” at what it believed was U.S. displeasure with Israel. (Ibid.) The text of the
Departmental statement was transmitted to Tel Aviv in telegram 664, March 31. (Ibid.,
611.80/3-3159)

3Memoranda of Rountree’s conversation with Herzog are ibid.,, 784A.5-MSP/
4-659; a briefing memorandum for the conversation, also dated April 6, is ibid.,
601.84A11/4-659.

* Telegram 2908, April 4, described efforts by the Ceylonese Ambassador to obtain
the release of an Israeli cargo of potash. (Ibid., 986B.7301/4-459)
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3) Re economic assistance Rountree explained decision not in-
clude Special Assistance in Israel FY 1960 illustrative program not
politically motivated but made on economic grounds and related to
specific purposes various types of assistance. Noted: Israel economic
progress reflected in growth per capita GNP; general trend from Spe-
cial to DLF and PL-480 assistance; and fact FY 1959 SA actually used
to purchase surplus aﬁricultural commodities. Rountree pointed out
US has not decided on levels of FY 1960 aid but fund availabilities will
be limiting factor, especially re SA; also noted contingency funds can
be used for emergency purposes. In reply Herzo inquiry, Rountree
agreed Israel economic officers could meet with Department officials
to explain economic and technical bases Israel request for Special
Assistance.

Chargé should make approach indicated numbered paragraph 1.

Herter

71. Memorandum From Eric A. Johnston to the Acting
Secretary of State’

Washington, April 9, 1959.

I feel a responsibility to report to you conversations that I had
with King Hussein of the Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan, with Prime
Minister Rifai, and with Saman Daud, Minister of Economic Develop-
ment.

The first conversation was at the dinner given by Deputy Under
Secretary of State Robert Murphy at Blair House for King Hussein. 2
During a private talk with the King he asked about Russia’s plans for
economic development in the Middle East and including the high
Aswan Dam in Egypt. This led to an expression of regret on my part
that the Jordan project had not proceeded years ago. He completely
agreed with me and blamed Syria for the failure.

The second conversation took place at the dinner given by King
Hussein on Wednesday evening, March 25th. After dinner Mr. Daud
took me aside saying he wished to discuss economic developments in
Jordan, especially what might be done to increase his country’s gross
national product. He invited me to meet with him and Prime Minister
Rifai at their hotel, the Shoreham, next morning,

! Source: Department of State, UNP Files: Lot 79 D 215, Palestine Economic. No
classification marking.
? King Hussein visited the United States March 23-26.
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I did so and we discussed various possible economic projects
including the Jordan River Valley. But the time was too short to go into
details. I suggested that the Prime Minister and the Economic Minister
have luncheon with me privately in New York on Thursday, April
2nd. They accepted.

The luncheon conversation opened with the Prime Minister ex-
pressing fears of what would happen to the Arab refugees if the
United States pursued its proposed policy of discontinuing aid to
them. He explained how these citizens of Jordan were imposing a
great burden on the country. This underlined the importance, in the
Prime Minister’s mind, of developing economic projects.

[1 paragraph of source text illegible]

I explained to the Prime Minister that I had doubts about the
method of irrigating by weirs in the Yarmuk River. I wondered about
the dependability of an adequate water supply for irrigation in dry
years without a reservoir on the upper Yarmuk to regulate the flow. I
also raised the question as to whether the effectiveness of weirs would
be lessened in time by the river washing its channel deeper on the
other side.

It was unfortunate, I said, that a dam could not be built on the
Yarmuk at Maquarin; that a dam could not be erected for the necessary
diversion of waters of the Yarmuk to utilize Lake Tiberias as a reser-
voir for surplus water. This approach would permit the irrigation of all
the utilizable land in the lower Jordan Valley in Jordan.

The Prime Minister said that Jordan would like to go ahead with
this full-scale project but had been stopped by Syria.

I recalled to the Prime Minister my conversation in Cairo with
Nasser in 1955, after the Arab League had requested further study of
the project. Nasser at that time promised me to use his influence to
obtain Syria’s approval to construct the dams in the Yarmuk. The
dams would be partly on Syrian territory.

I asked Prime Minister Rifai if he thought he could do anything
with Nasser now that Syria was a part of the United Arab Republic.
The Prime Minister doubted that the Jordanians could do anything. In
view of my 1955 conversation with Nasser, the Prime Minister won-
dered if I were not the one to undertake the task. He indicated he
would like me to speak privately to President Eisenhower. He felt this
was a most opportune time to make another try.

Returning to the subject of the two dams on the Yarmuk I ex-
plained that the only other thing necessary would be to store 300
million cans of water in Lake Tiberias for Jordan’s use. This would
complete the project for Jordan and enable all of its land in the Jordan
Valley to be irrigated.

3 See vol. X1V, pp. 567-568.
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The Prime Minister raised doubts as to whether Jordan could
agree with Israel to store the water. He felt that Israel might not give it
back.

Jordan was really in control of the situation, I said. However, if
Israel should fail to deliver the water, then Jordan could allow the
water to go down the Yarmuk River and not go to Lake Tiberias.
Moreover, under this plan with its dam Jordan could also withhold
water from the Yarmuk-Jordan triangle, the richest agricultural area in
Israel.

The Prime Minister said that he hadn’t realized this and that the
full project certainly seemed worth exploring. He seemed most anx-
ious to have me talk with the President and even suggested that I
communicate directly with him on the President’s attitude.

I told the Prime Minister that there were no United States funds
available for the over-all project and explained the difficulty of getting
Congress to vote the funds.

His reply was that he thought the American Congress should
understand its world leadership; if America did not take this leader-
ship in economic developments around the world then Russia would.
He hoped that America would take this leadership and the world
could go forward under freedom. The luncheon adjourned in a most
friendly atmosphere.

From these conversations it seems to me that this might be an
ideal time to reexamine the whole Jordan Valley development pro-
gram. The refugee problem remains critical to us, to Jordan and to
Nasser.

The Israelis have told me of their intention to utilize their portion
of the water of the Jordan River. I hope they can do so, but if they
should do so without regard to the over-all plan, it would be much
more expensive to eventually complete the program.,

If Nasser can be persuaded to agree to a program that is patently
beneficial to himself and Jordan, I feel that the whole project could be
developed substantially as originally planned. To do so would have
these results:

1. It would effect the rehabilitation of a very substantial number
of Arab refugees.

2. It would give Israel the water it desperately needs at lower cost.

3. It would irrigate all of the utilizable land in the Jordan Valley.

4. It would bring Jordan much closer to an economically viable
state.

5. It would lessen or remove the economic burden which is now
placed on the United States.
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In my opinion, the Jordan Valley project still constitutes the most
effective and substantial step toward accomplishing these results.

Eric Johnston

72. Memorandum of a Conversation Between the Acting
Secretary of State and Eric A. Johnston, Department of
State, Washington, April 11, 1959*

SUBJECT

Jordanian/Syrian/Israeli Irrigation Problems

Eric Johnston handed to the Acting Secretary a copy of his memo-
randum dated April 9, 1959, concerning his conversations with King
Hussein, Prime Minister Rifai and Saman Daud, Minister of Economic
Development. The Acting Secretary read this memorandum and said
that he felt this constituted “something very real”.

Johnston felt there was a good chance Nasser could be talked to
privately and convinced of the merit of this irrigation project, if he
could be convinced that refugees in Jordan were not plotting against
him and that inflammatory statements were not being made against
him. If the Egyptian/Jordanian/Israeli triangle could be solved, the
money could be found to carry out this project. It was estimated to cost
$150 million in 1955 but probably would be somewhat higher now.
The Acting Secretary pointed out that there was little money left in the
refugee rehabilitation fund. Johnston proposed that Nasser be ap-
proached without publicity perhaps on a non-Department of State
basis to obtain his consent to the construction of two dams. The first
dam would be the Yarmuk on the Jordan River. This would store 400
million cubic meters of water mostly in a deep canyon which would
entail little flooding of Syria and would lead to little evaporation. The
rest of the water would be diverted with a lower dam to Lake Tiberias
which would be raised eight feet. The flow of water would be regu-
lated under UN supervision.

All technical features had been agreed upon in October 1955,
when Syria asked for a meeting of the Arab League. The Prime Minis-
ter then stated confidentially that he would be assassinated if he were
to approve such a plan and requested three to four months delay. The

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 683.85322/4-1159. No classification
marking. Drafted and initialed by Harry F. Stimpson, Jr.
? Supra.
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Egyptian Deputy Foreign Minister said it would either be turned down
or he could get a vote for a study which Johnston then requested. At
10:00 p.m. that night, Nasser called in Johnston and talked to him
until 3:00 a.m. Nasser indicated that in six months perhaps his project
could be worked out but, after the border incident of January 1956 and
the Suez affair, it faded into the shadows. This is the first possible
chance per Johnston to convince him again of the benefit to Syria and
Egypt. Johnston believes, if Syria ever splits from Nasser and joins
Iraq, Jordan would still stick to the bargain.

Johnston doubts the wisdom of using weirs in place of a second
dam as these tend to erode the opposite side of the river bank over a
period of years. There is a danger in dry years that Israeli’s share of 35
million cubic meters would leave Jordan almost dry. But a dam with
storage facilities could overcome the problem of the dry years whereas
the use of a weir would not.

Syria could irrigate four to five thousand acres of their land by the
use of some pumping. One hundred twenty-five thousand acres could
be irrigated in Jordan for the growth of cotton, dates, pineapples,
tomatoes and such crops.

Syria would get 35,000 kilowatts of power from the 300 to 400
foot fall. Nasser himself would derive great prestige for having helped
the Arab world economically.

The dam would be made of rock, earth-filled, with perhaps
100,000 refugees employed. Johnston estimates 65% to 70% of the
cost would have to be paid in dollars. Considering the $50 million a
year necessary to keep Jordan afloat plus PL 480, it was estimated the
dam would pay for itself in five years. The cotton would be for local
consumption, and would not upset world markets. Jordan would have
a food surplus to export. The dam would require five years to build
with the expense running somewhat higher in the last year for the
machinery. The plans are ready and bids could be taken in 90 days.

Johnston reported Rifai is very curious about Khrushchev’s plans
in the Middle East and about the Aswan Dam in particular. Rifai
expressed a fear that the US would not continue refugee help indefi-
nitely.
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73. Telegram From the Embassy in Israel to the Department of
State’

Tel Aviv, April 17, 1959—4 p.m.

831. Embtel 796. In response to my request last week for oppor-
tunity of informal exchange of views with Foreign Minister at her
convenience, I was received by Mrs. Meir yesterday.

After tour d’horizon of recent area developments (reported sepa-
rately) ® she said she had several specific topics she would like take up
with me. ‘

1. Cut in special aid. At outset she wished express GOI's deep
gratitude for generous aid it had been and was still receiving from US.
This aid had contributed incalculably to Israeli development and she
thought she could say with pride it had been well used. She said she
accepted without question assurance that decision cut out grant-aid
based on economic and not political grounds. Though flattering that
US considered Israel so far along road to economic viability that it no
longer needed grants, she wished point out that this type assistance,
though relatively small in comparison total aid, had particular impor-
tance for Israel out of proportion to its magnitude because of its un-
usual character. Other types assistance tied to specific projects, but
special aid was money which Israel could use freely and with flexibil-
ity to meet exceptional needs. Of course this aid, like other types, was
channeled into fields of development. However, its maneuverability
meant it could be used to generate economic activity of much greater
size. According to her advisers it could be shown that grant of $7.5
million had in fact “‘generated economic and development activities in
Israel totaling $30 to $40 million.” She expressed the hope this type of
aid, “even if it came from some other source,” might be made avail-
able in FY 1961 program. In any event, GOI hopes total aid next year
will be no less than present year. *

2. Jordan water development. Mrs. Meir asked if I had any infor-
mation on present status Israeli request of some months ago® for
financial assistance in connection with Jordan water diversion, which
she understood had been referred to US experts for study. She men-

' Source: Department of State, Central Files, 684A.00/4-1759. Confidential; Prior-
ity.

2 Telegram 796, April 9, reported that Baxter had an appointment with Foreign
Minister Meir on April 16 for a general exchange of views on the current international
situation. (Ibid., 684A.00/4-959)

* Not found.

“On April 15, and again privately on April 17, Herzog raised this question with
Rountree along similar lines. Memoranda of these conversations are in Department of
State, Central Files, 784A.5-MSP/4-1559 and 611.84A /4-1759.

* See footnote 2, Document 66.
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tioned fact Israel had accepted Johnston plan but that its implementa-
tion had been blocked in other quarters. Now that work was being
started in Jordan on Yarmuk diversion, GOI hoped US would concur-
rently assist Israel in its projected Jordan water diversion, which falls
within approved Johnston plan. I said Embassy had no recent informa-
tion this subject but I would transmit her request to Department.

3. PL 480 Title II. Mrs. Meir wished express GOI's continued
interest in drought relief under title II. She said she was distressed to
learn from Israeli Embassy Washington that action on this request
appears to have been delayed because application not made in proper
form. According her information, it will now be necessary for request
to be resubmitted in revised form. I pointed out that obviously Israel
could not qualify for title II assistance under heading of famine. Other
criteria for eligibility were within the competence of Washington agen-
cies. We have been informed that Mr. E.D. White of ICA/W will be in
Israel within week or two and will bring with him latest Washington
thinking on subject.

4. Suez. Mrs. Meir expressed appreciation US interest and help in
connection with recent Egyptian seizure of Israeli cargoes. She re-
marked Hammarskjold has had no success in eliciting commitment
from Nasser and in fact can get no answers to his letters on subject. In
absence French and British diplomatic representation in Egypt, she
hoped US would be willing to pursue matter with Nasser. She felt
Nasser should be made recognize general principle of free passage and
that question should not be allowed bog down in such technicalities as
ownership of cargoes or charter of vessels. Status quo since Sinai and
until recently had been that all varieties of “‘mixed arrangements” had
transited canal without question. Some ships under Israeli charter had
carried cargoes to Israeli ownership, cargoes whose ownership already
vested in purchaser and cargoes in which there was no Israeli interest.
Ships not under Israeli charter but carrying Israeli cargo had also been
permitted through. Nasser’s recent “piracy” was something new. In
addition to UN resolutions requiring free passage, there was exchange
of letters between Hammarskjold and Fawzi following nationalization
of canal in which Fawzi guaranteed freedom of passage. Of course
Israel had legal right to use canal for ships under its own flag but it
had no intention of trying to do so. I asked Mrs. Meir if any Israeli
cargoes or ships under Israeli charter were on way to canal at this time.
She replied negatively but said there would be some soon, probably in
May, and that we would be given advance notice of their schedules.
Mrs. Meir added that Israel had kept fairly quiet about this matter and
would continue to do so. However, if it appeared World Bank was
about to give loan for widening and improving canal without some
assurance Israeli cargoes could go through unmolested, Israel would
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raise its voice. She thought Israel might not be alone in this case as she
could not believe world opinion would sanction World Bank loan
which would in fact be ““subsidizing discrimination and piracy”.

Comment: Because Mrs. Meir, in discussing four foregoing sub-
jects, consulted typed memo on her desk, I believe she was running
through topics intended as Eban’s instructions for his meeting with
Acting Secretary Herter which press reports was scheduled for last
Wednesday but which now postponed because Secretary Dulles resig-
nation. ® Mrs. Meir evidently took opportunity my call to present same
subjects through Embassy.

Both Embassy and USOM have been surprised that, despite flood
of press stories about cut in grant-aid, no GOI official on any level had
mentioned this subject even informally to US officials. Today Jerusa-
lem Post reports my calls on Mrs. Meir under headlines “Meir, US
Envoy Discuss Grant.” Article itself, by stating (correctly) that meeting
was arranged at my request, gives erroneous impression question of
aid was brought up at my initiative. Article further states “$7.5 million
grant was part of US special assistance program to Israel which was
cancelled at instance of Department of State on grounds Israel no
longer requires direct aid. Instead, it was proposed grant be made in
form development loans.” Article further states Mrs. Meir impressed
upon me Israel’s need of direct grant ““to cover a temporary deficit in
her foreign currency budget.” Mrs. Meir did not use this phrase in her
discussion with me, nor did she explain to my satisfaction what was
meant by her statement that grant-aid could generate four times or
more its value in economic activities.

USOM comments on Mrs. Meir’s version of need for and use of
grant-aid will follow in separate message.”

Baxter

¢On Wednesday, April 15, Dulles submitted his resignation to President Eisen-
hower.
” Not found.
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74. Memorandum of a Conversation, Department of State,
Washington, April 22, 1959, 11 a.m.’

SUBJECT
Aid to Israel
PARTICIPANTS

Mr. Abba Eban, Ambassador of Israel

Mr. Aryeh Manor, Economic Minister of Israel
ICA—Leland Barrows

W—Douglas Dillon

NE/E—]John F. Shaw

Ambassador Eban opened the discussion by noting Israel’s efforts
to narrow its import deficit of $340 million, and to achieve better
economic equilibrium. In his opinion economic indices are misleading
for while Israel reserves have risen recently Israel’s debt has increased
by an even larger amount. He hoped that in assessing Israel’s need for
aid that requirements over the next five years might be envisaged and
Israel’s need for assistance in this period viewed as a continuing and
long term requirement. He also stressed that the quality of U.S. aid is
important to Israel. He noted that loans, for example, are tied to
projects, and PL 480 aid is subject to limitations on use. On the other
hand, U.S. grant assistance does not carry the same limitations. As for
the use of the $7.5 million Special Assistance grant funds in prior years
the Ambassador indicated this money would not have been directed to
foodstuffs if Israel had been completely free to use it as it desired. He
also pointed out that defense outlays amounted to 38 percent of
Israel’s budget and that in the absence of direct military assistance,
which is enjoyed by some states in the area, grant economic aid was
most useful.

Turning to the subject of Jordan water development, Ambassador
Eban indicated Israel is not asking the U.S. to take over the planning
and execution of its water program, but to help in obtaining certain
equipment such as pipe and pumping and generating equipment. In
fact, the note which his Embassy sent the Department some time ago
on this subject was forwarded due to the importance attached by Israel
to financing for this project, and to the fear that in the absence of such
a note the project might “get lost” among Israeli requests for financing
of cement plants and other projects. :

'Source: Department of State, Central Files, 884A.00/4-2259. Confidential.
Drafted by Shaw on April 24. A briefing memorandum for the conversation, April 22, is
ibid., 784A.5-MSP /4-2259. A summary of the conversation was transmitted to Tel Aviv
in telegram 750, April 25. (Ibid., 784A.5-MSP/4-2559) Eban and Dillon also discussed
Iraq. A memorandum of that part of the conversation is ibid., Secretary’s Memoranda of
Conversation: Lot 64 D 199.
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The third point which the Ambassador developed related to
Israel’s need for DLF assistance, and the priorities which Israel has
established for projects now before the Fund. The most urgent need,
he said, was for $5 million for the III. In connection with this request,
he said the Embassy would submit a list of projects for which this
money would be utilized since he detected a hesitancy in DLF to
extend this Institution more money in the absence of a demonstrated
capability of using the $5 million for which a loan is about to be
consummated. Mr. Dillon said that receipt of this list should remove
any doubt in the minds of the DLF as to Israel’s capabilities in using
additional funds. The other projects for which the Ambassador ex-
pressed interest in DLF financing were a cement plant and a sugar
mill; these were mentioned in this order.

Mr. Dillon, commenting on the Special Assistance grant aid for
Israel, said the problem had been expanded out of all proportion; the
Department’s thought was that Israel’s requirements could be met
from DLF and/or PL 480 instead of grant funds under the Mutual
Security Program. Our aim, however, was identical with that of Israel,
and we desire to cooperate with Israel in meeting its economic prob-
lems and assisting it to meet the strain which will arise when repara-
tions and compensation payments are terminated. He stated the De-
partment has been under pressure to reduce grant Mutual Security
expenditures wherever possible, and, from a strictly economic point of
view, the use of grant money, whether $5 million or $7.5 million,
seemed unwarranted; now, however, a psychological-political prob-
lem has arisen. We have no objection in principle, he said, to having a
grant program for Israel provided funds are available. It is possible
that contingency funds could be used for meeting the requirements of
such a program. He thought the Congressional Committee might rec-
ommend $5 million additional in the Special Assistance account with
the understanding that it would be available for Israel. One way or
another, however, Mr. Dillon thought that there would be a continua-
tion of the grant program. He reiterated, nevertheless, that he did not
think there was an economic case for this program; Congressional
" leaders know of the Department’s views. The situation, he said, could
be handled at the time the Committee acts on the authorizing legisla-
tion. ‘

Turning to the subject of Jordan water development, Mr. Dillon
indicated this was a problem now under study in the Department;
however, he would be interested in the Ambassador’s views as to
what would be the difference in overall cost to Israel if the project
were done as now planned rather than as Eric Johnston envisaged.
Ambassador Eban and Mr. Manor said the Israeli plan for expendi-
tures in the next two years as presented to the Department would
involve no additional cost since Israel proposes to use the same pipe
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and pumping installation for moving water from Galilee up to the
conduit for transport to the western watershed as would be employed
in the Johnston plan. Mr. Manor said that he would be very happy to
provide Mr. Dillon with a statement amplifying this point.

75. Memorandum of a Conversation, Department of State,
Washington, April 22, 1959, 2 p.m.!

SUBJECT
Call of Senators Regarding Aid to Israel
PARTICIPANTS

Senator W. Kerr Scott

Senator Jacob K. Javits

Senator Thomas H. Kuchel

Senator Kenneth B. Keating

Mr. Christian Herter, Secretary of State
NEA—William M. Rountree
NE/E—]John F. Shaw

Messrs. Javits and Kuchel, who arrived first, were subsequently
joined by Senators Keating and Scott. Mr. Javits, speaking for the
group, reported that the elimination of grant aid for Israel from the
Mutual Security Program had caused a great stir in Israel and in the
United States. He felt the situation might have been different if the
Government of Israel had been consulted in advance on the elimina-
tion of this item and had agreed to the substitution of other forms of
assistance. However, as things had developed, the elimination of this
aid had caused great embarrassment to Ambassador Eban who was
about to return to Israel. Ambassador Eban, he said, was a great friend
of the United States, and, if he were to be made Foreign Minister, the
United States could certainly count on his support. In Senator Javits’
opinion it would be the path of wisdom to reintroduce an item of $7.5
million; then, if it were thought desirable to eliminate the item next
year, to obtain Israel’s agreement in advance. Turning to the subject of
Jordan water development, Senator Javits said that this was a project

' Source: Department of State, Central Files, 784A.5-MSP/4-2259. Confidential.
Drafted by Shaw on April 24. A briefing memorandum for Herter, April 22, with an
attached memorandum from Rountree giving extensive background information on the
decision to eliminate the request for Special Assistance funds, is ibid. Herter became
Secretary of State on April 22.
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in which the Israel Government sought DLF -assistance. He said the
group would like to see the U.S. Government help in this project, if it
were determined that it was in accord with our overall policy.

In reply, Mr. Herter stated that the decision to eliminate the line
item of $7.5 million of grant aid for Israel was not a political decision;
that this was based upon economic considerations; these funds had
come to be used for foodstuffs and it was thought that our surplus
stocks permitted a substitution of PL 480 assistance for grant aid. He
also noted the improvement which has occurred in Israel’s economic
situation. In addition, the Bureau of the Budget, he said, brought
considerable pressure on the Department at the time the MSP program
was prepared to reduce the level of the Administration’s request for
aid by the elimination of any item that was not considered absolutely
necessary. In the review of the MSP requests, it was thought that the
aid figure of $7.5 million could be met from other resources. Mr. Javits
said he understood the considerations on which the decision was
based; he felt that the issue involved here was not a political one, since
it was not the policy of the U.S. Government to deny aid to Israel;
however, inasmuch as the elimination of the item had had serious
political effects, he thought the course of convenience would be to
restore the item.

Mr. Herter assured Senator Javits that it was certainly not the
Department’s intention to deny aid to Israel, or to put Ambassador
Eban on the spot. As for Jordan water development, he said, this is a
project in which the Department is interested, but that the timing of
how to move on this project was most important. He recalled that it is
a project in which Eric Johnston has been interested, and that it is
mixed up in the refugee problem. In reply to Senator Javits’ question
as to whether now was an appropriate time to move on the refugee
problem, he said he did not think so. The Department, he reported,
had just recently completed a survey of the attitude in the area on this
subject, and that it was not encouraging; however, it is a project in
which the Department is greatly interested and settlement of the water
question would help greatly.

In response to Senator Javits’ question as to whether US-Israel
relations were not now very good, both Mr. Herter and Mr. Rountree
assured him that for the past two years they have been very good;
while there have been some border problems from time to time, there
have been relatively few untoward incidents. Mr. Rountree said Am-
bassador Eban and Mr. Herzog know that the decision to eliminate
special economic aid for Israel was not a political one. He recalled that
Israel’s public reaction to the termination of the aid item was very
sharp, but that after he met with Mr. Herzog the attitude of the press
changed, and it is his understanding that the press now reflects more
understanding of the problem.
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76. Memorandum of a Conversation, Department of State,
Washington, April 23, 1959

SUBJECT
Mr. Hammarskjold's draft UNRWA report
PARTICIPANTS

The Secretary

The Secretary-General of the United Nations

The Honorable Henry Cabot Lodge

Mr. Walter N. Walmsley, Acting Assistant Secretary, IO

The Secretary-General’s discussion with the Secretary, which
lasted from 11:20 through lunch to 2:45, was arranged on Mr. Ham-
marskjold’s initiative and was therefore essentially of subjects of Mr.
Hammarskjold's selection.

Mr. Hammarskjold said that he did not believe it was practicable
today to seek acceptance by the Arab host countries of the principle of
responsibility for Palestine refugees. The Arab attitude is that they
would be left holding the bag if funds were cut. In the light of their
own low standards of living, their countries could not absorb or sup-
port the refugees, and survive. Hammarskjold was therefore proposing
in his report that the problem be approached on a function-by-func-
tion basis starting with education, which he said both Cairo and Am-
man have agreed to accept responsibility for. He intends to show his
draft to the Arabs concerned, to us, and perhaps to some of the other
contributors (e.g. the UK) before it is released in a matter of weeks.

The Secretary and Mr. Hammarskjold agreed that the Rifai
scheme was not practicable.’ The Secretary believed, however, that if
agreement could be obtained from the UAR and Israel for the two
earth dams in Jordan, abutting on Syria, that were contemplated in the
Johnston Plan, this would be an immense step forward in settling the
refugees in Jordan. The Secretary would hope that Hammarskjold
would look into this as a first step toward resettlement of the refugees.
Mr. Hammarskjold was impressed by the promise of this idea.

The SYG said that he had just sent Bunche out to visit Israel,
Gaza, Cairo and possibly Baghdad. While Bunche is charged with such
specific purposes as the Israeli use of the canal and the situation in
Gaza, there is also the general purpose of not leaving the Arabs too
long “unattended”, lest they get out of hand. He was glad that Fawzi

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 320.511/4-2359. Secret. Drafted by
Walmsley and approved by Herter on May 19.

2 On April 8, Lodge reported on a dinner conversation with Rifai at which the Prime
Minister had proposed long-term bilateral aid to Jordan for economic development. The
resulting economic activity would draw in refugees and get them off the relief rolls, thus
reducing UNRWA expenses. (Telegram 873 from USUN; ibid., 320.511/4-859)
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had asked to see him in Geneva. The SYG feels he must talk to Fawzi
about the Palestinian Brigade, said to number some 300, that had gone
to the Gaza Strip for the anniversary of the Israeli withdrawal but had
stayed on. The UNEF and this Police Force cannot, he said, “co-
reside”. The Egyptians say that this force is needed for security pur-
poses in the strip because of the presence of Communists among the
refugees. The SYG is also worried about the Egyptian build-up in Sinai
since the recent troubles between the Syrian region and Iraq.

Concerning the canal, the SYG said he felt that the flags of neces-
sity vessels used by Israel were regarded by the UAR as “provocative”,
and that the UAR now cares less about the cargo than about the
charters. He would talk with Fawzi about this as well.

On Egyptian relations with France and the UK, Hammarskjold
said that Algeria balks any improvement with the former, while in the
case of the UK, the Egyptians have been holding back on suspicion of
UK backing of Kassim.

(Subsequently the Department heard from Hare that the Brigade
in Gaza numbers closer to 1,000. This has been confirmed by a letter
from Hammarskjold who adds that reports from Burns and Bunche
“give me a gloomier picture of the Middle East than I had when
meeting you.”)

77. Memorandum of a Conversation, Department of State,
Washington, May 7, 1959, 4:30 p.m.’

SUBJECT
United States—Israel Relations
PARTICIPANTS

Mr. Abba Eban, Ambassador, Embassy of Israel
Mr. Moshe Erell, Counselor, Embassy of Israel

NEA—William M. Rountree
NE—William L. Hamilton

Ambassador Eban said that as his assignment in Washington
draws to a close, he becomes increasingly convinced that the primary
fact of the United States—Israel relationship is that the influences
drawing the two governments together are more fundamental than

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.84A /5-759. Confidential. Drafted
by Hamilton. A briefing paper for the conversation is ibid., NEA Files: Lot 61 D 43, Tel
Aviv. See also infra.
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those imposing a strain on it. The difficulty is that the Israelis are not
aware of the great area of understanding and cooperation that exists in
which matters are treated unobtrusively, and often in confidence,
while the points of friction are of a character to be known almost
inevitably. As a result the average Israeli has an exaggerated impres-
sion of the differences between the two governments and no real
understanding of the true character of the relationship.

He felt the remedy might lie in a re-statement by the United
States of its principles regarding Israel. If an opportunity could be
found for American leadership to reaffirm U.S. friendship for Israel
and a determined interest in the preservation of the independence of
Israel, as well as of the other states of the area, the occasional points of
friction would be viewed in a better perspective. The irritants would be
recognized for what they are, superficial and transient, and insignifi-
cant by contrast with the favorable character of the relationship as a
whole. '

Mr. Rountree agreed that a better sense of proportion is some-
thing to be desired in viewing foreign relationships. He cited as an
example the press treatment of the question of Special Assistance to
Israel in FY 1960, which suggested that the very existence of the
relationship depended on whether we extended a mere $7.5 million in
assistance. Mr. Rountree commented that preoccupation with an insig-
nificant facet of the whole so often created the most grotesque concept
of the real state of an international relationship which was eminently
satisfactory to all parties concerned.

78. Memorandum of a Conversation, Department of State,
Washington, May 7, 1959, 4:30 p.m.’

SUBJECT
Water Development
PARTICIPANTS

Mr. Abba Eban, Ambassador, Embassy of Israel
Mr. Moshe Erell, Counselor, Embassy of Israel

NEA—William M. Rountree
NE—William L. Hamilton

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 684A.85322/5-759. Confidential.
Drafted by Hamilton. See also supra.
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In handing Ambassador Eban the Department’s note, dated May
7,%in reply to a note from the Israel Government of January 28, 1959,
which asked United States assistance in Israel’s proposed Jordan Water
Development projects, Mr. Rountree made the following points orally:

(1) The United States had studied the Israel request sympatheti-
cally, consistent with our belief that the Jordan River is an important
natural asset which should be developed for maximum benefit to all
the people of the area.

(2) Accordingly, our note expresses sympathetic interest in the
Israel proposal regarding conveyance of water from Tiberias to the Beit
Shean region. We believe this project may well be analogous in many
respects to the East Ghor project with which we are assisting Jordan on
the other side of the river.

(3) However, the larger project, described as “stage one” propos-
ing to move large quantities of water from Lake Tiberias over the
mountains to Israel’s coastal plain, presents difficulties. In our view it
would adversely affect the other riparians unless undertaken in the
context of an agreed, unified development in which affirmative Israel
performance would be offered in a number of respects including stor-
age of water in Tiberias and rights of way for conduits. There would
also be the question of the salinity of the water remaining in the
Tiberias-Jordan channel for downstream uses if Israel were to take this
quantity of fresh water out of the system without provision for replen-
ishment.

(4) We are preparing to explore these questions at greater length.
We continue to hope that new opportunities for international agree-
ment will present themselves.

(5) Secretary Herter wished Mr. Rountree to acknowledge the
Ambassador’s letter of May 4* which contained assurances that the
““stage one” project would not represent an expensive modification of
the unified concept. We are glad to have this information on record
although it does not seem directly applicable to the considerations on
which the United States reply is based.

Ambassador Eban said he could not comment comprehensively
until he had advice from his Government’s experts on the questions
raised by the United States note. Israel had presented its proposals, he
said, with the conviction that projects suggested could be undertaken
without adversely affecting subsequent agreement or the interests of
other riparians.

He was not sure that international agreement was any the less
elusive today than when the Johnston negotiations broke down. He is
aware that the Arabs talk in more reasonable tones privately. It is quite

? A copy of the note, summarized below, is in Department of State, Central Files,
684A.85322/1-2859.

3 See footnote 2, Document 66.
* Not found.
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possible that agreement could be reached once more on the technical
level. When it came to a political agreement, however, he was very
much afraid the attempt would fail just as it failed before.

Israel could not contemplate the possibility of additional years of
complete paralysis of its development hopes. His Government felt that
the only acceptable alternative is to start projects now that can some
day fit into an agreed plan, if such is ever achieved.

79. Letter From Acting Secretary of State Dillon to Secretary-
General Hammarskjold*

Washington, May 21, 1959.

DEAR MR. HAMMARSKJOLD: I understand that during your visit to
Washington on April 232 the Secretary was not able to discuss with
you in detail the problem of United Nations Relief and Works Agency
for Palestine Refugees (UNRWA). Since then you have been good
enough to provide us, as you told him you would, with a copy of your
draft report® on the future of UNRWA and to give us an opportunity
to comment on it. I am informed that you intend to publish the report
about the end of May, and I should like to give you our views on the
subject.

We believe the report contains an excellent analysis of the difficul-
ties connected with the refugee problem. In view of the political com-
plexities involved, your reluctance to recommend a more specific solu-
tion of the problem than through a broad program of economic
development for the area is understandable. ,

We believe your suggestion for giving host governments full re-
sponsibility for general education is a step in the right direction. How-
ever, in our view, the report does not go far enough in the direction of
turning over to these governments the administrative responsibilities
for the refugee program. We are aware of your reservations about the
capability and willingness of the host countries to move further in this
direction at the present time, but we remain convinced that such a
development is an essential part of a total program looking toward a

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 320.511/5-2159. Confidential. Drafted
by Buffum on May 13 and revised in S/S on May 14; cleared with Ludlow, Rountree,
Rockwell, Walmsley, Murphy, A, H, and SCA.

? See Document 76.

*No copy of the draft report has been found; for the report as released on June 15,
see U.N. Doc. A/4121.
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permanent resolution of the problem. There are admittedly some risks
inherent in the proposals which our Mission at New York transmitted
to you on March 20.* However, we believe that in the long run,
should international assistance be reduced, the Arab host countries
could more readily be assisted in other ways, including bilateral pro-
grams, if they are caring directly for the refugees.

The need to move ahead toward an ultimate solution of the prob-
lem is of great concern to us. In this connection, your report recom-
mends continuation of UNRWA beyond its presently scheduled termi-
nation date “‘pending reintegration of the refugees in the Middle East”.
This, in essence, means an indefinite continuation of the program
since there is no indication of how much time might be involved
before it could be terminated.

I hope you will appreciate that the issuance of the report in these
terms would confront the United States with very serious problems.
We have made very clear on a number of occasions that we do not
consider that indefinite continuation of UNRWA in its present form is
the proper way to handle the problem and that feasible alternative
courses do exist. Among other reasons, we are concerned that a re-
newal of UNRWA'’s mandate might be interpreted by the countries
concerned in the Near East as an indication that the United States is
willing to continue to carry the major burden without those countries
having to reassess carefully their own responsibilities.

Therefore, while of course the decision on publishing the draft
report is yours to make, since you were kind enough to give us an
opportunity to comment on it before it is issued, I must in all frankness
express our regret that it does not go farther toward providing for a
fundamental solution of the refugee problem.

I am confident that you will interpret my remarks in the spirit
intended. I hope that you will review the contemplated report with
these thoughts in mind, since real difficulties must be expected if, as
now formulated, it should constitute the basis for discussion of the
problem at the fourteenth General Assembly session.

Sincerely yours,

Douglas Dillon®

* See footnote 3, Document 69.
S Printed from a copy that bears this typed signature.
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80. Telegram From the Mission at the United Nations to the
Department of State!

New York, May 27, 1959—3 p.m.

1062. Re: UNEF—re ourtel 947.? Following is report of conversa-
tions had by Mission officers with Bunche (UN) and Vaughan (UN),
who have just returned from Gaza.

In initial conversation, Bunche stated was sent by Hammarskjold
to Gaza with view assessing feasibility of reducing size UNEF in 1960.
Upon return, Bunche reported to Hammarskjold view that any reduc-
tion in size UNEF is not feasible, and that reduction would destroy
usefulness. He believes (though not certain) SYG has accepted this
view and intends so to report to GA.

Bunche pointed out that present disposition UNEF forces practi-
cally assures absence incidents on UAR-Israeli border. Outposts are in
view each other and can prevent or at least immediately note border
crossings and apprehend persons responsible. This important in
Bunche’s view, since demarcation line very difficult for inhabitants of
area to observe in many places, with result that number of border
crossings are made inadvertently.

In Bunche’s opinion, present scope UNEF operations could not be
maintained if force reduced, and he said this is view of Burns and
other senior UNEF officers. He believes Burns would resign if any
sizeable cut made in UNEF on ground he could not guarantee success
of operation. In his opinion, appreciable reduction UNEF forces would
result in increase border violations and retaliation within month,
which would shortly bring UAR-Israeli issue back to GA and/or SC.

Bunche has since reported subsequent conversations with Ham-
marskjold, in which latter expressed view there must be “showdown”’
on UNEF at next GA. (Bunche said Nielsen (Norway) and Ritchie
(Canada) concurred in this view.) By “showdown”, Bunche under-
stood Hammarskjold to mean he would have put all facts (including
financial) on table so that govts could decide what course follow.
Bunche said Hammarskjold generally aware threat posed to financial
position entire UN organization by UNEF deficits and that he expects
sit down shortly with Turner (UN controller) to go over entire situa-
tion. Hammarskjold has scheduled mtg UNEF Advisory Comte for
June 2 and, if he able have full discussion with Bunche and Turner
prior that time, will probably discuss UNEF future with comte.

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 320.5700,/5-2759. Confidential.

? Telegram 947, April 29, reported that UNEF financial difficulties required a careful
re-examination of the basis and size of UNEF’s operation in order to assure its continued
presence as long as possible. (Ibid., 320.5700/4-2959)
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[212 lines of source text not declassified] While disclaiming role of
expert, he indicated belief might be possible give up many fixed obser-
vation posts along Gaza border if simple barbed wire fence installed in
demarcation ditch and this patrolled. He believed this would avoid
unintentional border crossings and most of those made for non-mili-
tary purposes. Reduction in number outposts would enable conse-
quent reduction in number supporting forces. Vaughan stated belief
that, if forces were cut, Burns would recommend setting up unified
headquarters at Rafah rather than maintaining separate headquarters
at Gaza and Rafah as is now case. However, he pointed out life at
Rafah headquarters would not be pleasant.

A major point emerging from discussions with Bunche is follow-
ing: while drastic reduction in size UNEF, perhaps to 2,000-2,500
men, inevitably would result in increase border incidents and retalia-
tions and probably result in issues being presented GA and/or SC,
such cut in size probably would not reduce effectiveness UNEF as
deterrent major aggressive action by either UAR or Israel. Bunche
stated his recent conversations in ME indicate both UAR and Israel
wish UNEF remain and that UNEF furnishes both govts with political
excuse not to engage in major aggressive action. In his opinion, this
would very likely still be case if UNEF greatly reduced in size.

Our reaction to foregoing is that, while it obviously in our interest
maintain UNEF at present level and avoid all border incidents (and
consequent report to GA and/or SC where Soviets will pose as Arab
defenders) if we can solve financial problems, we cannot, as indicated
USUN 947, see how UN can continue finance UNEF at present level
for any appreciable period, given this situation, continue believe most
desirable course action is to cut size UNEF—perhaps in half—in order
maintain it indefinitely as effective barrier to major aggressive action
by either UAR or Israel. If we can live with limited UN operations on
other frontiers, such as Syrian-Israeli border, we can probably get
along, even if not comfortably, with greatly reduced UNEF in Gaza.
Our hope is that, by acting early enough, we may be able maintain
such smaller UNEF on semi-permanent basis with substantial assessed
financing.

Barco
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81. Letter From Secretary-General Hammarskjold to Secretary
of State Herter!

New York, June 3, 1959.

DEAR CHRis: Before the conclusion of the Foreign Ministers’ Con-
ference,” I must bring to your attention the crisis that we are facing in
the financing of the United Nations Emergency Force (UNEF). By the
end of this year, at the current pace of contributions, both our cash and
our reserves will be exhausted. The United Nations, therefore, will
approach the new year in a very critical financial condition.

At the present time, Members of the United Nations are
$22,527,000 in arrears on their payments, of which amount the mem-
bers of the Soviet bloc account for $10,628,000.

We are now engaging in consultations with a number of Members
of the United Nations in the hope that they will pay their assessments
at an early date.

I am well satisfied with the efforts that are being made both at
Headquarters and in the field to cut the budget to the utmost. By a
succession of careful reviews of the needs of UNEF, we have reduced
and stabilized the budget at about eighteen to nineteen million dollars
a year. In reply to my request to General Burns to review the size of
the Force in terms of his needs, he has made a convincing case for the
retention of the present reduced level of the Force if its functions and
responsibilities continue unchanged. Some new difficulties which
have emerged in the last several months add strength to his case and I
therefore am not in a position to argue for any further reduction of the
size of the Force. When one considers the invaluable contribution that
UNEF had made to the peace and quiet of the area, the expenditure of
eighteen to nineteen million dollars a year does not, in any case, seem
excessive. There can be little doubt that if by lack of financial support
we are forced to abandon UNEF, we would most certainly be con-
fronted with a new crisis which would require the organization and
presence of a new force not unlike UNEF.

Consequently, our task clearly is to widen generally the contribu-
tion of Members of the United Nations to this United Nations effort. I
think everyone will agree that too much of this burden should not fall
upon one country alone, in this case, the United States. It is an effort
that should be supported by the United Nations membership as a
whole.

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 320.5700 /6-359. No classification
marking,

? Reference is to the four-power Foreign Ministers meeting at Geneva, May 11-Au-
gust 5.
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As you know, the Soviet refusal to contribute has been based
upon the argument that the “aggressors”” should pay the bill. On that
point, of course, as we move farther away in point of time from the
Suez crisis, the presence of UNEF becomes more and more a current
mechanism for the maintenance of quiet along the line between two
Member countries and continues to have vital meaning and signifi-
cance for the foreseeable future.

The second argument sometimes used by the Soviets is that
UNEF, arising out of Chapter VI of the Charter, lacks a proper consti-
tutional basis. It should have been approved and organized, they
maintain, under Chapter VII of the Charter. Nevertheless, two Soviet
bloc states—Czechoslovakia and Romania—offered contingents to
UNEF. As you know, Soviet leaders have been making references to
possible United Nations activities in Berlin which might have constitu-
tional implications similar to those of UNEF in the present phase of
Middle Eastern developments—a fact that seems to emphasize further
the weakness of their ““objections in principle”.

I have already talked to the Soviet leaders in the above terms but
without results. If you should share the views expressed here and the
approach I suggest, I should be glad to complement your efforts in
whatever way might prove most useful in achieving a soundly and
more broadly based financial support for this important contribution
to peace and security.

I am writing to you urgently now as you may find it appropriate
and possible to talk with Gromyko about this matter. In any case, it
might be desirable to open the subject with him now since its impor-
tance and significance would seem to be of such a character as to
deserve consideration in the course of a Summit Meeting, if such a
meeting is held later in the summer. The last word on the Soviet side
would probably have to come from Mr. Khrushchev. If there is a desire
to reduce the scope of the cold war, the support of UNEF by all parties
would represent a significant contribution to that end in one specific
area, the Middle East.?

With kind regards,
Yours sincerely

Dag

3 A copy of this letter was sent to Herter in Tosec 220 to Geneva, June 6. (Depart-
ment of State, Central Files, 320.5700/6-659) On June 9, Herter replied that he would
be glad to raise the question of UNEF funding with Gromyko, but the present moment
was “singularly inappropriate”. He hoped to find a more propitious opportunity. (Secto
211 from Geneva; ibid., 320.5700/6-959)
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82. Letter From Secretary-General Hammarskjold to Acting
Secretary of State Dillon'

New York, June 4, 1959.

DEAR MR. DILLON: I am writing to thank you for your letter of 21
May? in which you convey the reactions of the Department of State to
the draft of my report on UNRWA.

I 'am happy to note your favorable reaction to the analysis of the
refugee problem and your understanding of my reasons for avoiding a
suggestion of any more specific solution of the problem. In fact, an
attempt to that effect would have gone beyond my terms of reference.

I hope that the report presents a picture of the refugee question as
solid and realistic as possible. Of course, what is said about the role of
economic development—which I hope will be helpful from a tactical
point of view—is in my opinion nothing but a statement of fact: what
Government, anywhere, would survive an integration into its popula-
tion of new elements if this integration had to be paid for by a reduc-
tion of a standard of living which, at all events, is even now intolera-
bly low? ,

I fully appreciate the reasons for the concern you express. I under-
stand that the United States Government may face difficulties if the
report is presented as it stands. Indeed, I would have been happy to be
able to prepare the ground in a more helpful way for your efforts to get
the necessary contributions. If I feel that I cannot do so, it is, as I
believe you would understand, because I am convinced that more far-
reaching proposals for a re-modeling of the United Nations assistance
to the refugees would create even greater difficulties—also for you—
as such proposals are likely to raise all Arabs up in arms and render it
impossible to register even the slight progress which, with some luck,
the report may achieve.

Indeed, I fear that I am already straining our possibilities in pro-
posing the transfer of education and in insisting on a revision of the
lists. My hope to get these two things finally accepted, in spite of the
resistance they undoubtedly will provoke, is based on the fact that I do
not put in question the continued operation of UNRWA; were I to
leave any doubt about my stand on the future of the United Nations
assistance, I am sure that I would fail to get the necessary acceptance
of what I now propose. On the other hand, were I to propose a more
complete transfer of responsibilities, I am convinced that we would

' Source: Department of State, Central Files, 320.511/6-459. No classification
marking.
> Document 79.
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not get even what I am now suggesting—apart from the fact that I
would then probably introduce a charge of dynamite into the whole
Middle Eastern situation.

However, I wish to stress that, although the recommendation for
an indefinite—which obviously does not mean perpetual—continua-
tion of UNRWA has the tactical advantage to which I referred, my
stand is not based on tactical considerations but on the fact that an
honest analysis of the problem leads me to conclusions with which
any proposal for a time limit from my side would be incompatible.
Obviously, there would be no logic in saying that integration of the
refugee population requires an economic development of unknown
duration and, on the other hand, to state that United Nations assist-
ance should be of a certain limited duration. If it is considered neces-
sary to put a limit on the duration of UNRWA, the suggestion to that
effect has to come from the contributing countries, as they, while
accepting my argument, might state that they wish to have a new look
at the matter within a certain time for reasons of their own. Were the
United States to wish to follow this line, I would, however, recom-
mend that you test it out rather cautiously in the debate, because a
premature proposal to that effect from the United States side might
well have a rather disastrous impact.

I am sure you will appreciate the reasons which have prompted
me to strike the balance you find in the report. I guess that it will be
criticised from practically all sides. But just because it is based on an
obviously straight analysis of the problem—while taking into account
basic psychological complications in the area with which we are con-
cerned, to the extent that they seem to be hard facts—I hope that, at
the final last, the line presented in the report may become a rallying
point for the various governments concerned. It would be unwise for
me to play a short-term tactical game. It is imperative that the report,
whatever the reactions in 1959, will stand up in following years so as
to let us have at least this firm point in the touchy policy-making in
the Middle East.

Yours sincerely

Dag Hammarskjold
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83. Memorandum for the Record!

Washington, undated.

(Mr. Rountree’s Briefing of Ambassador Ogden R. Reid, June 11,
1959)2

(The following is a paraphrase of remarks exchanged by Mr.
Rountree and Mr. Reid. Others present were Murat Williams and
William L. Hamilton.)

United States-Israel Relationships

Mr. Rountree: Israel occupies a very special place in U.S. interna-
tional relations. Because of its youthful vigor, its dynamism, its tri-
umph over great odds, it holds a special place in the esteem of the
American people and, of course, is of particular interest to the Ameri-
can Jewish community which is more effective in support of its protege
than any other American minority.

A very close relationship with Israel has to be carefully balanced
by our attention to the Arab states. Impartiality is essential but not
always easy either for the U.S. Government itself or individuals to
exercise. It will be important for you to take no position that tends to
identify you with Israel causes or interests.

Mr. Reid: I hope I am sufficiently sensitive to this consideration. It
is my intention to represent the U.S. first, last and always and to make
that intention clear at all times. I appreciate that it will be difficult and
I am already aware in a small degree of the pressure that can be
brought to bear on one going to Israel by its friends.

Status of Jerusalem

Mr. Rountree: Many problems in our relations with the Govern-
ment of Israel arise with our determination to support the U.N. resolu-
tions on various aspects of the Palestinian complex. For example, we
have never weakened in our determination to respect the resolutions
giving a special status to Jerusalem. It is important to avoid public
actions or statements which in any way indicate that we are resigned
to Israel’s conduct of government in Jerusalem in resistance to the
expressed desire of the U.N. This imposes a difficult responsibility on
our Embassy, not only in support of our own policy but because of its

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.84A/6-1159. Secret. Drafted by
Hamilton on June 17.

?On March 12, the Department of State announced that Ogden R. Reid had been
nominated as the new Ambassador to Israel. The Senate confirmed the appointment on
June 4 and Reid presented his credentials on July 2.
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effect on other governments. It is U.S. practice to inform governments
planning to establish missions in Israel of our position vis-a-vis Jerusa-
lem and our determination to maintain our own offices in Tel Aviv.

Mr. Reid: I talked today to Ambassador Lawson who said that it
was his practice to avoid official functions and, when obliged to go to
Jerusalem, to attempt to see officials in their homes rather than in
government buildings. He told me, however, that appearances at non-
government functions in Jerusalem could be reconciled with our pol-
icy. ‘

Mr. Rountree: It is important to avoid actions in Jerusalem that
will attract conspicuous public attention or publicity.

Israel Defense Forces and Military Aid to Israel

Mr. Rountree: The personal position of the Ambassador is very
important regarding the above. The IDF is regarded with fear and
respect and its activities or acquisition of new weapons are matters of
great sensitivity to the Arabs. Here too public statements or appear-
ances related to the armed forces should be scrupulously avoided.

Mr. Reid: How about visits to IDF establishments?

Mr. Rountree: Such should be avoided as well as any activity that
can be interpreted as support or sympathetic interest in the IDF.

We are opposed as a matter of policy to supplying most categories
of military equipment to Israel. Such assistance as we give them is on a
reimbursable basis. This represents no hardship for the Israelis be-
cause they have traditional sources of supply from whom they obtain
their major requirements.

Eilat and the Straits of Tiran

Mr. Rountree: U.S. supports Israel’s use for maritime purposes of
the Gulf of Aqaba and as expressed in our Memorandum of February
11, 1957, support for Israel’s peaceful transit of the Straits of Tiran. It
is a subject of some sensitivity, however, in our relations with Saudi
Arabia and appearances in Eilat should be avoided on occasions re-
lated to Israel’s efforts to expand traffic via that route.

Relations with Asia-Africa

Mr. Reid: How do we feel about Israel’s efforts to cultivate eco-
nomic and political ties with Afro-Asian countries?

Mr. Rountree: We regard this enterprise with favor. We are
pleased that Israel is able to assist newly emergent nations by supply-
ing them with technical guidance. However, we have declined sugges-

3 Foreign Relations, 1955-1957, vol. xvi, pp. 132-134.
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tions by them that we underwrite some of the expense of this activity
because of its adverse impact on our relations with certain other coun-
tries.

Assistance to Israel

Mr. Rountree: We give Israel’s request for assistance of one kind
or another most sympathetic attention. We find little economic justifi-
cation for any but commodity or loan assistance but political consider-
ations make it almost impossible to eliminate grant assistance alto-
gether. You will find that Israel needs no encouragement in seeking
assistance for development objectives, and, unlike the situation in
some countries which cannot formulate assistance requirements, the
Israelis come up with more suggestions than we can hope to satisfy or
should satisfy, considering the availability of funds and the legitimate
needs of other governments.

Jordan Valley Plan

Mr. Rountree: You may find it necessary to resist importunities
from the Israelis on this complex. They are able to make a plausible
case for pushing ahead with their projects, arguing that Arab refusal to
undertake a unified plan should not bind their hands as well. We are
opposed, however, to assisting them in proceeding with projects
which will take their share of the water without any of the reciprocal
concessions they would be obliged to give the Arabs under a unified
development engineered to divide the water equitably.

84. Telegram From the Department of State to the Embassy in
Jordan'

Washington, July 7, 1959—7 p.m.

29. Amman’s 2523, Jerusalem’s 378, Tel Aviv’s 1048, New York’s
1135.7 Hart called in Israel Chargé Herzog alone 6th to express con-
cern with reported harassment Isawiya villagers by Israel Mt. Scopus
patrols. He made following points:

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 684A.85/6-1659. Confidential; Limit
Distribution.