UNST Copy 2 UNLERARY
DPI T SA COLLECTION
©X)uz7 Brian Urqubart
Junt 2 ?’ _ vg‘f Intewigsl;i:z;].éo;gggrdenker
ENG |
able o nts
(Q Thant)

Dag Hammarskjold 2,3,8,14,18,22,23,26,
27,30

Congo Operation 2,3,4,13,16,18,19,22,30
Conor Cruise O'Brien 3,18 :

Moise Tshombe 3,13,18,19
Cuban Missile Crisis 4,5,16,22,23
1967 War 4,6,10,11
John F. Kennhedy 4-6
Nikita Khrushchev 4,5
Fidel Castro 5
Valerian Zorin 5

Gamal Abdul Nasser 6-11
UNEF 6-11
David Ben-Gurion 8

Ralph Bunche 10,21,25
Lord Caradon 11
Article 99 11,12
Trygve Lie 14,26
India-Pakistan War 15,16
Joseph-Desire Mobutu 16,119
Cyprus . 16,22
Bengladesh -16,17,23
Vietnam 20-23
Lyndon Johnson 20,21
Dean Rusk 21

C.V. Narasimhan © 24,28
Elections of the S-Gs 26

Rurt Waldheim 26
Javier Perez de Cuellar 26

Paul Hoffman 28

Henry Kissinger 29

/‘;/-\-\

- MASTER CoPY




'y

b

Document Id:
Document Name:
Operator:
Author:

Comments:

OPERATION

Created
Last Revised

- Last Printed

Last Archived

Total Pages:
Total Lines:

CoRREClED =571
DOCUMENT SUMMARY

5661V

URQUHART — -2 7 /;/ ’?;’

JP/sc
VR

Oral History

DATE

07/19/84
07/25/84
25/07/84
07/25/84

26
1092

Pages to be printed 0

STATISTICS

TIME

10:26
12:11
12:12
12:12

Total Worktime:
Total Keystrokes:

WORKTIME

1:31
:01

onto Diskette

9:07
55270

DTWV |
T 1467 CSM%) Wow

KEYSTROKES

11632
6

ooosv



i

;]

¥

.
[

Gl

’ (-"“

JP/sc « URQUHART 27/6/84
2

GORDENKER: Today we are going to talk about the Secretary-Generalship of
U Thant. It might be a useful way to begin to think a little bit about the
differences and similarities of political configurations between the time when
U Thant took office and the time when Dag Hammarskjold took office. A superficial
glance at the record leads to the impression-that these were quite differenﬁ
political moments, but there must have been some similarities, too, because that is
the purpose of iﬁstitutionalizing international affairs. Do you want to comment on
these likenesses and differences?

URQUHART: Yes. I think the similarities are that both took over at a
time of disillusion and disarray in the affairs of the Organization, Hammarskjold
in the aftermath of Lie's-resignation, the McCarthy business, the Korean war and so
on, U Thant in the aftermath of Hammarskjold's -death, the enormous constitutional
row over the Congo, which affected not just the whole notion of peacekeeping but
the whole constitutional position of the Secretary-General himself - in my viewAthe
most serious crisis constitutionally there has ever been in the history of this
Organization. |

If I'may make a general comment about U Thant - I may have said this before -
I think he is the most underestimated of all the Secretaries-General. I think it
is a very bad reflection, especially on Western journalists and historians, that
this is so. I was pleased to see the other day - and I had something to do with
it - that for the first time in a popular historical work U Thant's efforts on Viet
Nam were mentioned, in Barbara Tuchman'g "The March of Folly". So for the fifst
time quite a large number of people will realize that U Thant all on his own

actualiy devised thé negotiating method, and got the North Vietnamese and the

_Viet—Minh to agree to it, which Kissinger used, and got the Nobel Peace Prize for,

five years later. It is something that should not be forgotten. He was a very

decent, extremely courageous, very straightforward man.
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GORDENKER: You have just pointed out, however, one of the big
differences in the political setting, because when U Thant took office the United
States was already beginning cautiously to get itself involved in the Vietnamese
affair. It had already had discussions with the French.

URQUHART: When?

GORDENKER: When U Thant took office in 1962 -

URQUHART: It was already fairly much involved.

GORDENKER: Yes.

URQUHART: 1In 1961 he took office.
__GORDENKER: That»wés ceftainly a difference as compared with Hammarskjold.

URQUHART: You must remember that, Hammarskjold, too, had bﬁrnt his
fingers on the South-East Asian problem in a much lesser way over Laos in 1959, and
it wasn't a new problem. But I think the forthright way in which U Thant tackled
that problem was something he never got any credit for. I think it is a very sad
comhentary on the sort of "People" magazine appfoach to history that seems to go on
in journalism nowadays. It is something I resent very much, because I had a great
affection and respect fpr U Thant.

I'd juét like to tell you one story to give you an example of what I mean.
Curiously enough, I had never met U Thant as an Ambassador. I don't know why not,
but I hadn't, and when he became the Acting Secretary-General on Hammarskjold's
death, he being one of the two people whom Hammarskjold had thought of as a
successor, the other being Monji Slim of Tunisia, I was then the United Nations
repreéentative in Katanga, which was, I suppose, at that time the least enviablel
job in the.entire system. I was sucéeeding Conor Cruise O'Brien. I had not been
there for more than a day before I got kidnapped and Gery nearly assassinated and
extremely badly beaten up, and I hadn't been there for a week before we were

engaged in absolutely full-scale hostiligies with the Tshombe army, officered by



®) .

i

JP/sc URQUHART 27/6/84
: 4

European mercenaries. It was I, since our communications broke down, who had given
the order to open fire. I think I am the only person in the Secretariat who's ever
done that.

I confidently expected to be blasted from Headquarters, and was much touched
and surpriséd when what I received instead was the text of a public statement which
U Thant had made, saying "I have total confidence in my representatives in
Ratanga. I absolutely back everything they have done. I think they reacted in
exactly the right kind of way. I think they showed extraordinary restraint in not
-doing so before, and I just want everybody to know not to try to tell me that fhey
are wrong." I got a very considerable kick out of that. We were in a lousy
position at that time, and were actually under mortar fire 247hours a day in our
headquarters. It was certainly nice to know that the new Secretary—General was a
fairly forthright chap. It's something I always noticed about him - that he was

very, very certain in his responses in times of trouble, and very courageous. I

. think it's something he never got any credit for at all.

GORDENKER: With regard to his courage, certainly he took an open stand
against the Viet Nam war. Certainly he was very strong in developing the United
Nations role in tﬁe Congo as far as he could, ihcluding the final order to go ahead
and open the lines of communication, as he put it, in Katanga Province. Are there
other .instances that you remember of this display of courage that you've already
referred to?

URQUHART: I would say that perhaps the most remarkable - again, because
U Thant for some quixotic reason of the Western media is not a fashionable figure;
I don't unde:stand why not, but he isn't, thbugh I think the 1967 war had a lot to

do with it - is that he did something in the Cuban missile crisis which was very

CEVNCARLLD

-remarkable. He was the person who wrote to both Kennedy and Krushchev at a time

Awhen people were leaving New York in their thousands, carrying the family Vermeer
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under their arms and going to Arizona, and it was_quite bad. This was a very grim
period, when it seemed perfectly possible we were in for a nuclear exchange.

U Thant first went to Cuba and talked to Castro and then he came back “and
- wrote a letter to Krushchev and Kennedy - I can't quote.it_éxactly,ﬂalthough I had
a great deal to do with it -~ the first paragraph of which said "I am sure that you
as the President of the United States (or the Chairman of the Central Committee of
the Communist Party of the Soviet Union) will not wish to go down in history as
being one of the people who blew the world up, and I am sure that you will go along
with any measures to avoid being put in that position. I therefore suggest the
following steps which need to be taken to get away from this confrontation." Then
in the American text there was a suggestion that they call off the naval blockade
and quarantine in the Atlantic, which wés likely to be the proximate cause of
hostilities, and to the Soviet Union that they call off the Atlantic convoys and _
start dismantling the missile sites, and make a public declaration to this effect.

U Thant was nothing like as simple as he contrived to look, and he sent for
Mr. Zorin, a very tough egg who was then the Soviet representative in New York, and
presented him with this letter to Krushchev. Mr. Zorin flew into a tremendous
passion and rejected it. U Thant then said in his wonderfully quiet Burmese way "I‘
am sorry you have taken this attitude, Mr. Ambassador. I wish just to tell you
that having anticipated thaE)I'have also communicated this by other channels direct
to Mr. Krushchev.” Zorin then got up and left the office and arrived at the
elevator. The elevator came up and a young man from the Soviet mission came out
with an envelope, and Zoriﬁ — it just so happened that someone who speaks Russian
was there - said "Where are you going?" and the young man said "I am going to the
Secretary-General with Mr. Krushchev's reply", which was affirmative. Zorin left
New York that evening. U Thant has never got the smallest credit for that, except

in Bobby Kennedy's book. I think you can argue that it was a very important pair
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obviously can't take it back." U Thant decided he would go on, and the first thing
he said to Nasser was "I can not understand, since you knew I was coming to;see
you, why you made this announcement, which you know perfectly well is going%to
bring down an Israeli offensive against you." Nasser said "I was going to do it
anyway. It's my policy., and I wanted to do it before you arrived so that I would
not appear to have rebuffed you while you were here" - a fairly twisted forﬁ of
logic, but none the less one can see it.
| I just mention this because I think ¢ke—who?e making U Thant the scapeéoat in
~~~—that~episode"is-what'did his reputation in, and it is something that I'persﬁnally
bitterly resent to this day.. The trouble with U Thant was that he was a very
honouraﬁle man, and he was not prepared to transfer the'responsibility to the
Security Council, which he could have done. He didn't do it because he sai% the
Security Council would make an ass of itself, as indeed it did, and he waant
prepared to precipitate this process. As you can easily see; I feel he is é person
who has been very badly done by.
GORDENKER: I think we should push a little farther into that, because
that is really a celebrated incident, and you have strong views on that matter.
You have direct observaﬁion at the time as well. I also recall the time vi%idly,
and T have read about it. I think there are several issues that must be rafsed
about it. One is the use of the -‘Advisory Committee that U Thant had. How Qas his
thinking on that point?
URQUHART: He summoned it immediately.
GORDENKER: Why did he summon it immediately?
- URQUHART: Because he had to. l
GORDENKER: Why?
URQUHART: Under the agreement whicﬁ had been made about the presénce of

UNEF in Sinai ... You see, what people will never understand is that UNEF right
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from the start was an extra-constitutional arrangement. Due to the British and
French vetoes in the Security‘Council, UNEF was conceived by the General Assembly
and éet up by the Secretary—Geheral, and the Security Council had nothing to do
with it. We reported every year to the General Assembly on UNEF, which,

incidentally, was quite an unpopular body, until we removed it, because everybody

LYo had “ )
said it Masn't doing anything. I'll tell you some more about that in a minute. So
it wasn't as it would be now if somebody said "You have to remove the force in the

Golan Heights". The Secretary-General would immediately go to the Security Council

---and say "Boys, the Syrians (or-the Israelis) say we have to remove this force.

What is your decision?" He couldn't do thaf. It was a purely Secretary-General's
responsibility. Hammarskjold had negotiated the force into Egypt with Nasser, wifh
great difficulty. He ran it, with no supervision from the Security Council, and it
was strictly a General Assémbly force, which is why both the French and the
Russians regarded it as illegal and never paid for it.

The other thing was that to ge€>§;;?; in the first placerhasser having
already been invaded in the last two months by the armies of three other States was
pretty leery.about having any more foreign troops on Egypt's soiiz‘the good faith

agreement which was negotiated put a priority on the primacy of Egyptian

sovereignty - that is, that the Egyptians had a perfect right at any time to say

~they did not wish UNEF to stay on Egyptian soil. Curiously enough, the same right

was exercised right at the beginning by the Israelis;(:5Eg?é:gggé:ggtally—fefused

“hen UNEF was deployed up to the demarkation line and the border in March 1952) - -8

said that on no account would it be stationed on Israeli soil, because that would

|
be a derogation of Israeli sovereignty, and everybody accepted it. When Nasser
invoked that principle ten and a half years later every sanctimonious fellow in the

Western world said how outrageous it was that we were bowing before the Egyptian

dictator. We had already bowed before the Israeli Prime Minister, with no
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objection at all on this point ten and a half years before, and you can't have it

~ both ways. Either we were right o} we were wrong, but you can't have it both ways.

In any case, UNEF was a one-legged arrangement, and always had been. It had
worked extraordinarily well, but it was one-legged, becauselit was only on one side
of the border.

When the Egyptians invoked the agreement and said "We want UNEF out", we first
of all said "You're crazy. You must be out of your minds, but if you want that, we
have no legal possibility but to accede to it, but we ask you to reconsider it and
above all to transmit. the proposal in.due form, sé you would give us a little
time." U Thant then summoned the Advisory Committee, in which there was a complete
split.~becqn§e<{£g idea was that the Advisory Cdmmittee'woula decide to call a
special session of the General Assembly if necessary. The trouble was that the
Advisory Committee was completely split. The Indians and the Yugoslavs, who had
the two biggest contingents in UNEF, in fact, the quts pf the entire thing,.who had
already been consulted by Nasser, inef@entallys were saying "Of course, we have to
leave at once. This is perfectly right and no question. It is a matter of plain
and simple legality and faithfulness to agreements." And a very feeble show was
being put up by the Canadians and others, saying "It's all very well, but ..;".and

so on. But they never, .never decided to do anything but to agree thagithere wasn't

any course much but-to agree. {egal They did not even think of calling the
Assembly, because they knew damn well that in order to call the Assembly we needed
a two thirds vote of the membership, and we wouldn't get it for that issue. Shey—
owould Tuleit—elean-out—and-say-that—theEgyptians st 3 perfect‘??zpuh

At that point U Thant went to Cairo.
GORDENKER: May I interrupt you here? How much contact did U Thant have

with the permanent members of the Security Council over this issue in this period?
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. URQUHART: Let me just finish the story, and then you'll see. We then
decided émong ourselves - Ralph Bunche, U Thant and I, who were the three people
mainly involved - that the best strategy would be, first of all, for U Thant to go
to Cairo and try it with Nasser and say "Look, Nasser, you're getting yourself in
way a;er,your head. This is going to be a disaster for you; Don't do it", to try
to find some formula by which we could gain time to renegotiate the whole basis of
UNEF and to state, as we stated publicly right from the beginhing, that if UNEF had
to be withdrawn if would be withdrawn in an orderly, dignified and deliberate

-manner, and:that, since we had to get shipping and all of that, this wouid take at
least three months, which would have given us time. I maintain that was a smart
move. Then U Thant tried out various things onvNasser[

Nasser at that point was in a very defiant mood andiﬁaid he was going to do it
anyway. and he had had enough of being told by the Jordanians and the Syrians that
he was hiding behind the skirt§ of the United Nations, and this was too much. The
Israelis had thfeatened to invade Syria and the'Syrians had come to him and said
that Egypt was a cowardly nation, and this was too much. U Thant said "Well, you
may think that, but the plain fact of the matter is that you're going to get
cloﬁbered." Nasser said "Never mind. You'll see it's all riéht and it's decided
anyway" and he certainly had decided it.

. When U Thant came back we submitted a réport to the Security Council, which we
. all wrote, in whiéh we said what had happened, stated the legal position and élso
suggested a number of ways to tide the thing over, one of which was to move UNEF
20 yards to the north and put it on Israeli soil while we were negotiating with the
Egyptians. The Israelis turnéd it down absolutely flat. Another was to appoint a
Special Representative to go to all the places where the rumours were - the rumour
of the Israeli invasion of Syria, the build-up of Israeli forces on the Syrian

border - and to try to verify what the truth was. Actually, there wasn't any truth
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in that at éll. The Israelis turned it down, and I think they turned it down
because they had already decided on a military action. It was a piece of cake;
there was no way they could lose. 'i don't blame them either. They were going to
take advantage of a éupreme piece of historical foolishness by Nasser and they just
wé;e going to do it. They had had it planned for years anyway . They turned that
aown. Then we also suggested as a third alternative to reinstate the old armistice
machinery along the‘bordet and the armistice demarcation line in Gaza.

GORDENKER: Going back to the 1948 -

.URQUHART: Going back to the pre-1956 arrangement instead of UNEF to
maintain_an\international régime on the border while were were trying to
renegotiate UNEF back into place in Egypt. The Israelis turned that down on the
grounds that the Egyptians had already abrogated the armistice agreement.

The Council in U Thant's absence had had, Sthimk on the initiative of the
Danes and the Canadians, a totally disastrous meeting on this subject, which had
simply become é shouting match bhetween the United States and the Soviet Union, with
no decision: not helpful. When U Thant came back he was under considerable
pressure from a humber of people, including, I remember, Lord Caradon, who was
nothing if not well-intentioned, to in&oke article 99 and say tﬁét this was a
threat to the peace. It was the only way you could get it before the Council,
because otherwise it would have had to go to the Assembly, which wasn't capable of
calling itself into session, because we would not have got a majority. U Thant
refused to do this, and there is a considerable argument about why. The argument
that he certfinly made with us, and which we agreed with, was that the Council had
already made an ass of itself on this issue in his absence and there was absolutely
no point in exposing the Council once again to a super-Power shouting match when
there was a very dangerous situation going on; it was betﬁer to try to go on

negotiating it.
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In retrospect, I think this was a colossal error, because if he had done that
at least then instead of U Thant ézsigbthe scapegoat the good old Security Council
and all its graceiess membefs would have been. I can tell you the behaviour of the
Canadians, the Americans and the British - uﬁder the leadership of the ineffable
Brown - was absoluﬁely grotesque. It made one blush for them. ;t-was terrible,

because they all went after U Thant, the only person who had (a) been to Cairo and

(b) suggested three perfectly good ways of getting out of it. No dice. They all

- wanted a scapegoat. None of them knew what to do, and so they behaved very badly.

‘But I think it:was a great pity persemaldy in retrospect that we didn't invoke

article 99 and dump the thing on these people, but we didn't.

GORDENKER: Did U Thant resent these attacﬁs?

URQUHART: As far as he ever resented anything. ﬁe made a speech about
this -~ I wrote it - to a group of editors about a year and a half later, and he was
very bitter about it. He felt that nobody, for all sorts of narrow reasons, had
made the smallest attempt to help him and that then, when his efforts had ground to
a halt through lack of support, they had simply in the most shameless way used him
as a scapegoat, and séme of the phraseology used was fairlylinsulting, I must say,
by people who certainly should have known better. We had a series of very jolly
cofrespondences with some of them -afterwards, including Brown, whose position

wasn't very strong on this one. But the fact was that U Thant was branded in

- Western eyes after that as all sorts of undesirable things,>and in my experience of

40 years here I think it was the most shameful episode, because I think that if
anybody deserved support it was him.
' i

GORDENKER: Still, didn't he buy some of this opposition by making quite

sure to present himself as a spokesman, if not for the third world, at least for

some of the deeply felt desires of the third world?
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. URQUHART: I don't think he did that so very much. I think he always

- regarded the Viet Nam war, for example, as a terrible disaster for everybody,

especially the Americans. I think he regarded it, and I think with some reason, as
an unconsciously racial war, and if you think about it, it was.

GORDENKER: I égree.
~ URQUHART: After all, we know that 58,282 Americans were killed. Who has
ever bothered to add up eveﬁ to the nearest 100,000 how many Vietnamese were
killed? U Thant as an Asian felt that very strongly and had the guts to point it
out, incidentally. ‘

GORDENKER: Yes, he did.

URQUHART: And it did not make him popular,rbut I think he was right. It
was a shameless exercise in power politics by everybody, including the Chinese and
the Russians. It was not a happy affair. I think he was a véry honourable man,

U Thant. He's the only person I know who would go to Moscow and inform ﬁhe Soviet
public over the Moscow radio that the Soviet public had been totally misinformed
about the United Nations in the Congo, for example. Actually, they couldn't stop
him, because he said it before they had time to hear it. But-i#—wasn*t—bada He
was very géod with de Gaulle. He was very good about Tshombe. He was very
straightforward. He was an honest man.

You must remember this was r,(z»l:ex';i.c:cl when the third world as such emerged as
the third world. It was a very important turning point in the whole history., not
just of the United Nations, but of the Qorld. It was a period when tﬁE whole new
constituency suddenly appeared in public. Was he supposed to ignore that? He
never seemed to me to be biased at ail. He had, for example, an enormous regard
for the British, not least because he had taken part in the=whole—business—of-the

liberation of Burma. He had a very high regard for the United States. Ironically

enough, he had a very regard for Israel, a country which he had visited before he
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became Secretary-General. I think it's too easy to say this. It seemed to me that
oend aveny 4 . :
he was a very forthright(man. He was prepared to say what he thought.
GORDENKER: Did he have a political base?
URQUHART: No, not really. I don't think so.

GORDENKER: His two predecessors really did. They had lines into Western

Europe and they had access to Governments that were really very -

URQUHART: I am not sure that that is true, as a matter of fact.

Hammarskjold's political base was the sort of medium, common-sense middle Power's.

- He was not .regarded.with any great favour by any of the permanent members of the

Council, exceﬁt when he was safely dead. Lie was greatly suspected at the -

, Ao Sevels
beginning of being a kind of covert Soviet sympathizer and was totally denounced/ﬁznh———//
the end for being a running dog of the American imperialists. He didn't have much
luck. It all sounds very silly, but it's true.

I don't believe that U Thant was like that. I think U Thant was a naturally
wise man, and he wa§ very direct. He was the only person I have ever worked for
who never suffered from the slightest desire to blame his subordinates. He always
instantly took responsibility for anything that happeneg, without any question. It

g om
would never have occurred to him. If he thought rfiwas wrong, he would tell you

later "I think perhaps we ought to change it. Maybe it isn't the best way to go

about it." But in public, never.

He was not somebody to be dismissed. There is a terrible thing about
U Thant. "He wrote an autobiography, which was when he was dying, and I must say
the first draft was a mess, because he was very ill when he was writing it and also
he was no writer. It was rewritten by the chief editor of Doubleday and wasv
published. Curiously gnough, although a somewhat simplistic book, it is a very
interesting book, because there is a great deal of information in there which isn't

to be found anywhere else. It was never reviewed, as far as I know, in the United
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States or England. I think there's something rather peculiar about that. What is
this? We are talking about U Thant being prejudiced in favour of the third world.

How about the first world beihg prejudiced against a Buddhist, independent fellow?

We would need to be very careful about these things. I was shocked by that. I

thought it was terrible.
GORDENKER: Do you think that U Thant had an insight into the very large,
very powerful Western countries and the Soviet Union that he had to contend with?
URQUHART: I don't think U Ihant had a very’profound political insight, I
must say. I think he was basically ajvs?§ religious man with a very strong moral

sense and a very strong sense of personal obligation. I don't think he was a

profound political analyst at all.

GORDENKER: Could he take political advice?

URQUHART: Yes. Well, I always found it so. We always found that he was
very open to advice. I went with him §n a number of missions, and I must say that
he was a marﬁellous person to work with. If he thought something was good, he
would do it;‘ I went with hinm, for example, during the India-Pakistan war of 1965
to both countries to try to get a cease-fire, which‘we finally succeeded in doing.
I found him extremely open to discussion and advice and so on. I think he was very
good.

GORDENKER: It seems to me that you are describiné someone who may be
guided by a moral sense but who had a good deal of taient for picking the expedient
move at the moment to get the proximate goal. Is that fair enough?

URQUHART:A I don't know about the word "ex%edient".

GORDENKER: I don't mean it to be a pejorative word. You can say

"efficient" if you wish.
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URQUHART: Let's look at his successes. He got us out of the Congo by
1964, which in my view was an absolutely major success. Iégiif to be said that the

(et en radlon ootA Sacce it
Congo since under President Mobutu Fs not exactly what you might call the

millennium. In fact, it's a mess. But the fact of the matter is that we were put
in there to preserve its territorial integrity and to ;ntroduce a Congolese
Government, and we did that and got out, and he got us out of it.

He inherited the most appalling méss in this Organization. He inherited a
Secretary-Generalship not on speaking terms with two of the five permanent members
of the Security Council and an Organization which was totally split along
ideological lines on,therconstitutional issue and on the issue of the Congo and on
" the whole subject of peace-keeping, which up to that time had been our great

innovation and glory. In spite of that, he supervised the éetting up of yet
another very importént peace—keeping mission in 1964, the Cyprus mission. In my
view, he played an eminently constructive role in the Cuban missile crisis, which
Ov RoAAe—A srAs »

is arguably the most dangerous crisis we have had since World War IE;ZLHe certainly
vplayed a very constructive role, for which he was freely commended, in what was-a
very dangerous war, which people have now forgotten - the India-Pakistan war of
1965, which at one point was supposed to be dragging in the Soviet Union, China and
the United States. It wasn't small stuff. We have talked apout 1967. He was
extremely active in trying to/promote gﬁé economic developmegt tﬁgﬁZ?), which I
don't think he fully understood, beEQEZ;'he was always preparéd to take advice on
it. He initiated, at-a time when nobody wished to think about it, in the first
place, an effort to get the Security Council intereéted in the upcoming war over
Bangladesh. Wé spent six months doing that, getting nothing but rebuffs from the
Council, séying "Look. You've really got to get on to this. You've got 10 million
refugees in India. You've got a huge sort of subterranean war going on," in what

was then East Pakistan. "You've got a huge humanitarian problem due to the
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previous famine and drought." He set up at that time a highly controversial
operation, which was the relief of East Pakistan, which became Bangladesh, probably
the most successful humanitarian operation we have ever done, and at a time when it
was violently controversial because anything we put in there was very likely to go
. o U Paldas o -

to the benefit of the Indianfarmy and not of the inhabitants of East Pakistan. So
it was a tricky thing to do. So I don't think he;s short of positive efforts. I
wouldn't say that U Thant was any political genius. I think he was a rather
simplistic man. I don't think he had any great, deep pdwers of political analysis,
but I do think he was a decent man and I think he was very courageous. |

GORDENKER: Was he as Secretary-General prepared to give a lot of scope
to his subordinates? |

URQUHART: Yes, I think so.

GORDENKER: Too much?

URQUHART: No. Well, you're asking the wrong person, because I was one
of them. |

GORDENKER: I was hoping you wanted to do some self-criticism this
afternoon.

URQUHART: I always found U Thant a veryngéod person to work for.
Providgd one reespected his authority and consulted him about things, he was
extremely helpful and a decentvperson to work for. -As—TF-said-before—I—think-he.

“hxd-aremarkableTapecity, We all make mistakes and particularly if you're dealing

with rather marginal areas like peace-keeping you tend to make some terrific ones.
I must say that I have never known in my whole experience, either military or
civilian, so@eone who as a matter of course completely took it for gfanted that
everything was his responsibility. There was never any question of trying to pass

the buck. He was remarkable in that way.
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' GORDENKER: What did he see as the outcome of the use of afmed force to
open the lines of communication in Katanga Province?

‘ URQUHART: One day I'm going to write about this and I would have to go
baék and look up all of the papers. What happenéd was that we had under
Hammarskjsld the first round of fighting in Katanga under the leadership of
0'Brien, which I must say was a colossal mess-up, whichever way you look at it,
because nobody to this day knows what the hell they thought they were trying to
do. I think I know. I think they were tryiné to do everything and hadn't decided
what they really were trying to do. Anyhow.vthat was a mess. -Then they had the
second round of fighting, which I was presiding over, wﬁich produceé)after two and
a half weeks of fairly rough action, with a lot of casualties, a stand-off, a
reconciliation with Tshombe, which I was responsible for, which resulted in Tshombe
agreeihg to send Deputies to the Central Parliament in Leopoldville in
Jaﬁuary 1962, which was the beginning of a very intensive effort under U Thant's

<
direction for a Congolese reconciliation, which we finally\;g:ZEE%é%gg’third round
of fighting, which, curiously enough, was triggered off by Tshombe himself for
reasons which nobody has ever been able to figure out. I think it was Christmas
Eve and it was a sort of feﬁ de joie. God alone knows what they were doing.
Unfortunately, they happened to hit a lot of our people.

That set off our people in a sweep, which was not ordered from New York, whigh
we actually made some efforts to stop. But it went so quickly and with so few
casualties that by the time we got it straightened out that they hadn't been
instructed to do it they had ta%en both Kolwezi and Jadotville and that was the end
of Tshombe. Tshombe then did something which I had told him he could do a year

before — that if he really handled it right he could become Prime Minister of the

whole Congo, which is exactly what he did. He was quite an able performer and had

a great deal of charm, though not too much constancy of character, I think. He
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became Prime Minister of the Congo. The Congo was then uﬁified. This was all
under efforts by U Thant and varioué people: Bob Gardner{?), Bunche, and a whole
series of people who were negotiating all this. We then set about in earnest what
was in fact a reconstruction plan of the Congo, which had a certain amountrof
effect for some time until, unfortunately, Tshombe thsnt began to suffer from the
problems that he had inflicted on his predecessors. He had three secessionist
movements — a mercenary pincer movement headed by (what was he called?)

o wod Mle" Isene; n Rotigh Werestory. D
Black Jack Schrammef(?)/‘ It was all James Bond stuff.

think very rightly, #salising-that-we—werent—imrforany yreat—sucecesses—with

uswad \q 64

»way, cut his losses and{§§1a "I am

now going to take the military peace-keeping operation out of the Congo. It makes

no sense to keep 20,000 men there. It's up to the Government. It's a unified
Government." Everybody said "Oh dear, dear. That's terrible. Who's going to
guard the embassies and so on?" We said "That's tough. There you are. You all
felt free over the past four years to criticize every single bloody thing we ever
did. Now you're going to have to find out what it's like without the United
Nations." And he did it. I think that was an extraordinarily smart move, because
otherwise we would be there to this day.

GORDENKER: You would be there to this day carrying out the instructions
of the Security Council to train troops.

URQUHART: We would be in a hopeless mess, because there is no way that
that would succeed. i think it displayed great common sense. As I say, I don't
think U Thant was any kind of deep thinker, and I think he would have been deeply

insulted if you had ever told him he was.
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GORDENKER: What about his campaign on Viet Nam? Why did he undertake

that campaign in such a ﬁublic manner as he did?

URQUHART: Well, it wasn't very public, you know -

. “mwkgm'. Mu.

LCOAN \—\‘ ]
, how tov¥ 144 3
URQUHART: It seems to me that in that he foreshadowed the enorm

GORDENKER: There was a great speech in Baltimore -

there was in this and other countries later. I’thiﬁk-U Thant was morally outraged
by what was happening in Viet Nam, and I think he was absolutely right. U Thant
saw the Viet Nam thing again in very simple terms. He saw it as a proxy
battleground of the three greatest countries on earth over the prostrate bodies of
three of the smallest, most powerless and most divided couﬁtries on earth, and he
was horrified. He saw the demise of an ancient civilization in a proxy baﬁtle
between the United States, the Soviet Union and China, and he thought it was
disgusting, and so do I. What's wrong with that? He had no authority to do
anything about it, QEEF;e just wasn't going to sit by and let it go past without
having a shot at it, and he got very, very near to doing it, because hé got the
Viet Minh, he got the North Vietnamese, to agree to a talk about taiﬁ%?%igijiéggn.
He even had the room all set up, and he assumed the Americans would be interested
in this, as indeed they were fi?e years later, when they had had 50,000 more
casualties. Then he put it to Stevenson, who put it to Rusk, and there was no
Ruoanbosy

answer for weeks and.months. Then he discovered that{gohnson had never been
informed of this at all, which I think is one of the most scabrous episodes of the
Viet Nam war. It is a most appélling thing.

GORDENKER: How did he discover that?

-URQUHART: He discovered it for a very simple reason - that Johnson., who
was a great one for surprises, happened to be in New York (I forget why; going to
the dentist or something) and suddenly decided he would come and pay a surprise

visit on the United Nations. We had all just come back from lunch. The place was
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in an uproar, because the Secret Service was all over the place turning people out,
thfowing people out of théir offices and that kind of thing. I got a little bit
annoyed with that and asked what the hell was going on, and they said "The
President of the United States is coming". I remember saying to the Secret Service
man who was going through my office "ébu might have let us know 25 minutes

earlier. It would have been nice. Five minutes is not very much."

Sure enough, Johnson turned up and we all went into the conference room and
the usual broad jokes about the weather and other topics were exchanged - very
boring. Then U Thant said "I'm so glad you've come, Mr. President, because I've
been waiting now for geyseweeks for an.answef to my suggestion about Viet Nam, and
the time is getting very iate and the other parties are getting very impatient."
Johnson said "What ptoposél?" Then there was a big pause and Dean Rusk began to
whisper in his ear, and he had never heard of it. I remember Ralph Bunche, who was
not exactly backward in these matters, really got going. He said "I can't
understand what this is. It's unbelievable. I never heard anything like it. You
mean the President never heard of it?". This was the fate of U Thant's initiative.
It is arguably one of the-most foolish episodes yéu can imagine, because as a
matter of fact Kissinger‘Eggéirecisely the U Thant formula and indeed got the joint
Nobel Peace Prize for it in Paris in 1969 - not very good.

GORDENKER: With an interesting partner.

URQUHART : Yés. It is rather sad. Ironicaliy, I felt strongly about it
beéause Hammarskjold, although the situation in South-East Asia had been on a
different basis - then the problem was oYer the situation in Laos - had tried
something very similar. He had tried desperately to put in a substitute for the
Great Power proxy confrontation in the three countries of South-East Asiai_and had
been completely written off both by the United States and by the Soviet Union.

U Thant tried a different tack in a much worse situation, when the fighting had

-
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already got to a very high pitch. It has never been explained to this day quite
what everybody thought was going on, but the lame excuse given was they didn't want
to agree to negotiations which they thought might weaken the authority of the
Saigon Government, whiéh they subsequently overturned themseives, as a matter of
fact. It is not a creditable thing.

GORDENKER: It is really quite interesting to see the distance that was
travelled between Hammarskjold's intervention in the Security Council on the Congo
matter and Thant's léaving office, because the United Nations moved in that period
from a central institution - quite central institution, not completely central, but
a quite central institution in important international politics - to one which‘was
very much pushed a#ide, and in that period the Secretary-General, you point out,
was not considered a very important person, was not given very much credit, and yet
during that period the‘Cuban missile crisis had been ihfluenced by the United
Nations, there was an.important scheme, if not a successful one, for dealing with
the Viet Nam war, the Congo enterprise had been liquidated and a new peace~-keeping
effort had been started in Cyprus. There is a remarkable disjunction of forces in
this. It is hard to see what's going on.

URQUHART: I don't think it's quité true to say that in U Thant's time
the United Nations and the Secretary-General were pushed aside. I think, as usual,
they were used when everybody got into such a bloodyvawful mess they didn't know
what else to do. But that's always been true. It was true right from the
beginning.

I think what is interesting is this. It has always beeﬁ assumed thatl
Hamﬁarskjald was the most audacious Secretary-General. Hammarskjold was a great,
b«»x'verf legalistic man. His intervention in the Congo was only done after the mosf
elaborate conéultations with £he members of the Security Council, only carried out

on a decision of the Security Council, to which he constantly referred back until
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the thing got so bad that it was transferred under the Uniting for Peace resolution
to the General Assembly. Hé aiways tried to legitimize his initiatives and his
actions, even in his more dashing efforts, like the mission to China over the
American prisoners.

U Thant on the Cuban missile crisis and Viet Nam was pretty well operating on
his own estimation of his own ultimate responsibility for international peace and
security - in fact, Viet Nam entirely, because there was no(decision whatsoever
about that. It was a purely private initiative, and I maiﬁtain that if one is
going to judge Secretaries-General by their independent action$ he wins hands down
over all the other four - I don't know why nobody has ever noticed this - and,
incidentally, on two supremely important matters, and there are others. His
efforts I know, becéuse I wrote most of the documents. His efforts, for example,

] . thoorbsy A caxw Hls
to pre-empt the Bangladesh war, which was a hqrrlble war, storfed/eight months
before the war actually took place/adg got absolutely.nothing but the‘most
frightful scowls from the members of the Security Council, who didn't want to get
involved in something difficult. It's as simple as that. It caused all sorts of
conflicting alliances and so on.

I think you could argue that of ail the‘Secretaries-General he was the most
audacious. .He certainly wasn't as deep a man as Hammarskjold. I don't think he
was so good in execution as Hammarskjold. He didn't have the same flare for
personal diplomacy that Hammarskjold had. He didn't have Hammarskjold's
unbelievable'capacity for attention to detail or for personal leadership in the
field. But he did have a very remarkable independent quality of initiative in
things which he thought mattered, and I think it's hard to argue that the Viet Nam
war and the Cuban missile crisis were not things that were a matter of supreme

responsibility.
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GORDENKER: Let's turn for a minute to a couple of other aspects of the
Secretary-General's office. The Secretary—General is thé head of the Unifed
Nations Secretariat. He has got administrative responsibilities. In the case of
Trygve Lie these responsibilities grew very rapidly and were consciously pushed
along. 1In the case of Hammarskjold there was an individual with great experience
at managing political civil services. Now we have the situation of U Thant, who
comes in without this administrative background in a highly articulated government
and who has a Secretariat which in many respects was settled as a structure. It
had been around for 20 years. People began to understand it. How did he do as an
administrator? What were his notions? What were his priorities there, if.he had
any? |

URQUHART: Very few. I hesitate to say it, but I don't think U Thant was
an administrator at all. I don't think he was interested in it. He wasn't a bad
administrator; he just wasn't an administra:j%;gvHe left all this mdﬁtly to
C. V. Narasimhan. I don't think it did the Secretariat any good. I think we got
into a very slack period of - I can't remember the word now: whét is it? What's
the word when you hand out offices?

GORDENKER: Sinecures.

URQUHART: No, no. What is the word?

GORDENKER: Patronage.

URQUHART: That's right.

GORDENKER: That's a great American word.

UR UHART:l I don't think it was good at all. I always thought it was
terrible. In our office we always resisted having anything to do with it, but I
must confess that I think from an administrative point of view the U Thant period
was terrible. I think it's important to remember about U ihant, incidentally, that

he was elected as Acting Secretary-GCeneral. He didn't want the job in the first
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place and made it very clear that he was only staying for one term. He fought like
hell to leave after one term ahd was drafted. He was drafted very reluctantly.

Why he was so reluctant, I'm not sure. I think it could have been that he was a
contemplative man, quite lazy, and didn't like the pressure. I'm not really sure
that's the r;ason. I think he also knew that he was ill, and he was ill for a very
large part of his second termvwith one thing and another.

In fact, we had the most bizarre situation on the 38th floor in the last years
of the U Thant régime. I must say it was the most curious period of my life in one
way. We had the SecretaryeGenerél, who was in and out of hospital the wholevtime
and was not allowed to exert himself under doctor's orders. We had the fimsteUiin

Nt Ralx @>2Aka~ext>
Under~Secretary-General for Speclal Political Affalrﬁfg?iﬁ§—6f‘a brain tumour. We
had Ralph Bunche, the dean of all international civil servants, also dying of a
mixture of diabetes, kidney disease and other things, ané;iz'was a fairly weird
three or four years, I must say, the load mostly falling on those of us who were
actually doing the work and sitting in the chair, and it wasn't easy. I think
people sometimes forget quite how difficult that was and how little U Thant had
wanted that. His desire to get out was tremeﬁdous when he came up for a second
term in 1966. I think it's only fair to mention that, because he did not, I think.
feel that he was physically up to the job any more and was forced to go on. This
reélly, I think, was a very sad thing for him.

GORDENKER: It certainly is ironic that the Governments that had put him
into office iﬁ the first place and expected, if my estimate is correct, that he
would not b¢>given to initiative very muéh, had themselves yet again a man who wast
given to iniﬁiative. He took them. He was in controversial situations. He then
wanted to leave and they insisted that he stay on.

URQUHART: We are going to have to talk about that some time, too. I

have very strong views about the whole way in which Governments conduct the



JP/sc URQUHART 27/6/84
26

business of electing Secreﬁéries~Génera1. I tﬁink it cqnfers a great injustice on
the holders of the office and also on the Organization. I don't think they go
about it the right way at‘all. It is so huch a matter of log-rolling on an
international scale.and so much a matter not of who can do the job and who is the

best candidate,but who will make the least waves and be more or less in line yith
your own national policy. It's a hell of a way to pick someone who is expected
when the chips are down to really do something very effective and is 3?23225‘?% he
doesn’'t. |

I must say I think on the whole people have been extremely lucky. I think
Trygve was a great deal better than anybody.had aﬁy reason to e#pect. I think that
Hammafsijld was quite remarkable. I think U Thant in his own somewhat mysterious
way was from a moral point of view an extremely fine Secretary-General, although
bad administratively and somewhat lazy in political execution. Waldheim was a
tremendous vorker, something of a hack, admittedly, but not at all all the things
that have been said about him since. The trouble about Waldheim was he never
wanted to stop being Secretary-General, and it ruined his reputation. Now we have
in Perez de Cue;lar somebody who I personaily have a tremendous regard for. He
didn't want the jobl He's a very distinguished, highly intelligent person of
impeccable integrity. So, he isn't Napolegn. All right. Who is these days?

GORDENKER: Maybe it's better not to be.

URQUHART: Yes, maybe it's better not. I think we need to talk about
that some time also: the nature of this job. A Secretary-General who is a real
flyer, a tremendous innovator, a great poiitical risk-taker, is»going to last about
three months and then his wingé are going to be cliéped totally, just as}
Hammarskjold's -or—kets were. U Thant did one thing which neither of his
predecessors managed to do. He managed to survive 10 years withodt getting cut off

by any of the permanent members of the Council, and to this day I don't know why,
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but he managed it. That was quite a remarkable achievement, considering that he
was politically rather active and extremely outspoken, that he did it. Maybe it
was because he was from the third world, maybe it was becauéé he was a Buddhist. I
don't know, but he managed it.

- GCRDENKER: We have just a few minutes left, and we ought not to,pass by
a reﬁark‘that you made along the way, in which you said that U Thant was extremely
interested in development affairs but really didn't know very much about them.
Could you talk a little more about the way in which his interest came out and the
limitations on this interest?

URQUHART: Well, U Thant had been, I think I'm right in saying, in his
youth a journalist.

_GORDENKER: That's right.

URQUHART: He was not a trained civil servant and he certainly wasn't an
economist. EkylumLthés—sa;he:_strange_a::angemsntf This was the period, if you
remember, up to 1971, the great kind of blooming of ecénomig development - the Fund
for Special Development, what is now called ... What is it called? |
Bradford Morse's outfit -

GORDENKER: The United Nations Development Programme.
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URQUHART: It was the beginning of the great périod of international
conferences on global problems - population, environmént, water, you name it.
He had this rather curious arrangement whereby his chief assistant,

C. V. Narasimhan, was part-time executive assistant to the Secretary-General
and part-time joint administrator of the Development Programme with

Paul Hoffmann. ¥.must confess that I thought this was an absolutely terrible
arrangement because it led, among other things, to a-amm:giéﬁ%ﬁggg;;-ameuﬁi of
patronage and general nonsense, and also it meant really that you had two
full—time.jobs being done part time, which I didn't think was good enough.
C.V. was a gyé%e remarkably able bureaucrat, and so he managed to keep the;
paper moving in both offices - I've never been able to discover how hé aid

it. I don't think it was at all a good arrangement.

In this way; however, U Thant's interest was very much focused on the
development side, and-secup> I don't think he really understood it, but he
was keen that it should be given a lot of aﬁtention. And indeéd, it
was — this was the great heyday of that whole idea. ‘Now, we're all very
skeptical about whether we were barking up the right tree about de&elopment,
and I'm not sure myself. Ai don't know; I don't know enough about it. But in
those days everybody was completely confident iﬁ was the right thing to do.

GORDENKER: He got very strong backing in that, of cburse, from the
growing number of less developed countries that wanted assistance. Did that
give him any strength in the political field?

URQUHART: No, I don't think any at all.

GORDENKER: = Why not? .

URQUHART: Weli—faonmt —L oo, i; seems to me to have strength

in the political field you have to do something which is virtually impossible,
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which is to be able to force the most powerful countries to work together
above a certain line of danger - what we're trying to do now with no success
whatsoever. And until we do that, the thing is simply not going to work the
way it's supposed to work.

If you have to start dealing with_the Lebanon problem by thinking how
you're going to avoid a knock-down, drag-out fight between the Soviet Union
and the United States, you're not going to do much good to the.Lebanesef
That's exactly what we have to contend with. If you are trying to find a new
approach to the Middle East problem, the Palestine problem, and you are
thinking all the time how you get round the East-West stfuggle, you'?e not
going to have too much time left to do anything useful about the Middle East
problem.

If you're trying to solve the Namibian problem and all you ever get to
argue about is the presence of the Cubans in Angola, which is the point we've
just got to now, then yoﬁ aren't necessarily going to solve the Namibian
problem withvéﬁy ease. And I don't believe any Secretary—Genéral has ever

solved that one. The only time it was almost solved was in the 1973 Middle

Eastern war, when Kissinger had the great good sensesgseeing ihat the thing

was colossally dangerous from the super-Power point of view. .NkcﬁﬁJ; had a
nuclear alert in the United States and a massive mobilization in the Soviet
Union, especially of airborne troops,_j p Kissinger'went to Moscow, took
the Russians by the hand, and said, "Boys, we will sponsor resolution 338
together in the Council." And what flowed from that was an end to the war,
the installation of two extremely’effective peace-keeping forces, successive
disengagement agreeements and, ultimately, Camp David. Not bad. Quite a good

run. But that was about the only time in recent years it's happened, and I
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don't think that any Secretary-General has a real power base unless he can
achieve that, and it's very rare.

GORDENKER: In essence, then, you rather reject Hammarskjold's
notion that this is an Organization of the unpowerful Governments?

URQUHART: ~Well, you know, I'm never quite sure that Hammarskjold
really said that.

GORDENKER: He said it.

URQUHART : W@%id that./k@t he added, which is
always left out: the unpowerful working with the powerful within the
framework of:the United Nations - a fine Hammarskjoldiap'concept.

He did not say that it was where the weak shall inherit the earth. I
mean, he just didn't mean that, and he knew it. I think he may have thought
it ; Hammarskjold sometimes is sgrprisingly nalve, and I think at the
beginning it's conceivable he thought that a coalition of the medium Powers
was going to be the great catalyst‘in the world. But I think he rather
rapidly abandoned that idea, especially when we got intq(zbe Congo and he \
discovered that he was up against some extremely'naafér;;;;;;ners in the upper
division - it seems to me, at any rate.

But I don't personally - and particularly now - believe that any
Secretary-General, no matter how audacious, how talented, how much of a world
figure in his own right, is really going to be able to get a grip on any

G Cortt
problem unless he can persuade the Permanent Members of the\E?unc1 that there
is a level of danger above which they simply have to co-operate, and if they

don't, sooner or later something terrible is going to happen. -Anmdt—ws jusSt

1Eren*t—ex;j1;__Jﬂa.kesp———éncidenta%%y,(Ef's a concept which we laboriously put
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forward on every possible occasion, but it doesn't get many takers in Reagan
Washington, I'll tell you that.

GORDENKER: Nor in Thatcher's Britain.

URQUHART: Nor, indeed, in Moscow. We're going to try to push it in
Moscow next week. There's no way in which they're going to accept that at the
minute. And I think that thé world is at great peril aé long as that
particular trend goes on. And that ié the weakness of the Secretary-General.

GORDENKER: I think we promised to get you out of here in about an
hour, and it's about an hour, so I'm going to call this one to an end. Our
next session really should be on Waldheim, which is another fen years.

URQUHART: Oh, my God!

GORDENKER: We caﬁ surely do that.

URQUHART: Well, we can cut this off now.

[End of take]



