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The crux of the internal problem now confronting India appears to
arise from differences of opinion between the two principal parties as
to the conditions under which provinces can elect to join or remain out
of sub-federations in northwest and northeast India. I am confident
that if the Indian leaders show the magnanimous spirit the occasion
demands, they can go forward together on the basis of the clear pro-
visions on this point contained in the constitutional plan proposed by
the British Cabinet Mission last spring to forge an Indian federal
union in which all elements of the population have ample scope to
achieve their legitimate political and economic aspirations.

The United States has long taken a sympathetic interest in the pro-
gressive realization of India’s political destiny. It has welcomed the
forward-looking spirit behind the comprehensive programs of indus-
trial and agricultural advancement recently formulated in that coun-
try. Lastly, by our recent establishment of full diplomatic relations
with the interim government of India, we have expressed in tangible
form our confidence in the ability of the Indian leaders to make the
vital decisions that lie immediately ahead with full awareness that
their actions at this moment in history may directly affect world peace
and prosperity for generations to come.”

Please transmit copies this statement appropriate Brit authorities 5

and Indian leaders.

Difficulties establishing informal contact Indian leaders (urtel 9849
Dec 2) appreciated but if at all feasible suggest you convey text press
statement personally Nehru and Jinnah and if opportunity offers
elaborate US position along lines last two paragraphs Deptel 7979
Nov 30.

Delhi requested take parallel action in transmitting press statement
personally to Weightman 5 and Vallabhai Patel and in discussing US
position with Patel.

Sent London, repeated New Delhi.*

AcHEsON

845.00/12-746 : Telegram
The Acting Secretary of State to the Chargé in India (Merrell)

SECRET WasHiNGTON, December 7, 1946—1 p. m.
US URGENT NIACT

912. Brit Govt has told us through Brit Emb here it believes it
might be helpful if we expressed informally to Congress leaders, par-
ticularly Nehru, views this Govt as indicated last two paragraphs

¥ Telegram 9912, December 5, from London, transmitted the text of a brief note
from Mr. Attlee expressing his appreciation for being sent a copy of Mr. Acheson’s
statement (845.00/12-546).
; ® Hugh Weightman, Secretary, External Affairs Department, Government of
ndia.
™ As telegram 897.
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Deptel 898 Nov 30 to you.®* Upon arrival Nehru New Delhi and prior
meeting Congress Working Committee tomorrow night, please em-
phasize to him views this Govt as expressed aforementioned telegram.

AcHEsoN

845.00/12-1146 : Telegram
The Chargé in India (Merrell) to the Secretary of State

SECRET New Derurz, December 11, 1946—4 p. m.
[Received December 12—1: 35 a. m.]

1200. 1. When I called on Patel to discuss Acting Secretary’s state-
ment (reference Department’s telegram 915, December 10 5¢) and reit-
erated points therein Patel said he appreciated Department’s concern
over possible effect of conditions in India on rest of world but felt US
Government unduly influenced by British. He recited familiar story
of how British had created communal electorates for purpose of divid-
ing Indians and said India was now reaping results. Nowhere else
in world said Patel had a constitutional plan been set up on basis of
communal divisions. He said Congress had been ready to believe in
sincerity of Labor Government’s offer of independence but that Labor
Government was not living up to promises.

He went on to say Churchill ¥ “had won the war” but still had “a
finger in India”; that Jinnah had gone to London to solicit Churchill’s
help and to some extent had gained it. Patel said he had been opposed
to sending Congress representatives to London and had asked Nehru
not to go; that Congress could never accept HMG’s statement in which
British had altered original cabinet mission plan; that Congress had
been tricked but was “bearing it patiently”; and that Indians were
peace loving people and Congress policy had always been one of non-
violence but that if Labor Government persisted in deception it would
be “bad” for British in India.

Patel remarked that US Government seemed to follow policy of
favoring the “strong”; that vote of US Delegation at UN against
Indian proposal re South Africa was an example.”® He went on to
say that if US Government had been in “full possession of facts” he
was sure it would not have adopted attitude parallel to that of HMG
re cabinet mission plan. When asked by Weil, who accompanied me,
what facts he thought might not have been brought to attention of US
Government he reiterated Congress view that Congress had been

* Same as telegram 7979 to London, p. 97.

* Not printed ; it requested reports on the reactions of Nehru and Patel to the
stg;:exqent by Mr. Acheson (845.00/12-1046).

. Winston 8. Churchill, British Prime Minister, 1940-1945.

® For documentation on this subject, see pp. 126 ff.
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brought into interim government under false pretenses and that neither
Viceroy nor League had lived up to respective promises. It was
pointed out to Patel that US Government was familiar with Congress
views as expressed by him and that it was Embassy’s impression that
attitude expressed in Acting Secretary’s statement was influenced not
by question of whether US wished to support British but entirely by
considerations affecting future of Indian people and people of world.
Patel, however, did not seem inclined to accept view that US Govern-
ment’s attitude was not determined by policy of supporting British
whenever possible. Since Patel seems obsessed with idea British are
insincere in their independence offer I felt no useful purpose would
be served by pursuing this point further.

Toward end of conversation Patel with reference US Government’s
concern over peace in India and throughout world repeated Congress
argument that if they made “concession” currently requested by Brit-
ish they would be putting a “premium on violence” and he remarked
that in course of American revolution there was period when fighting
became necessary.

‘While Patel showed considerable animation when stating his case his
manner throughout conversation was cordial.

2. Rajagopalachari told me last night at dinner [apparent omission]
at my house he had read my message to Nehru % and thought it “very
good”; said I should “not waste my time” talking to him (implication
being that he agreed) but should talk with other Congressmen—par-
ticularly Patel. He said Congress had made concessions to Sikhs,
untouchables and Hindu Mahasabha as well as to League and if it
continued making concessions would itself “become a minority”.

He went on to say US view as presented in approach to Nehru was
strong endeavor to support British; that Jinnah should be persuaded
to accept HMG’s latest statement.®® When asked if Congress would
accept it if League did he replied Congress could not commit itself
in advance.

Rajagopalachari made the surprising statement that US had been
first to introduce idea of ten year experiment—that British had not

#® Telegram 1196, December 10 (not printed) reported on a brief conversation
in which Nehru invited Merrell to dine with him on Friday, December 13. At the
time, Merrell had given Nehru a personal and confidential communication on
the U.S. view on the Indian situation which, Merrell said, Nehru “had un-
doubtedly introduced into thus far inconclusive deliberations of Working
Committee.” (845.00/12-1046)

“ Reference is to a statement of December 6 by His Majesty’s Government
in the United Kingdom supporting the Muslim League’s contention that decisions
by simple majority vote should prevail in the inter-provineial groups of the
regional areas. The Congress Party had contended that each province should be
allowed to vote separately on whether or not to join the groups. The position of
the Department of State was given in telegram 7979 to London, November 30,
p. 97.



INDIA 103

recommended this. I told him I was under impression this had been
envisaged in original cabinet mission proposal and [apparent garble]
called upon by Rajagopalachari to verify his belief confirmed my
statement.

Later in evening Rajagopalachari said Congress could not possibly
agree to interpretation of cabinet proposals which would inevitably
place millions of Hindus under Muslim rule particularly in Bengal-
Assam group. When asked how basis for a democratic government
could be established as long as mutual distrust between Hindus and
Muslims exemplified by this view persisted, Rajagopalachari evaded
the issue.

For report on my brief interview with Nehru see my telegram 1196,
December 10.5*

Please repeat to London.

MERRELL

845.00/12-1046 : Telegram
The Acting Secretary of State to the Chargé in India (Merrell)

SECRET Wasuineron, December 11, 1946—7 p. m.
US URGENT  NIACT

919. When you see Nehru (re last para urtel 1196 Dec 10 ®*) suggest
vou stress following points re US position toward Indian political
impasse:

(1) Recent expressions of US interest in Indian political impasse
were made solely on US initiative and stem from US feeling that early
establishment Indian Federal Union by peaceful means would be great
step forward toward world stability and prosperity at a time when
there are so many dark clouds on international horizon elsewhere.
Important dispel any Indian belief US actions inspired at instance
Brit.

(2) US realize that Indian problems must in last analysis be solved
by Indians themselves.

(3) We believe that since we are in position of a politically dis-
interested outsider and since we have had considerable experience in
problems of a federal system our views might be given sympathetic
consideration by the responsible Indian leaders.

(4) While we are aware that some features of the Brit cabinet
mission plan are open to honest and objective criticism, particularly
the limited powers of union center, we feel that the plan presents a
fair basis for constitution-making in a difficult situation where cur-
rent political realities cannot be ignored.

* See footnote 59, p. 102.
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(8) US historical experience in federalism indicates necessity in-
augurate federal union in atmosphere of unsatisfactory compromises
and with weaker central govt than desired by forward-looking
elements.

(6) We have found that a central govt initially with limited pow-
ers gradually acquires, as experience demonstrates necessity therefor,
the additional authority which it must have to meet problems of the
Federal Union.

(7) Our hope that Congress accept clear implications Brit Cabinet
Mission plan re pronounced groupings is based on understanding that
revision Congress attitude this point would rest on reciprocal under-
taking by Muslim League to work loyally within framework Indian
Federal Union subject only to reopening constitutional issue after 10
years of experiment.

Sent Delhi, rptd London.®

AcHEsON

845.00/12-1246 : Telegram

The Chargé in the United Kingdom (Gallman) to the Secretary
of State

SECRET Loxpon, December 12, 1946—6 p. m.
[Received December 12—4: 50 p. m.]

10059. I had the opportunity today to talk with Jinnah at a lunch-
eon given by him. During conversation I was able to touch on points
brought out in paragraphs 1, 2, 3 and 6 of Dept’s 8133 December 11.52

Jinnah said he appreciated sympathetic interest shown by US
Government in political situation prevailing in India and he was
especially appreciative of statement issued by Mr. Acheson on Decem-
ber 8rd. The problem of India, however, was a very complicated
one and while Jeading US Government officials had shown an under-
standing of that problem, public in the States, and in fact throughout
the world, was ill-informed. Much remained to [be] done to develop
an informed world opinion. That, he seemed to think, had to be done
first and that would take time.

During our talk Jinnah gave no evidence of thinking that a solution
of the present impasse might be worked out within a reasonable time.
He did not seem disturbed by this but seemed to view future develop-
ments coldly, calmly and in a very detached way.

Sent Department 10059 ; repeated New Delhi 61.

GALLMAN

% As telegram 8133.
® Same as telegram 919 to New Delhi, supra.
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845.00/12-1146 : Telegram
The Chargé in India (Merrell) to the Secretary of State

SECRET New Derni, December 14, 1946—11 a. m.
[Received 2:18 p. m.]

1206. I had good opportunity of stressing points in Deptel 919,
December 1 [77] to Nehru last night. He replied at once that neither
he nor his colleagues had any idea that expressions of US interest had
been made at instance British; they realized opinions were offered
spontaneously and in interest of India and world. He said also that
Congress realized thoroughly necessity of starting union with weak
center.

He then embarked on restrained but lengthy attack on Jinnah who
he said had Hindu background and lived according to Hindu law,
Nehru himself being imbued with more Muslim culture, linguistically
and in other ways, than Jinnah. He said Congress had endeavored
at various stages to learn what Jinnah wanted and had never been
able to receive satisfactory replies; that even Pakistan had never
been adequately defined. Congress was convinced that whereas
Jinnah might want some change he did not want democratic govern-
ment; that prominent Leaguers being landholders preferred to con-
tinue under antiquated land laws. Congress had not liked British
cabinet mission proposal but in interest of peaceful and fair settle-
ment had formed interim government on understanding that League
would cooperate. On contrary League members had announced pub-
licly that they joined Cabinet in order to fight. Now they were saying
privately that if they entered Constituent Assembly it would be with
purpose of wrecking it.

Nehru believed League was on point of joining Constituent Assem-
bly when London talks were called and HMG “threw spanner into
works” by announcing that constitution would not be forced on any
unwilling parts of country. There was now little incentive for
League to join. Nevertheless he felt League would join in end just
as it had joined interim government.

Finally Nehru stated that despite foregoing Congress would prob-
ably shortly follow HMG’s suggestion of submitting question of vot-
ing in sections to federal court although it realized that under
circumstances it would be difficult for court to give fair decision and
that in any event if decision were unfavorable to League and HMG
they would not accept it.

Please repeat to London.

MEeRrrELL
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845.00/12-1946 : Telegram
The Secretary of State to the Chargé in India (Merrell)

SECRET WasmingTON, December 19, 1946—7 p. m.

939. Your reports on talks with Congress leaders most helpful.
Suggest you now in your discretion seek early opportunity discuss
with Jinnah or Liaquat Ali Khan or both our attitude re present con-
stitutional impasse as outlined Deptels 893, 897, and 919.5¢ Point to
be particularly stressed is our doubt that Congress attitude re pro-
vincial groupings can be modified unless accompanied by public dec-
laration or other tangible evidence of Muslim League willingness to
cooperate loyally within framework of Indian Federal Union to be
established in accordance Cabinet Mission plan.

You may add that we are fully aware as indicated Acheson state-
ment of need for providing in Indian Federal Union ample scope for
Muslim political and economic aspirations but that atmosphere for
creating necessary safeguards can never be achieved unless the concept
of union itself is generally accepted by the principal parties.

We perceive no objection your mentioning that you have also dis-
cussed question with Congress leaders.

Sent to New Delhi, repeated to London.

ByrNEs

845.00,/12-2746 : Telegram
The Chargé in India (Merrell) to the Secretary of State

SECRET New Dermr, December 27, 1946—4 p. m.
[Received December 28—1: 15 a. m.]

1228. From Weil. In conversation lasting hour and 50 minutes
yesterday, I discussed with Liaquat Ali Khan points indicated in
Deptel 939, December 19. With reference to Acheson December 3
statement, Liaquat said he agreed chaos in India would have repercus-
sions throughout world and added he felt statement had been timely
and was appreciated since in past he had felt perhaps Muslim League
position had not been fully understood in Washington. He stressed
“sacrifice” made by League in accepting Cabinet Mission plan June 6
even though it had not provided fully for realization of Muslim
aspirations.

Liaquat said that under circumstances it was not likely a “miracle”
would occur to bring about Congress-League agreement. He then
discussed at length communal warfare in Bihar; said official estimates
of 5,000 Muslims killed and 60,000 driven out of province were incor-

% November 30, December 3, and December 11, respectively.
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rect—that figures being collected by League indicated 30,000 Muslims
killed and 100,000 Muslim refugees. He said his proposals to govt
that rural Muslim population in Bihar be concentrated in villages of
their own, that arms be issued to limited number of “responsible” per-
sons for self defense and that Muslim personnel in Bihar police force
be increased had been turned down. When I asked if these proposals
presupposed impossibility of restoring communal harmony Liaquat
said not necessarily but that even if conditions remained quiet for a
while there was no telling when Hindus might again attack Muslims.

I asked whether Jinnah’s renewed references to Pakistan indicated
League had abandoned idea of trying to work Cabinet Mission plan.
Liaquat said not necessarily but that as result of Congress behavior
League was beginning to feel that perhaps outright Pakistan would
be only means of obtaining their objectives—namely to give Muslims
scope for development culturally, educationally and economically.
Liaquat said the next move was up fto Congress; that League could do
nothing until ATCC announced decision regarding Dec 6 statement ; ©
that if Congress accepted statement unconditionally, League Council
would decide whether to reverse July 29 resolution to stay out of
Constituent Assembly.

I said that while logic of League position was understandable it had
occurred to Dept that if some sort of assurance were given to Congress
that League was willing to cooperate within framework of Indian
Federal Union doubts and fears now affecting Congress attitude
might be reduced and chances of unconditional acceptance of Dec 6
statement by Congress correspondingly increased. ILiaquat said he
did not see why Jinnah should give any assurances of this sort; that
Congress with its “brutal” majority in Constituent Assembly was un-
justified in entertaining fears; that if any party had cause to fear
it was League; that if League intended to join Constituent Assembly
merely for purpose of making false gesture of cooperation it could
have done this long ago; that fact that League was waiting for Con-
gress decision regarding Dec 6 statement was in itself evidence of
League’s sincerity vis-a-vis Constituent Assembly. When I referred
to Congress fears regarding group constitutions in sections with ma-
jority of Muslim members Liaquat said Muslim members would not be
so stupid as to formulate constitutions which would be unfair to non-
Muslim population.

‘When I inquired whether he thought that in spite of bitterness now
prevailing there was any sort of move, however dramatic, which either
Gandhi or Jinnah might make in effort to avoid disaster Liaquat said
he doubted it; that declarations seemed to have little value and that

* See footnote 60, p. 102.
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Congress would have to prove by deeds whether it really desired to
cooperate with League. When I asked if unconditional acceptance
of Dec 6 statement would be regarded as evidence of Congress sincerity
Liaquat said that this might be a beginning.

Liaquat discussed at some length his suspicion that Congress had
no intention of trying to work the Cabinet Mission plan; that their
aim was to establish a “Hindu Raj”; and that they felt strong enough
to succeed. Liaquat said HMG had made two major mistakes: ()
they should never have regarded Congress acceptance of Cabinet Mis-
sion plan as genuine but Cabinet Mission was so eager to make nego-
tiations appear successful that it recognized Congress acceptance even
though Congress interpretation of plan was contrary to Cabinet Mis-
sion’s; (&) HMG should never have allowed interim govt to be formed
in first instance without League participation.

Liaquat cited, as examples of Congress lack of desire to cooperate,
its refusal to adopt Viceroy’s suggestion of coalition govts in all prov-
inces. He said that when he and Nehru discussed this proposal with
Viceroy he maintained that if Congress-League coalition were formed
in Bengal Congress-League coalitions should be formed in all prov-
inces with a view to establishing a basis for Congress-League cooper-
ation at center. Liaquat said that Nehru flatly refused to consider
Congress-League coalitions in Hindu majority provinces. As further
evidence of Congress’ lack of sincerity Liaquat also cited Nehru’s
speech at Meerut and referred with some bitterness to Patel’s Meerut
speech in which he reportedly referred to “balance sheet” of com-
munal riots.

Liaquat said in London he had told HMG that if they intended to
withdraw from India within two or three years whether conditions at
that time were peaceful or not they should withdraw immediately since
after two or three years Hindus would have most of administrative
machinery in their hands and Muslims fight for survival would be more
difficult than it would be in immediate future. ILiaquat also stated
he had said in London that if chaos developed in India, USSR would
move in but that officials in London had merely stated they hoped
Cabinet Mission plan would work and a peaceful transfer of power
would be possible.

I gathered from Liaquat’s remarks that he is not convinced British
will withdraw from India regardless of conditions but probably be-
lieves and hopes they will remain indefinitely in hope of managing
peaceful transfer of power.

With reference to Assam which is causing so much concern in Con-
gress circles Liaquat said Muslim majority in section would not lay
themselves open to charges of unfairness by formulating a group
constitution which would ignore rights of non-Muslim population.
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He reiterated familiar League contention that large proportion of
Assam population—particularly hill people—claimed by Congress
as Hindus are merely non-Muslims; that having gained control of
their votes Congress fears possibility of losing this control and there-
fore opposes grouping system which might result in their changing
their political loyalties.

In accordance Deptel 939, I told Liaquat Dept felt acceptance by
Congress of British and League interpretation of Cabinet Mission
plan would be desirable and that this view had been conveyed to
Congress leaders.

Throughout conversation Liaquat’s manner was cordial and he
seemed anxious to explain every angle of League position. His bit-
terness against Congress however is so strong that he seems unable
to recognize merits of League’s volunteering assurances of cooperation
at this time.

Please repeat London. Paraphrase sent Moscow. [Weil.]

MEerrELL

845.00/12-2046 : Telegram
The Chargé in India (Merrell) to the Secretary of State

SECRET New Dzeraz, December 29, 1946—moon.
[Received 8: 45 p. m.]

1231. From Weil. In accordance Deptel 947, December 26° I
asked Liaquat Ali Khan yesterday to convey Department’s views to
Jinnah. In course of an hour’s conversation Liaquat undertook to
explain why he felt Jinnah would not be receptive at this time.
Liaquat expressed opinion that if Congress accepted December 6 state-
ment and prior to League Council meeting which Jinnah would call
to consider Congress decision we conveyed to him our views on im-
portance of League cooperation within framework of Indian Union
establishment in accordance Cabinet mission plan he believed expres-
sion of our views might have its effect on Jinnah but seemed convinced
Jinnah could not be persuaded to offer assurances of any sort until
such time as Congress might accept December 6 statement.

In support of his position Liaquat reviewed and expanded on points
brought out in conversation December 26 (Embtel 1228, December 27) :
He said Congress fears regarding grouping were quite unjustified ; that
he felt that if assurances concerning treatment of minorities under
grouping plan were to be given by any one they should come from Con-
gress—in regard to Muslims living in Hindu majority provineial
group; that in any case His Majesty’s Government had declared they

® Not printed.
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would not agree to independence unless adequate safeguards for mi-
norities were provided. With framework provided by Cabinet mis-
sion plan—if League agreed to participate—Liaquat said League
position was that Congress had never officially raised this question
and that it would be difficult for Jinnah to give Congress assurances
on this point when Congress had not actually accused League of not
intending to work within framework of Cabinet plan once it accepted
it.

I said I appreciated his point of view re Congress fears about group-
ing but that these fears were a potential obstacle to acceptance by Con-
gress of December 6 statement; and that regardless of whether Con-
gress had made any definite accusations concerning League’s intentions
vis-a-vis working Cabinet mission plan there seemed to be considerable
doubt on this point in Congress circles—increased possibly by Mr.
Jinnah’s recent references to Pakistan. T said that while I understood
logic of Liaquat attitude question arose as to whether in view of gravity
of situation assurances to Congress that League would cooperate
within framework laid down by Cabinet mission in [7f#] Congress ac-
cepted December 6 statement might not encourage him to accept
statement.

Liaquat said Jinnah could not commit himself until such time as
League Council might meet ; that since Bihar massacres feeling against
Hindus had been running so high that if Jinnah gave Congress assur-
ances without consulting Council many of his followers might think
they were being betrayed and chances of Council members following
Jinnah’s lead when they met would be reduced accordingly. Liaquat
said he could tell me frankly that when Council met in June to con-
sider Cabinet mission plan Jinnah had brought pressure on various
members to gain their support for acceptance of plan but that now
situation was different; if Jinnah appeared to prejudice issue he might
be faced with rebellious Council. Liaquat added he felt it would be
better to allow League followers as long a time as possible in which to
“blow off steam” (re Bihar riots) after which they would be more
likely to accept Jinnah’s lead at a Council meeting.

I asked Liaquat whether he thought same argument would apply if
Jinnah merely said he would recommend to Council that it accept and
work Cabinet mission plan én fofo if Congress accepted December 6
statement. ILiaquat said for my private information Attlee had asked
Jinnah this question in London and Jinnah had said he could make
no commitment but that if Congress accepted December 6 statement
he would call meeting of Council.

I remarked it was my impression that US public who had long taken
friendly and lively interest in Indian independence were now some-
what puzzled by events in India; that they seemed to feel Indian lead-
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ers were moving toward an abyss with their eyes wide open to danger
ahead; and that observers interested in peace in India and world at
large wonder whether it was not in the power of one Indian leader or
another to make a move at this time—however “illogical” from a
partisan point of view—which might clear atmosphere and lead to a
peaceful settlement. Liaquat said he could understand these views
but did not see how Jinnah could be expected to volunteer assurances
to Congress when League was minority party merely trying to defend
itself against Hindu majority.

Liaquat then discussed at length his conviction that Congress leaders
have no intention of trying to work Cabinet mission plan conscien-
tiously but are determined to seize power without regard for Muslim
rights. As evidence of Nehru’s lack of interest in Congress—League
cooperation he said for my “private information” Asaf Ali was ap-
pointed Ambassador ¢ without any consultation with League members
of interim government—that first he (Liaquat) had known of appoint-
ment was when he read press report in London. Asaf Ali he added
did not command respect or confidence of Muslim Indians. Liaquat
said that as soon as League joined interim government he proposed
two League representatives—Begum Shah Nawaz and Ispahani—be
appointed to UN delegation but that Nehru refused on ground that
number was limited to five and appointment of these two would mean
replacing two who have already prepared themselves for work at UN
meeting. Liaquat also said when League joined interim government
he proposed that in interest of efliciency and cooperation questions
concerning more than one department be discussed by Ministers con-
cerned prior to full Cabinet meetings regardless of whether these
Ministers were Congress or League members but that Nehru refused
to agree on ground it was preferable to thrash out all questions in full
Cabinet meetings. When I asked whether all votes in Cabinet meet-
ings were along party lines Liaquat answered in affirmative.

In reply to my question Liaquat said he was convinced Gandhi had
no desire for Hindu-Muslim cooperation but was working for Hindu
domination of India—to be attained through violence if necessary.
When I asked Liaquat whether he believed Gandhi’s activities in East
Bengal were deliberate attempt to embarrass Bengal govt and to divert
attention from Bihar he said there was no question about it.

Liaquat’s suggestion that Jinnah might be receptive to an expression
of our views if Congress accepts December 6 statement is clear indi-
cation that he (Liaquat) does not resent our present approach and
would seem to indicate he is quite sincere in belief that Jinnah would
not respond if approached at this time. Incidentally Liaquat told me

“To the United States.
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December 26 Jinnah was fatigued by London trip and has not been
well since return which may mean he is currently in one of his touchier
moods.

There is no doubt in my mind that a “statesmanlike” declaration by
Jinnah at this time even though it involved risk of loss of prestige
among his followers might make Congress leaders feel they would be
placed “in wrong” if they did not accept December 6 statement but
partisan bitterness on both sides is so great that I am afraid it may
be too much to hope for “statesmanlike” behavior on part of any of the
leaders involved. None of them has yet demonstrated clearly that he
has the vision or courage to rise effectively above party and communal
considerations.

If Gandhi advises Congress leaders to turn down December 6 state-
ment it will be difficult to believe he is more interested in preventing
suffering among Indian people than he is in preserving power of Con-
gress Party.

With reference to possibility of approaching Jinnah in event that
Congress does accept December 6 statement it occurs to me that if
Jinnah is in Bombay at time there might be some advantage in con-
veying views through Consulate General and copying telegram to
Delhi so that Embassy can inform Liaquat. If message were given
to Liaquat in Delhi for transmission to Jinnah in Bombay time might
be lost and security involved since Liaquat does not appear to have
any regular means of direct secret communication with Jinnah.¢®

Please repeat to London. [Weil.]

MERRELL

AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES AND INDIA ON AIR
TRANSPORT SERVICES

[Signed at New Delhi, November 14, 1946. For text, see Depart-
ment of State, Treaties and Other International Acts Series No. 1586,
or 61 Stat. (pt. 8) 2573.]

AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES AND INDIA RESPECTING
A MUTUAL AID SETTLEMENT

[Signed at Washington, May 16, 1946. For text, see Department
of State, Treaties and Other International Acts Series No. 1582, or
60 Stat. (pt. 2) 1753.]

“In answer to this point, the first paragraph of Department telegram 953,
December 31, to New Delhi, reads as follows: “Since Liaguat Ali Khan obviously
zjeluctant convey our views to Jinnah (urtel 1231 Dec. 29) suggest you request
Bombay discuss US position with Jinnah. Question of timing left yours and
Bombay’s discretion.” (845.00/12-2946)



