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Q; During our last session, you recall, we ngén discussing the Suez
Crisis and the various developments around the Canal and the eventual pressure on
the United Nations Emergency Force (UNEF). U Thant, you related, flew off to ﬁry
to see what he could make of the situation, to try to persuade Nasser at least to
reconsider what was going on. He stopped in Paris; you telephoned him to suggest:
that it was really now too late to go on for this negotiation;.he went on anyway,

and Nasser, you related, told him that he had acted to remove UNEF before Thant's

arrival - ' e -

A: No, no - he had made the announcement on (the Gulf of Agaba -
Q: Oh, quite -
: J
A: - which was a cagﬁgs belli for the Israelis, which sort of put the

hat on the whole thing really.
Q: You knew by then that UNEF's days were perhaps numbered because some

of the troops had already been withdrawn or would be withdrawn shortly?

1>

: No, we didn't know that; we didn't know that. It turned out later
that they were. The Yugoslavs and the Indians had been approached by the Egyptians

without our knowing it -

Q: wWithout your knowing it?
A: - no, we didn't know it.
Q: Well, now, the events developed very rapidly after that so that UNEF

was surrounded by Egyptian troops, and you were approached at first through-a
request to your commanding general to withdraw; he referred that to Headquarters
saying that this is a matter that would have to be formally put; and eventually the
withdrawal took place. |

Db you want to pick it up and fill that in a bit and tell us what your role in

it was? what were you doing?




D)

"

RM -2~
URQUHART
17 October 1984

As Well, the sequence of events was more or less as you déscribe - not
) b W ;7/
quite., The Egyptian Ambassador.hgﬁg:c me in finally with the request to partially
withdraw UNEF to make way for the Egyptian army, and the Secretary-General and
Bunche were not prepared to accept that, because the point about UNEF was that it

Peoces Leo
was either there as an effectivefforce or it wasn't,

It then became clear that they were going to take over in the Sinai and in
o~ drwaats B euvSTasc 4o
Sharm el-Sheikh, the—rnterests—-qifhe Gulf of Aqaba, anyway, which they did. They
took over from the Yugoslav troops we had there. And U Thant called the UNEF
Advisory Committee, which hadn't been called into session<r—tp¥nk for years, which
was the procedure indicated by Hammarskjold in the original agreement, to consider
what should be done.

Now, the problem with UNEF was that it was not set up by the Security Council;
it was set up by the General Assembly. Therefore the matter could not be referred
to the Security Council, and the poséibility of getting the General Assembly into a
special session was zero because there was no question that at that time a great
majority pf the Member States would have taken the line that Egypt had a perfect
right to ask/UNEF to be withdrawn and there was nothing to discuss. This is a fact
which has been glossed over by the critics of U Thant,

U Thant put this to the Advisory Committee in two meetings, and everybody
agreed, on the legal and practical basis in which we were in the area, that there
was nothing to do but to accept Nasser's request, partly because om—tegal—grounds-

he was on perfectly good[?rqunds to make this request, it being a question of

'Egyptian sovereignty, and on practical grounds because UNEF would not survive if

the Egyptian army chose to lay siege to it.
The Advisory Committee agreed to this, but some members of it, including

Canada, proceeded outside the United Nations to a great campaign of vilification of
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U Thant, which was extremely stupid'in my view and, incidentally, made the

situation infinitely worse. The Canadians, though they had agreed that-—that-—was

ey B0, B b s Uttt by oc e hodder's dou~oud
the only thing—to—de-in the Advisory Committ aised a great fuss in public,

i7,
saying that the United Nations was bowing to the will of the Egyptian dictator -
. 1

ress-e
and they then did something unbelievably~—silly, which was to dispatch two rather

unwarlike warships from Canada, ostensibly to arrive eventually in the eastern

UNEF &
Mediterranean in order to look after Canadian(Tations. qkmﬂ(ihis was very much

~

publicized as a great macho move, and thts caused a great fuss in Egypt, where

people were a little bit touchy about the whole thing to begin withr-quEI;;re were

'R A ,
a great number of rumours about  another military plot against Egypt. -&nd the

result of that was that the Egyptians told us that they Gould not be responsible
for the safety of the Canadian contingent in UNEF, and--they—suggested, therefore,
Chat-it—would_he a good—ided Lf they—teft.

unNEE
' The Canadians, who had been urging Cf;:;: stay, then said that they would

airlift the entire Force out if necessary. We said, No, no, no: we've no intention

Al
Eh:xt‘)
of airlifing anybody out. We're going to take a number of months on this -<f e

whole point - And they said, Well, we have to get our people out, they're not

safe. And they airlifted the whole Canadian contingent out in about 24 hours.

D
Now, the Canadian contingent were the logistics of the Forcf;s‘iﬁis was a very

serious blow. I .perady mention this because there was a vqu great difference,

greatty to everybody's discredit, between the'pbivate—aetiaitieﬁﬂgﬁig?;;;cial
22798 Sl )

ackivities of various Western Governments on this issue, ,and their public

e A
statements, all of which condemned U Thant for hig cowardly surrender to Nasser.

Thant, incidentally, was the only world figure who went to Cairo and arqued with

Nasser about thi@, . W\'\;T&Aw'd ﬂ\) NEE

U
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We were concerned about the Canadians partly belause of the collaﬁse of the
logistics of the Force and partly because we tﬁought that theykgééti:-displéiégkiﬁ
very great solidarity with the other members of the Force, but there it was.

Q: Let's gb back a moment to the Advisory Committeeé why wasn't it

consulted earlier? Why -

1>

e
: “®here-was—no—pulirt— E} was consulted immediately. ®What do you mean,

earlier?

19

But you said it hadn't been consulted for some time.

: Well, Qothing had happened in UNEF to consult it about. The UNEF had

been the quietest peace-keeping operation £oe—yeats- that we'd had. The only thing

1>

people Qorried about»was reducing it in order to save money.

Q: MWas the idea of withdrawing slowly your idea?

A: Yes. e thought that, if vwe could let the fuss which had been caused
by various statements in Israel and the reaction in Damascus which had caused
Nasser to take this step to die down, it might be possible to renegotiate something.

And, in fact, when U Thant came back from Cairo we put a report'to the
Security Council which suggested three things. It suggested in the first place a
moratorium on all action until we got it straightened out; in the second place, the
reinstitution of the armistice arrangements on the borders until UNEF could take
its place again; in the third place, the appointment of a special representative
who would travel around the Middle East and defuse the rumours which were being put
around at that time, one of which was that the Israelis were concentrating troops
on the Syrian border, and if that could be defused, we thought that it would be a
very good way of getting into this problem with Nasser. The Israelis turned down
all of these proposals, including a proposal that we should put UNEF temporarily on

tne Israeli side of the line., So that got no where.
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<¥ﬂen§q3; Security Councila;p(ggietagéz, had a debate on all this started by
the Canadians and the Danes, who were then members of the Codncil, and, equally
predictably, that debate was a stand-off be;ween the United States and the Soviet
Union, the United States saying that Nasser was ﬁutting pressure on the United
Natlons illegally, the Soviet Union saying that Nasser had an absolutely perfect

cold wseNv

right to do what he was doing - and it was a complete(?tand-off Nothing happened,
oo\ R
except the Council %ovoked—like an assJA»

The result of all this frustration, of course, was that everybody looked for a
scapegoat, and they found a very easy ofZin U Thant, because U Thant had refused to
invoke Article 99 of the Charter and dump the whole thing into the Security Council
ffas a threat to international peace and security.

Q: wWhy had he done that?

A: Well, there are various stories about that. fMy—own—vrew—is~——énd.

k)(Lcertainly we talked to him about it a great deal,- and we all agreed that if we did

L)

[}

/

that, the Council would simply fall flat on its face, because it would never be
able to agree{= and, in fact, it turned out to be exactly true- it couldan't.
It.is also said, and I doubt it, the the Russians were very opposed to this,
but I don't have any evidence of this*_iga I think U Thant was an extremely decent
man and he paid for it. He was a very responsible person, He felt that in the
existing set-up he was the person responsible for UNEF; he was responsible for the
security of the Force, and he was responsible for living by the agreements that

Hammarskjold had made. Therefore he had to take the responsibility.

In retrospect, I think this was a coleass} mistake. I think -t he should

~—have as—to-have dumped this problem on the Security Council, and then all of

the members, who were later on so critical of him, would have had to take the

responsibility, gndz?hey would have arrived at exactly the same result: UNEF would
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have been withdrawn, because there wasn't anything to do about it. We didn't have
a legal leg to stand on; we didn't have a practical leg to stand on, And we'd

already lost one contingent anyway - the Canadians - and were likely to lose the

rest w &&u\rcm—z,d W\m b Corvdy—a 'd;Q'KW

So that-=_hut he 7%§Q;£_ngtﬂﬁ£%:£ this was, incidentally, the major nail in
YN A-de qq o :

the coffin of U Thant's historical reputation, something that I feel extremely

strongly about., I-thinmk—=it #fas absolutely appalling; Che way people in the West

have behaved about thisj, especially in Britain)atﬂ Canada and 4% the United Statesgp
'hgtﬁﬁ§§21§§§§gg_:£¥5body except U Thant made the smallest effort to do anything
about what was an extremely dangerous crisis, which led to a war within the next
ten days. Nobody fwent to Cairo; nobody tried to persuade Nasser not to do it;
nobody did anything exceptqﬁﬁﬁgsggggﬁ-u Thant, and the result of that was that in
history he is remembered as the person who chickened out to Nassegh—gnﬂ I think
that that is intolerable; it is a gfeat historical injustice.

Q: Supposing that - did you consider not withdrawing the Force? Did you

consider flatly refusing not to withdraw the Force? #hat would have happened?

A: Well, we did refuse to withdraw it partially -
Q: Yes, that's right -
A: - on the grounds that the Force was an integral whole. You couldn't

have one bit of it leszing'the Egyptian army through and another bit not. Aﬁ@‘&he
Israelis would never have stood for that and they'd have been right, too And, as
a matter of fact, once the Advisory Committee had agreed that was the only thing
to do - and there was no question of calling the Assembly - and U Thant had

decided - I think now wrongly, though I didn't think so at the time - not to invoke

Article 99, then there was only one thing left to do.
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And, in fact, nobody would have stayed. As 1 said, the Canadians haé—alreaﬁy
¥€EP7 who were the most vocal of all the members of the Force in public about the

ot adnastby :

whole thin?) The Indians and the Yugoslavs, who were the whole infantry componént
S
of the Force, were leaving any way. “<Izmerm, &ur (FcﬁJwas to slow things up by the
orderly, decent and deliberate withdrawal, which would have taken about four ér
five months probably by the time we'd managed to get ships and that kind of thing.
Q: HWould it have made any difference to Nasser and to the Israelis had
you stayed there with UNEF, actually slowed down the Force? What difference would
it have made?
A: None. The momen£ Nasser announced the blockade of the Gulf of Agaba
_ the Israeli§ were certain to attack, and they did. And I think the evidence is U )~
they had decided long before that. After all, it was a piece of cake for them;
they knew exactly what they were doing, and it was a walkover. I mean, it was all
o dend ouwrAn iZ?r pf:%?ﬂgﬁ:ﬁﬁ
over 1n~half—an~houp- I think it was Arresistible them. They'd had enough, and
they weren't going to be deterred. '

And Nasser wasn't going to change. Nasser‘was a vg;y very obstinate man. You
havé to remember that Nasserbggpihe guy who deployed -exexr half the Egyptian army in
Yemen for about five years, thereby bankrupting Egypt, on a wild goose chance of
the most grandiose proportions. I—mean,r%k»was a very obstinatel?nd, very often,

N
extremely > a man of extraordina%{ bad judgementp-he—just—was+ And this was
sométhing he was going to do to display Arab soligarity andh:is leadership of the
Arab world. ikndéat was a disaster, and we'd told him haff’fa: told the Egyptians
here that; U Thant told Nasser personally, but he didn't pay any attention. I
don't think anything would have changed it.

What could have been changed was the using of U Thant, who was nothing if not

courageous. He was an extremely courageous man. What could have been changed was
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using him as éhe scapegoat for the entire thing and saying it was all his
fault - which I think is an outrage.

Q: Let's push that a little bit farther, #Was U Thant in close
consultation with the major Powers in the Security Council?

A: Yes., We had Arthur Goldberg and Hugh Caradon and everybédy in ;ll
the time. And they were all in a great state of mind about it, especially
Arthur Goldberg. But Arthur Goldberg did not understand that(?igz;reement made
with Nasser was as valid as an agreement made with Israel. He just couldn't |
understand that we could treat Nasser as a sovereign State just liké anybody else.
Hugh Caradon was much more sensible about it, and Hugh Caradon was the person,
incidentally - as far as I remember - who advocated invoking Article 99, c(Because

sloo e

bN%?EE_;/Eonstltutlonal~?lér%;¢mmej¢ghre—th1ng,hav1ng been set up by the Assemblyf———
according to some unconsti;utionallzz:it was the baby of the Secretary-General and
nobody else.

Q: There are a couple of details that I want to‘raise here that have
some importance only becauSe they are in'the public record, or so I think.

Sometime after this whole set of incidents, Ernest Gross released a copy of a

memorandum -
A: Yes, I know all about that one -
Q: - and that created quite a lot of public fuss. I must say I never

understoqiwhat the fuss was about, because it seemed to me that this was a side
play, but what's the significance of this? What happened during the tihe, and how
diq it come to bear on the withdrawal?

A: Well, I have had many.happy arguments with Ernie Gross about this,

- Cwis_

and we still do not agree on it, Efrtte, for various reasons, was very critical of
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the idea that Nasser could ask for the withdrawal of UNEF - though how he ewfr as a

lawyer could argue this, I've never been able to understand.

Q: Because he was a lawyer he can argue this -
: g : :
A: it w 2 was a profoundly unlegal argqument, and Ernie knows

it.
L order to get round the - what was called the - what was that agreement that
Nasser and Hammarskjold had? - the
Q: Status of forces?
ol W
A: No, no; it had a very strange name. It was the good-faith agreement,
“I<ptelieveyes-~ which was quite clear. Ernie, who had been Hammarskjold's private
. . Po-teeh .
legal adviser during the Suez crisis, produced a personal Hammarskjold used to
write notes to himself, since he didn't have too many people to talk to, to clarify
his mind, and he was always doing it, and he wrote one about the negotiations with
Nasser and the meaning of the good-faith agreement, and it was one of theseé very
convoluted, Hammarskjoldian soliloquies, of which there are literally hundreds in
his papers, but unfortunately, in this case, he'd given pre-fto Ernie as his private
legal adviser.
Dhe Qs0eXs . .
filad no status_whatsoever; nobody except me had ever seen it. I had seen it
because'I was writing a book about Hammarskjold and had been through Hammarskjold's
papers, but nobody else had ever seen it; it was a competely private paper. And
actually, if you read it carefully, it says that if Nasser really insists on
removing UNEF at any point there's nothing we can do about it.- So I could never
understand what the fuss was about.
What it does describe is the extreme difficulty of the negotiations with

.
Nasser and the lengtggthat Hammarskjold had had to go to get an agreement at all,

which is slightly different from what I=tinR Ernie Gross said it was. This was
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published with great fanfare in The New York Times as if it cast an éntirely new

light on U Tharlt's decision‘paegﬁ'(}zéat's wrong with that is, in the first place this P&()ﬂa\/
wasn't in tﬁ?&&é at allﬁ‘i-t—w-as—never‘—-m only ruling document on this was

the good-faith agreement, which had been put before the General Assembly by
Hammarskjold as the guiding docﬁment. Anything that Hammarskjold might have

written personally, even supposing it had said what Ernie said it said, would have

been irrelevant because nobody else had seen it. Nasser had never seen it; the

Assembly had never seen it; nobody had ever seen it; U Thant had never seen it, and

M
I actually finally turned up ugt copy in my archives because I was writing this

book. That wastfhe only copy that existed-hetg;\;>\ h~4)~3\é§¥\Aé\'
t—th%n;EB%;Z§:,a great storm in a tea-cup, because even supposing it had any
validity, this document,-whiTh-it-didnit, it didn't actually say what it was said
to say. #hat igréaid was, that it had beén»immensely difficult to get any
agreement with Nasser at ail and that to get that agreement Hammarskjold had_had to
give in to the notion_of the primacy, the paramountcy, of Egyptian sovereignty,
which after all was precisely what we were all talking about.
So I've never been able to understand what all the fuss over that was about.
Q: Do you think that this was connected with the onélaught on U Thant in
some way?
A: Onh, yes, because ﬁhe impression given by what I regard as some.

extremely misleading comments by Gross and others, the—impression-givan was that

S~
Hammarskjold had taken ﬁg;;‘fearless lin nd had been betrayed by his successor,

The opposite was the truth: Hammarskjold had made an agreement in which the key
was that Egyptian sovereignty at all times was paramount, that is to say, that
Nasser would be allowed to remove this Force at any time, which was the only

condition on which Nasser would allow it in in the first place. And you can
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understand it: Egypt's been beset,by foreign armies throughout its
four-thousand-year history, and they weren't about to have one in there they didn't |

control

“the-seoond-thing-was—that_inthat-agreement—it—was—said—=—the-"*good-faith®

referred tc{ was all parties in good faith not terminating the existence of UNEF
until it had finished its task., Now, this Fas written in November 1956 when the
task of UNEF was to supervise the withdrawal of the French, the British and the
Israeli armies. And in 1956 the task of UNEF was finished when those ‘armies
withdrew, It did not refer to the later task given to UNEF, which was the task of
remaining on the international border, which was only given to UNEF in March 1957,
Qresals wsoSD
so whichever way you look at it, t¥@; argument g;-nonsense‘that—tnis—wag‘rElEvan;;—
we

I could never understand how tE;b ever got into this big hassle., It seemed to me
to be nonsense.

Q: The other point that I wanted to get you to talk about a little bit
was, was did U Thant do to defend his position, and what could you do?

A: Well, very little. -He—ﬁa was the only person who, A, went to

./
Cairo and, B, publicly suggested ways of getting round thgs7 which I've descr1bed
e (

already. He suggested them actuallys 1 wrote the-decnm!ﬁt‘tn*a—&npnnt to the
Security Council, and it was unceremoniously turned down by Israel,

After that, there was very little he could do, and it was impossible to
explain, such is the bias - I'm sorry to say it, but it's true - of much of the
Western press and public figures in a matter such as this, it was impossible to

o €§:§_ VY e ceke el
explain that..hasgd.on_tne_face-thaﬁ~me_uoxk—en——that all Member States, including
Egypt - Nasser was a dirty word in the West at that time; we have to remember
that - including Nasser, have sovereign rights which are not negotiable. —=¥-meaf,—

P ‘ W s-aden
hey just are sovereign rights, ‘)hg had a perfect right to do what he was doing.
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It was a stupid thing to do, very stupid, a great disaster to Egypt and everybody
else, but nonetheless he had a right to do it. |
Completely impassible to get this point across. #When the war broke out we had
the spectacle of every columnist in the United States sounding off about this CkﬂxTUhAﬂg
<eppalling surreQde5<:f U Thant. If U Thant had been a cowardly man, would have

Uos.

dumped i%X squarely on the members of the Council, and then we would have seen who

was cowardly and who wasn't.
‘ pacin &S‘JdeJM °

qL-mean,vvgbody was about to do anything about thits~ |hey—just-weranits ?ﬁéy
AITY g
just wanted somebody to blame, and they chose thC ﬁ“d'l—*hiﬂﬁv?ﬁﬂt's something

that makes me angry even now, because I think it was a gross act of injustice.
Q: I can see that.
Ai—I-mean;—it~wasreatly—terrible.
Q: What were youi egpectations at the tihe, after this series of
developments and the isolation of U Thant and the withdrawal of UNEF?
A: Well, we were just waiting for the Israelis to start. I mean,

everybody knew they would.

Q: And did you -
A: —Wei-l—,-—t-her@f course we did try a number of other things. Our aim

was, knowing that the moment th;E?locé:;:\of the Gulf of Agaba was declared - which
actually didn't make much difference to the Israelis because there weren't any
Israeli ships going through the Gulf of Agaba anyway in those days - so that it
Ceally was more a symbol than anything else - we wanted to try to limit the thing,
and one of the things we particularly wanted to do was to stop the Jordanians from
getting into the act.

For that purpose, we sent General 0dd Bull, who was the Chief of Staff of

United Nations Truce Supervision Organization in Palestine (UNTSO) in Jerusalem, to



RM -13-
' URQUHART
17 October 1984

Amman when the balloon went up to say,<:§btz for God's sake, don't do anything!
W
But, unfortunately,léﬁgzign was actually on the phone with Nasser when 0dd4
LY o~

Bull arrived, and they had at that point a joint command of thé&éorces, and ame
ia;—he—-went into the demilitarized zone in which Government House was in Jerusalem,
-and<he-went—in. and tried to take all that over, and the Israelis clobbered A&t}i}kh\ N

And that is when the Israelis moved into the West Bank and produced what is

the main, most difficult problem in the Middle East problem now, which is the

Israeli occupation of the West Bank and Arab Jerusalem,

<7r~me§$;f§t was the most disastrous development, there's no gettiné away from
it, but I have thought a great deal about this, and I have never, knowing Nasser's
temperament, ¢ trave—never been able to see anything that would conceivably have
deterred him from doing what he did, and if he did what he did, there was no doubt
what the Israelis wefe going to do. The only thing that could have happened would
have been to keep Jordan o&t, which we tried to do. We completely failed, and-I-
ik atr was— g Tolossal mitstakeand-a-huge error,

¢ Did you try to approach Syria and Lebanon as well?

o

A: Lebanon never really got in, in terms of actual fighting. Syria came
in on the Golan Heights and got clobbered.
The Israelis at this point had complete air superiority in that whole area,
and they used it brilliantly, including on Nasser's new armour in Sinai. They
simply went straight down the road and took it out. The losses were enormous.

: Were you able to discuss any of this with the Israelis?

o

>

: We discussed it before @kiﬁar -

: After the war started?

o]
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A: Well, we were,in touch with the Israelis all the time because, after
all, we had .the—truee, the whole truce arrangement there, and the Israelis used
that to make cease-fires and to - |
At one point, the Israelis found themselves with absolutely nothing in front
of them on the way to Damascus, and they weée very anxious not to have to capture
it. It was the-weret— the last thing they needed; So they were very anxious to
havezgggse-fire#kdeftveced with all the supervision that was necessary. We dia

that, but by that time our role was a somewhat secondary one because the war had

star ted.

Q: Did you make any efforts during the war to limit it?

A: As I say, we tried to limit the participation of Jordan, which was a
disaster,

g:-_That was at the beginnihg -

A: We made effofts ;hroughout to get a cease-fire. -And—actually;—it

(_uasnLt—;oe——ﬂI~mean,<EE; war lasted, as everybody knows, six days} And it was more

or less a military walk-over, (THere-waenlt-any-—great—it-waan*t—like-1973<

Q: Then you eventually - eventually the Security Council went on to
adopt the famous resolution 242 (i967), in March 1967 wgich, in a sense, marked an
end to this particular campaign and put the United Nations involvement on a
somewhat different footing.

Do you want to talk a little bit about what role you had and how you saw the

operation of the United Nations éround resolution 2422

A: On the grodnd, our main function in those very disagreeable years of
the war of attrition, up to 1973, was—se== was running a very very difficult

observer operation on both sides of the Suez Canal in which we had a lot of

casualties because there was a very heavy exchange of fire all through that period
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1 between the Egyptians and the Israelis in that area. And doing the same thing in

& the Golan Heights, X

Q b woN

And then, of course, there was P\arring. We dealt with Jarring a great deal.
I wasn't actually on Jarring's staff.
Q: This was Gunnar Jarring, the Swedish diplomat.
A: Jarring was appointed as the Special Representative in the Middle
East, an idea, incidentally, which U Thant had suggested before the war and which
\“ had been turn‘:;sd%w , but which found its way into resolution 242,

% Jarring set about é series of absolutely interminable conversations with
all the parties about how you would get to a series of withdrawals of Israeli
forces/gne‘ leading up to a peace agreement. The-ﬁ@ke essence of Jarring was CK& Cﬂ\w

d(d/terr(:iitory ggr peace. |
Tiever really got anywhere with it, not—because, not for lack of trying,
because nobody could have t;.ried harder than Jarring did, or for lack of ingenuity,

because as a matter of fact what Jarring suggested - the famous Jarring memorandum,

(- w in 170-or—+71, a memorandum given to Egypt and Israel requiring an
W rb .
undertaking (given to Jarring gfr Israeli withdrawal Eor peace with Israel on the
7 : Z\ Lo o esd 00
Egyptian side - as—a-matter—of-—fact;—that-whole-process—was—exactly-what—happened—=
O%(Camp David. It was a kind of rehearsal. The difference was that Jarring was a
very very capable Swedish diplomat working for the United Nations; Camp David was
run by the President of the United States, with all the clout that the President of
the United States has, and he succeeded.
fs—a—matter—of—fact—it-was-vary-odd,—because After the Camp David Agreement, W g3
Dayan once went to Stockholm and asked to see Jarring, whc;%e had never met, -afd

€he reason he asked to see him was to say, "I've been reading all the papers in the

Israeli Foreign Office, and I see that you anticipated Camp David by five years,
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Sarnig2 |
and I wish to congratulate you, it was very helpful.” -q;giZZZEE;/; great effort,
but lacking in clout and leverage.

Q: Dayan is Moshe Dayan, the Israeli general and politician?

A: Well, he';??%iyg;ief of Staff and then he was the Foreign Minister,
and then he died.

Q: Now, were you personally during this period, the 1967 war and
'~ afterwards, more and more deeply engaged in the diplomatic.process and in the

military direction? By this time, you were -

A: HWell, we'd been engaged in that all along, but we became more so.
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{Side 2] 1

A: At this point, Ralph Bunche began to show signs of the illness that
finally killed him. His eyesight began to go and he was increasingly<gery infirm.

It was a very sad period for all of us because we adored Bunche, and it was sad to

see this old warrior steadily sinking. That really.gid start about this time. JBQBQAQLQ\

was quite sick throughout the whole six-day war period, in which we were meeting

night and day in the Security Council or with other pgople, trying to get things

sorted out., He became increasingly infirm from that time on until he died in 1971.
As a result of that I was more and more taken up with-——=sort=ef filling in for

him when k@ wa#n't there, and also trying to lighten the load on him, which was

very considerable,

I

He had always operated under the principle of having a very slender

staff.

1>

¢ Yes, he sure did. Well, it took him about fifteen years to‘get to
[ trust anybody, so—that—== whicﬁ cuﬁ down on the number of people he would employ.
~£tfwas_not_a_bad«~59n my view it was an excellent principle, nothing wrong with
it, I“daﬂ+t;comp1ain7—bﬁf'-
Q: You must have followed your principle then as your responsibilities

increased?

1>

: 1I've got a much larger staff than Ralph ever had, “but-w_well, it

(Isrt—much—larger, itle about twice as large. 1It's eight instead of four, but—~

Q: Well, was this really enough for you up there? Here you've described
somé very‘fancy diplomacy -
A: JﬁaEkr—evecyhQQyLs_always—=AT£u know, we're the only group in this

whole business who are constantly criticized for being too small rather than too



RM -18-
URQUHART
17 October 1984

large. But Ralph's method of working was based on total confidénce, and also on
doing a fantastic amount. of work himself, and he just didn't want the hassle
ofadministering a large staff. And also, he didn't want to worry about whether he
trusted somebody's judgement or not, and with us he knew where he was. I have to
‘say that I think on the whole it was a better way to run it than having a huge
bureaucracy.

I don't thinkéagg;uﬁl;xv we ever actually fell down on anything, as far as
Aond w2 ces s
getting things organized; on the contrary, we were rather quicker‘tﬁan most

) unm 4§v;&)
people. I think we're {the only office in thfsfbuilding who, as aéi?le, answer all

communications on the day they arrive. Even if we can't answer them, we send
interim answers saying "We've got this thing under consideration and we'll let you
know as soon as we can."
<f—thfﬂk<EE;; makes a great difference t§ morale in the field. <I—titmk-that
aeN ot b oD
Lk%at exasperates field opakations is when they send what they believe to be a very
important communication to the Headguarters and Headquarters is so busy going to
meetings or something that they don't answer it - which happens, I'm sorry to say,
in our administration, It's one of the reasons why the administration isn't
trustéd: igaégftzaweeks to get answers by them. rgaa I have always refused to have
that. I think that our job, first of all, is to the people who are at the front,
and after that we can take éare of diplomatic chores and so on, fiuf |
And I think for that you do need a small staff. If you have a big staff,
everybody sends memoranda to everybody else and worries about the pecking order, .
and it's a pain in the neck. If you've got good people, it's much better to have a
small nbmber of them.
Q: Did you work primarily as a group combined, or did you specialize,

did each officer specialize in some areas - by "areas," I mean functional areas.?
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A: Well, we actually do specialize to some ektént. For example,
F.T. Liu and I have always had a major interest in the Middle East and indeed
everything&:isi: éeorge Sherry has specialized on Cyprus, which is a whole way of
life in itself. But I've tried to do them all, because I think that one should
know about it, and everybody in the office is perfectly capable of going into any
area if somebody else is away or something - I mean, everybody reads all the cables

[ 3 Lol
and knows what he-did. U EAYru b o

Q: What about the contact with the delegations during this time, and

- subsequently? Did you all keep your own contacts?

A: Yes. I—mean,<{53 ambassadors)as alwayf/come roaring in whenever they

Q: Now, in the year§ after the 1967 war, as you pointed out, this whole
operation involved loss of life, continual tension, a good deal of shooting, a good
deal of violence. It alsoAinvolved the emergence of a political movement which
usually goes under the title of PLO (Palestine Liberation Organization), but it's.a
kind of Arab nationalist movement in various guiseé.

How much did you know about what was going on in these activist groups? How

much did it affect you? How did you react to it?

A: The PLO emefged as a kind of international entity surprisingly late.
When we were in Gaza with UNEF I, up to 1967, there was a somewhat Gilbertian<::§%f§;
“wrgId call~€€kthe PLA, the Palestine Liberation Army, commanded, if you remember,

L AR A

by a guy called Shukairy, who was famous for his white uniform and;gai:a good —

target, as_a-xesult, as-d\pattex.of-fact, But we never took it terribly seriously;

they were extremely mild by comparison with what followed.
I am now trying to remember when the PLO emerged full fledged onto the stage,

and I suppose it must have been in the early 1970s.
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Q: It was, because Jordan, the King of Jordan, kicked them out in the

early 1970s -

A: They really were much more conspicuous after Black September - which

was in 1970 Fﬁﬁﬁ}f/isi/l’thDK - when they got a base in Beirut and really began to

operate on the international scene. It was 1970, September 1970.
Q: How much did you know about all of this development, and what did you

think of it? How did you react to it?

e didn't actually know too much about it., Our business with the

>

Palestinians has been two fold: <one—is- to look after the refugees and the-other—is-
to try to get some negotiations leading to the realization of resolution

181 (1943), which, although it's repeated every year by everybody, has never got

any nearer.

And the PLO wa57—as—1—say—-—i—think4unt;3:;:;;;;;;%;§%EE?‘T6=ﬂfda*t—neaLly

- o%{ﬁﬂ YO
trave—-too—much..of -a——it-was—evident—in-terme-o 1jacking. If you remember, there

was the famous three-plane hijack to the Jordan desert, and there was a lot of tnat
in the late 19605, ut—4m térms-— They began to use the United Nations as a
forum - Arafat came here and I think addressed the Aésembly in 1974, didn't he?

¢ Yes, it was that late -

o

1

¢ The PLO in that year got observer status in the United Nations, and
it became a very vocal part of the international scene. Y&Fsonally, 1 must—admit, .

. : . . O .
my own opinion is that it's done its own cause nothin damage. <—think—that~

tendod to
%\}mcst everything the PLO has managed to do has eompleéhly derails} any possibility

of doing too much about the Palestinian problem.
On the other hand, one has to say that until they took to what is by some
called terrorism, like hijacking and kidnapping and so on, nobody paid the smallest

attention to the Palestinians; they were just a bunch of refugees, and, in fact,
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they're referred to as that in resolution 242 (1967). They are referred to as a
réfugee problem, they are not referred to as the Palestinian problem, the rights of
Palestinians, So I think one has to say that the PLO has made some impact., I

think, as a practical matter, they have complicated matters vastly, because they

have always adopted the most extreme positions, which has made it completely

impossible to get the other side to take negotiatiohs seriously - and that still is
the case.

But one has to say that as far as what—ia—eemetimeT calld,
consciousness—-raising about the Palestinian problem, they do a bang-up job wig? all
of these high-jinks, |

Q: Were you able ever to have anything much to say about the Palestinian
refugees in that operation? @ere you in touch with them? Do you ever -

A: Well, we're-in touch the whole time with the United Nations Relief
and Works Agency for Paleséine Refugees in the Near .East (UNRWA), because we have
all sorts of overlapping problems, and we try to help them as much as we can on ﬁhe
political side, but that is a very large, more or less autonomous - in fact, it's
the largest United Nations outfit of all., 1It's a very very large group of people.

Q: Yes, it is large, and they're cohpletely dependent on a political
settlement which does not arrive,

A: And there is a great argument, of course, now as to whether UNRWA
shouldn't be abo;ished, on the grounds that it perpetuates the refugee problem.
Personally, I think if it's abolished you'll have a revolution in at least four if
not more Arab countries, because you will put on the street a buncn of extremely
motivated and—aimieas teenagers, and it's not going to be any good., But - no,

they're not in the business of trying to solve the problem; they're in the business
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of looking after the Palestinians until the problem is solved, and that looks now
as if it's going to be a very long time ahead.

Q: 1It's always looked tgat way.

Well, now, during this period you were building up to the 1973 war. How much
anticipation did you have that there was going to be another outbreak there; how
did you learn about this; how did you keep in touch with it?

Az ﬂe had, actually - funnily enough, as it turns out - a rather vivid
anticipation of this, We had about 200 observers, 100 on each sidf)on the Suez
Canal, right from 1967 on, and they had a very very sticky time, eSpécially during
the war of attrition, which was extremely fough. It became quite clear in 1972 and
1973 that the Israelis, having constructed thié enormous sand wall, about 90 feet
high in some places, behind which they lived, and having constructed very big |
fortifications in the sand wall, were sinking into a completely different form of
defence, which was called éhe Bar-Lev line, .and which in fact was manned by - I
think I'm right in saying 2®eyt~ 5000 people.

.h?‘\“?’ﬁ( | N . : R

On the Egyptian side/there were something like a million soldiers, which is
enormous, and it always seemed to me that tha£ didn't realiy make sense)aad—austﬂ*
<didu*t~ because the Israelis obviouslf weren't going to cross the Canal anyway,.
they had no intention of doing so, and in that case, what on earth were the
Egyptians, who couldn't afford it, doing with a million soldiers on their side?

fle were very bothered, therefore, about what was going to happen in that area,
because ﬁhe Egyptians were getting nowhere with the Jarring mission; the Israelis
simply wrote it off, they would have nothing to do with it, they turned down the
Jarring memorandum. And then, in the summer of 1973 the Egyptians demanded a
meeting of the Security Council at which my old friend (El-zayyat 4g§’came as the

Foreign Minister, He was a very eloquent and extremely civilized man, and he made
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a number of extremely emotional speeches to the Council demanding that somebody
really give a nudge to ﬁne peace process and to getting back Sinai, which, after
all, has been Egyptian for 4000 years, Nobody really paid any attention to this, I
am sorry to say, and in retrospect, if you read particularly El-Zayyat's last
speech, when the Council had failed to do anything because of the American
position, it is a warning of what's to come, because he said - I can't quotgit
accurately, but he said, 'Have'you nothing that I can take back to my Government
and my people? After all, we are merely asking for what is our rights; have you
really nothing to say to us? If you have nothing to say, I have to say goodbye,
and I do not know when we will be able to meet again in these circumstances." It
was a very emotional thing, and everybody said, “Oh, there he goes again.,"

%d@f course this was the point at which they had decided on t:ne‘Oct:ober
War. I went with Waldneih to the Middle East in September 1974, It was the first
time Waldheim had ever beeé to the Middle East, and I must say it was a fairly
bizarre trip one way and another, but we'll go into tnat another time - all sorts
of really banal things: happened - But we went to see, amohg others, Golda Meir.
And we had just publisned the Secretary-General's annual report, which I had
written, in wnicn-on—the—MiddleFEast we had said that the situation in the Middle
East was probably more dangerous than at any time since 1967, it was extremely
explosive,

When we got to see Mrs Meir, she went into a tremendous denunciation of this
reports sne'was very rough. Poor Waldheim, who didn't like that kind of thing, was
looking very jumpy, so I said - I knew Mrs Meir quite well - "You know, Mrs Meir, I

think you shouldn't go on at the Secretary-General about this because, since I

‘nappen to be the person who advises him on the Middle East, you have to blame me

because this was the advice I gave him,"
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150 she turned on me, and she said, "You international bureaucrats, you. UN
people are always the same; you can't stand anything going well, and it's simply
ridiculous what you're saying. 1In-two years the situation between us and Egypt
will have been completely normalized, they'll accept the occupation of the Sinai,
and we've reduced our troops on the Canal, and what you're saying is nonsense, and
I think it's a most disruptive thing to say."”

So I said, "Well, I'm sorry you think that, but you know, the difference
between you and us is that we have people on both sides of the Canal. You don't.
Can you explain to me why the Egyptians would have on their side of the Canal not‘
only a million troops under arms but also a great deal of bridging which you can
see when you drive there? I mean, I've seen it."” She said, "Oh, nonsense;
absolutely ridiculous." So I said, "All right. 4§§££,\$£ have aﬁ honest difference
of obinion, but I'm not coniinced by what you say.”

Th{§2,<€gis was three Qeeks before the October war, 4§§d(fﬁ€n'we went to Egypt
and saw Sadat, who was extremely silent. He didn't say anything very much;&&e was

b pesvlens,
very polite‘d~and7—poor~manv—;—now_see;=__’Wetb,{*e explained we saw him about
six months later, and he said, "You know I'm terribly sorry, the last time you came
was a bit awkward for me; because I couldn't really say anything because I couldn't
obviously tell you the plans for crossing the Canal, and so it was a bit difficult
and I'm sorry about that.;

In Mrs Meir's memoirs - I can quote that accurately, because I was so amazed
by it - she says: “All that long summer I lay awake at night questioning the
estimates which my chief of staff - General payan - had given me on the situation
on the Suez Canal., I was deeply cohcerned that the Egyptians might be planning
something.®” She wasn't at all, as far as I know, This is defensive stuff. And of

course, Dayan was the person who took the can back for that one.
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rBut-I—dontt-think— I think the Israelis and the Americans were
. :

completely~——rt~wa§/a psychological warp‘ehey_were—in. The belief was, the
Egyptians would never fight, the Egyptians couldn't fight, the Egyptlan army is
hopeless, they would never do anything, and therefore they 1gnore3£f:;—meaw-ig_éy
were taking aerial photographs three times a week of the hinterland behind the
Canal with all of these vast build-ups of pontoon bridging - 'I mean, a bridging
train across the Canal is 280 vehicles each bridging train, and they had 20 of

them, so that that was 20 times 280, I can't do it, but anything -

: It's a lot.

ho

A: It's a nell of a lot of very big vehicles, and they're very easily
visible. The Americans had a satellite going over it twice a week which also took

the same photographs, and everybody said, "Forget it, nonsense, your Egyptian is

biso

not a fighting man.,” It was a classic example of s, and it was a colossal

nmistake, And E-must—say-, Qhen we tried to point it out we were told we were
interfering bureaucrats. I didn't mind particularly, but there it is.

Q: Did you try it with Henry Kissinger as well as Mrs Meir?

A: Well, we certainly told the Americans. The Americans could read this
report. But they‘thought they knew better,

I think the Americans did eventually get a’little concerned, but even then I
think it was quite a surprise. <here's—an—amazing-—-— you know the story about
the fire hoses? .

Sadat told us that story when we went to see him after the war. He said, "You
know, I always thogght that people's opinion of the Egyptian army was really very
low, but I was amazed how low it actually is, and I'll tell you a story about our

preparations for the crossing of the Canal.
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"The Israelis had built a sand wall, which is in some ‘places 90.feet high.
It's a vast sand dune, huge. And we had done a large number of experiments to see
how you could possibly cut through a sand wall, because infantry can't climb up 90
feet of sand; it's impossible. And Qe had tried bombing, bulldozers, |
everything” - they'd built a whole model of the sand wall somewhere in the desert,
Nothing worked.

And then they discovered that if you have a concentration of about 30
high-pressure fire hoses and you fire them like a knife at the sand wall, you could
start at the top and cut right down it, and the water, of course, impregnates the
sand and keeps it from falling in, and that's exactly what they did. You could see
these cuts for a long time afterward - they're just like a piece out of a cake.

And Sadat said, "When we found this, we realized that we were éoing to need an
awful lot of fire hoses, which we didn't have, so we ordered™=—I-~think-it—was—
something like 4000 fire héses from West Germany, which apparently has the best
fire hoses.

"And everything was going splendidly, and then, in August 1973 the firm that
was making the‘fire hoses went on strike, and this was simply terrible for us,
because we;d decided the date of the Canal crossing and these were absoluteiy a key
to the whole thing., There was no way the infantry were going to get out the other
side if they didn't have them. Fortunately, the strike lasted for only four weeks,
but that was bad enough.

"We then took the whole of the Egyptian airline, Egypt Air, out of
international service and flew a shuttle run from Frankfurt to Cai:o carrying
nothing but fire hoses. e did it for ten days; nobody ever noticed that we'd
taken the Egyptian airline out of international service. Frankfurt,-which is full

s
of spies of all nations (’H;;;;; commented on the fact that we were picking up all
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these fire hoses in Frankfurt. And the reason was that nobod&vtnought the
Egyptians were a military threat; it never occurred to anybody that we would be up
to anything to gain our own land, to regain Sinai."

And he said, "Then I realized exactly what a low reputation we have as
military peoéle. And it was a very sad realization for me, but it's true.”™ And I
think everybody was completely taken in by.this psychological misapprehension about
the Egyptians,

Q: One_of the celebrated events just before the war was Sadat's decision
to dismiss the Soviet advisers in the country and send them home. This came in
October 1972. Did this have any real bearing on what you were thinking or what you
people here thought?

A: No. If you went to Cairo oftén, you could easily see that the Soviet
advisers weren't getting on frightfully well with the Egyptians. I mean, at every
level, There was a great cémplaint about—the— particularf;7§§§§i;;pers, who said
they were very mean, and, you know, it wasn't a happy marriage, there’'s nd
question. And I think they were trying to take altogether too much part in the

political direction of the army, and Sadat didn't like that. He decided he'd had

enough,

2

Once the war started in 1973, what was your role? what did you 4do?

>

: Well, our first role was to try to safeguard our own people. 1In
fact, the Egyptians overran a lot of tné)observer posts; they killed two ertyﬁiLxﬂrQ*JD
13ﬂ§i5r~wnicnfgﬁg§ then, when they were winning, tried to have all of the UN
communcation system ripped out of Egypt, which we resisted.
7 Then, after about a week, when the tide turned énd the Israelis

counterattacked and Sharon did the famous counterattack across the Canal, «f—course
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ékthwere screaming and yelling for the UN to come back and stop the Israelis,
something we could not do,

As you remember, we had a non-stop series of meetings in the Security Council
here, but we were mostly geared to anticipating what would happen if you could ever
get a cease-fire, and eventually, as you remember, in a great example of the right
way to use the UN, Kissinger went to Moscow and got the Russians to cosponsor
resolution 338 (1973), which demanded a cease-fire and an immediate resumption of
negotiations. That was unanimously passed one Sunday evening by the Securiﬁy
Council.

I did point out, Fmust\sagy}y to Rissinger at that time that it was exceedingly
unlikely in the military circumstances to work, because at that point the front
looked like a kind of "s", a dollar.sign, with the Canal going right down the
middle, and you had the Israelis way over the Canal to the north and heading south
to Port Said, and then you.had the Egyptian Third Army trapped in the south on the
wrong side of the Canal, .and there was a very messy battle going on on this line,
pattly on one side/ partly on the other. If you'd just told everybody to stop, it
was very unlikely they d be able to do it.

They picked that up very quickly, and the non-allgned group in the Council,
following on our éuggestions, then put forward the idea of putting in a
peace-keeping force to create the cease-fire and to create a disengagement, and we
did that with great speed. #We took a lot of people from cYp;us. fle got them there
in under 24 hours, and that did have the required effect. And they also, among

TR P TA
other things, mamtalned \ﬂg supplies and so on he@%&’iﬁy{wmch was cut
off. And then they were used in the dxsengagement process as the people who
organized the stages of the disengagement as the Israelis withdrew in the two

disengagement agreements.

e T s e e e A T g - et [ - e s e+ et — PR
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It was a‘ggf§ very successful operation, aﬁa:it~was—what_1ﬁnaink.— I wish it
would happen more often - ?£§ a very good mixture of super-Power statesmanship and
- UN capacity to do things that super Powers can't do on the ground, It worked
extremely well,

Q: On the ground you were improvising most of the time?

A: Well, we always are improvising -
Q: But you were able to bring the people from Cyprus -
A: But then of course we also had a great deal to do with the Geneva

peé% conference in December of that year,

Q: Before we get to tnat,‘let me put to you a couple of questions about
your new Secretary-General at this point. Here you have this non-stop series of
Security Council meetings and the beginning of a way to disengage this trapped
force and all th rest. Were you briefing the Secretary-General all this time;
wedre you discussing this Qith him?

A: Oh yes, absolutely.

Q: He relied on you pretty much?

A: Well, I think it would have been very sensible of him to do so.

. ~
After all, we had a great deal of 4113FDLA-kLA~C—2.“"’

o

¢ That's the point -

>

¢ Well, wWaldheim, you know, has got a very bad press, for various
reasons partly because he has an unnegotiable public personality - not his fault,
he just has., I mean, he has only to appear before a television camera to switch
everybody off.

But in fact he was a w2y sensible; quite practical person who was extremely

good to work with once he got the idea that you knew more about it than he did. He

A S st QAR CorCr A i2d
was excellent. I mean, I have no complaints about Waldheim at all/’dEEE;:EE:EEEE;LN\
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<1R?1nnr1ﬂnxﬁzrin-fmat'emergquy7“vmen—it—was—aDSOIutely -3f you remember, there

6N Uns

was a bigger emergency because the United States and the Soviet Union began to be
sucked into the thing, and there was a nuclear alert in the United States, there

wé§*§FEmeuﬂous movements of airborne troops in the Soviet Union_-~nobody—to—this

‘day hras—ever—been—able—to—explain—to-me-what—was—reatly-happening. Maybe this was

all play-acting, I don't know, but certainly, whatever it was, it was quite scary.
| The United Nations played €=%#nk a very important role in this. One of the
great spin-offs of this crisis was that we were told to put together the directive
and Ehe mandate for this new force in 24 hours, ana4{EI§ was a peace-keeping force
being put together really for the first time after the Article 19 crisis. There

ww
had been already ten years of completely fruitless argument in the/Tommittee of 33

on peace-keeping about the principles on which peace-keeping forces were set up.

.They had never managed to agree; the East and the West had always been in total

disagreement; they simply éouldn't do it.

We, in 24 hours, put together a report - which is one of the things I'm most
proud of in my entire service here - which, taking the arguments which had been
made in the abstract in the Committee of 33, we put together a practical
arrangement which set out the delimitation of functions between the Security
Council and the Secretary-General and the commander in the field. And we got it
accepted - everybody, including the Russians, accepted it - and it was and is the
basis of all succeeding efforts, incidentally. And it is the most invaluable
document, because‘nobody will ever, in my view, manage to improve on'zg;t, and it

actually works, and-you conldalt-get—everybody—to—agree-on-it,—so-that-wasnit-bagd.

And*Tj@hink ths was a—greaty, a remarkable step forward, actually, because we

dexxﬂA:;)0\¥4Jj) do st ricne QoS
did in practic

e/@ve all the problems Of the peace-keeping forcéwhich could not

be solved in theory. So that was something.
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But Waldheim was good about-accepting advice, ‘he reatly was. And I must say,
very very active. <J—mean—he-would— %E could be got at any hour of the day or
night to make the necessary telephone calls and get on with it, and he was
excellent. I think he behaved very well over t:h'a? a)r \kfip {—4:..& :

Q: Would you characterize his work during those meetings of the_Security
Council as leadership? 1Is that too strong a point?

A: Well, I don't think leadership was quite what was required. It was
efficient stewardship which was required, and he certainly provided it, and was
able to put forward all of the practical suggestions on which we could make
progress - and they got accepted, so that I think that was pretty good. Including
the troops and where they would come from and when they would go there and who

would be the commander and how big a staff and so on - I mean, all these things had

"to be done, and he did it, so I think you can't fault him on that.

Q: wWhen you wrote your document had you been - were you in touch with

people from the Soviet and the American delegations?

A: No.
Q: British? French? = None?

1>

¢ No, not at all, nobody - well, there wasn't time, thank goodness,

No, I think that would have been a mistake, because when we put it to the Security

o dt\< &;@Am

A
Council in fact, Mﬁgﬁcp forward a whole series of amendments, and we all sagely -

nodded our heads and kept right on with the document, and we finally got the
document and it was all right. No, ¥—think-we—couldn’t—possibly— if we'd started
consﬁlting with anybody we'd have been lost.

Q: Did the - it's quite clear that the negotiations between the United
States and the Soviet Union, the Kissinger mission to Moscow, had a goéd deal to do

with the ultimate success in the Security Council -
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A: Well, tremendous - it set the whole tone. I-—wouldn*t-atrail—-I

gnrnk YEE‘wnole ffamework in which this worked was a Soviet-American framework, &nd
(I‘Eﬁfﬁk“-ggkgz?ﬁf§—the Charter says is suppdsed to be the way in which the Council
operates. And they actually did it.
<§ﬁ§'xissingerL§id a number of things which f==thiak we could have said was
going too far. “~One-of—the—things ér} gave the Soviets @'s 36 Soviet observers in
the UN truce supervision organization, something that‘ﬁgggle had been desperately
trying to eeap(éver since 1948, and we suddenly woke up one morning and found that
Kissinger had said E;;%:?%i:ld have as many Russians as Americans. He didn't tell
alpewt
us anything/ Y persomaliy-have-nothing against jit, but it was a little hit bizarre.
&nd—then;—of—course, *k also set up the arréngement by which the Americans and
the Ruésians were the joint co-chairmen of the peace conference, in my view an
admirable arrangement, I think it was extremely sensible,
Q: Let's go info that peace conference a little bit.
A: wWait a minute; before you do that there's another point, which is
that that peace-keeping force that was set up-iggh contained an eastern European
component, the Poles, which was completely new, and puraute—of-all—this—activitp_.by -
(__Kissingg;_and_ns_angzggggx;h#ng-the Russians also paid their dues for that
peace-Kkeeping force, so it was totally solvent: a very important fact. I wish it

was true about some of the others.

o

Is that true for the United Nations Disengagement Observer Force

‘(UNDO } too?

A: Yes, they pay for that. They do not pay for others, thought?
Q: 1Is UNDO*F really different from UNEF II down there on the Suez?
A: Well, it's a completely different concept.
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i&ﬂmean—Lbhs—a—different,(gk's a2 much smaller force, and it's based on a very -8okt
,ﬂ&adetailed map, on detailed zones, on a completelk understanding about whgt
everybody does, including UNDO*F, with arms-limitation arrangements and
arms-limitation zones and buffer zones and so on: it's a very-gery neat, extrehely
specific arrangement, and it works very well,

Q: Sovthat could‘be described as rather more technically based than -

A: Xes,—well-of-course;—the-thing—about UNDO{F was .-it~wae the result of
something like five weeks of negotiation by Kissinger, whereas UNEF II was put in
in an emergenci)and é}ﬁuﬁy we mofe or less had to‘wing it. |

Q:' Now, what about the Geneva Conference? #What role did you have there;
Qhat were you doing there?

A: Well, Waldheim and I were the kind of all-purposé-; I don't know what
you'd call it, -

The bearers of -

l':uu.c?

: I mean, we were the people who had to arrange it. And it was quite a
mess, actﬁally, the Geneva Conferencé, paftly because everybody was very nervous,
SO that-« M—mean; we had the Swiss army on the roof and things like that - and
partly because there was an enormous press interest in it, It was the biggest
press turn-out I've ever seen for any meeting.

It had very prestigious persons there, including Kissinger, and, as always,
the great problem was the seating arrangement, which again, theoretically, was
insoluble, because nobody wanted to sit next to Israel, including the United States
for variou§ reasons, We tried everything. Finally we ended up with separate
tables, but even then the whole business Qf who was next to whom mattered. I had

invented a purely random plan which had no logic, which ended up with the Israelis
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sitting nexﬁ to the Russians, and everybody was enthusiastic about this, but
unfortunately nobody had told Gromykoa.qu—I—pointed::JEHEte_we—waLerég; was a
Monday morning, the thing was due to start at 11, and there we were at 11.15,
everybody enthusiastically agreeing to this random plan, and I felt obliged to
point out that nobody had bothered to consult the Soviet Union. And so Kissinger

/Eggﬁ said, "Well, you'd better go and tell Gromyko," and I said, "pon't you think
it might be better if you 4did?" and he said, "No, no, no, you do it."

So I went over to Gromyko and said7—you—«noy, I started off with a long thing
about the urgency of establishing peace in the Middle East and all that, and how
important the Soviet Union contribution was, and I could see a vast skepticism
creeping over him - but he was very nice about it. And then I said, "I have a
rather bizarre proposal to make, it's about the seating. ,gﬁﬁ(;iq% only-way we can
get this damn®' thing started, we're.already half an hour_la;e, is as far as I can
make out, this plan., But éhere is one rather strénge element in it, whicn is ﬁhat.
you seem to be sitting next to the Iéraeli;i_wnich_isnic_in—the—a;phabee-or-

canythingT™ |

Gromykorlaughed, and said: "Very interesting, very bizarre. I accept on one
condition.,"

So I said, "Oh really? ®hat's that?"

And he said, "Henry must come on his knees and ask me,"

So I ﬁent back and reported this to Kissinger who, I must say, was very good.

Ao
He said, "oh, all right, fine," and he went over and put it to ¢3§ﬁ and we got it.
But unfortunately, that conference only went for three days, and then it set up
varisus working groups, which organized the disengagement agreements and—kiiometres
and then it stopped. I think it was a very great pity because E-tsbmk it

potentially was a very good instrument; we've never managed to get back to it.
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I think this is a logical place to stop.
[Technical discussion]

Q: Let's go back to the 1973 war. You were discussing the Geneva

Conference.

>

: The subgroup actually was only the Egyptian-Israeli one,
Rilometre 101 and all that.

And this came to a halt?

Q

>

: And that led to the disengagement agreements which finally led, of

course, to Camp Daviad.

v (‘
. égthen the whole conference procedure lapsed&-agd here was a fundamental
point of disagreement, which was the representation of the Palestinians. This was
the point at which Arafat was just beginning to throw his weight about
internationally and-had become a very conspicuous figure, and there was never any
way you could get to an agreement on the representation of the Palestinians, That

went on until 1977, when the policy of the Carter Administration was the Middle

East peace conference or bust, and in fact we spent four or five weeks running

around the Middle East trying to work,out a solution to the Palestinian

representation problem, all over the Arab world,

Q: #With much encouragement frém Washington?

5:<’ﬁ%§}f§;;;; were very keen on it. And we also took some time off to
get the first high-level agreement betwéen Makarios and Denktash at that particular
point, too. AActually, the report on that, even if 1 say so myself, is ﬁhe clearest
thing on this particular problém in the whole of the 1970s, in my view; it's a

report of the Security Council.
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Just when everybody was trying to see whether there wasn't some way into this
with a united Arab delegation or something like that, Sadat went to Jerusalem, and
that of course started the whole Camp David process, which completely sidetracked
any idea of a comprehensive Middle East peace conference; so that to that extent,

Vooce .
the~tp§§g€yas really still-born., I mean, after Geneva, in 1973, it never really
met again,
Q: You're saying now that the Camp David meetings and the subsequeqt
agreement really represents quite a different track from where you had started?
A: Well, it's a one-on-one track. 1It's a bilateral negotiation between
Israel and one Arab Stateq with the United States as kind of godmother, which is
completely different from the conference, wnich was the idea of trying to go
Simultaneously at the whole thing and to break down into subgroups to discuss
different aspects of it, which is what maﬁy_people now want to get back to, of
course. -

‘Q: Did you have any advance signals about the Sadat visit and the Camp

David process?

hd

¢ No, absolutely not. I don't think anybody did.

g:‘ But you had encouragement from the Americans to go on with this round
in the Middle East? Did you have encouragement from anyone else?

A: Well, the Americans were very keen on it, and, in féct, what in my
view is one of the better documents - in recent years certainly - about the Middle
East was the Soviet-American communiqué of Nermber 1977, which is an extremely
sensible_=a—wetl~itls a little—bit—tike-the-Reagan—initiative, except it's-much-

~Shorter = it's an_ extremely-sensisle document, and the Americans had to withdraw
their support of that because Sadat was against it. And_of course the reason

became very clear soon, because then Sadat went to Jerusalem instead.
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\ But that was in fact, I think, in many ways the high point of a sort of
enligntened effort to go for a serious solution, But then it collapsed because

Sadt was against it.

Q: Whehever we've talked about serious solutions, you tend to opt for a
multilaterél solution, quite naturally you prefer this; you look in that direction.
Is this really competitive with a bilateral approach?

A: I think if you could get bilateral approaches it would be fine, but
this is anathema in the Arab world. I mean, that's why they're so angry with
Egypt, because Egypt concluded a bilateral treaty with Israel and—thereby left

(ﬁﬁe - and the Arabs believe this was an act of treachery to Arab aspirations,
Rightly or wrongly, that was just the fact; that's what they think. And that is
where, I think, that any effort of Jordan, for example, to now start negotiating

‘with Israel is going to come into very serious trouble, because they're going to
get hell from Syria, which is just up the road, and they're going to have a lot of
trouble in the Arab group over that.

I think it's a pity, but nonetheless there it is; it's just a fact. &c-one_
<jwms—to_tnyf©e~-41 think the ideal thing would be to devise some tent or umbrella
under whicn all sorté of negotiations could go on, and you could call it a
conference or any old thing, but unde; a large blue tent all sorts of things could
happen. But so far at any rate, the Israelis and the Americans are against that.
I've got to leave you.

Q: All right. Let's stop here. Thanks, Brian; that went very nicely.
Did you enjoy it?

A: Not particularly, but it's all right,

Q: Oh, come on! Don't you think it was better than hanging on the

telephone up there now?



