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GORDENKER: This is- an int_e;view with Erian Urquhart,
Under-Secretary-General for Special Political Affairs, on.May 30 1984, I am
Leon Gordenker,

Brian, our interview today will centre around the office of
Secretary-General, a subject which you thought would be a good one to start
with, We're going to talk about the institutional development of the office
and lead on to certain political functions and to talk about some of the
incumbents in the office. As we develop this, I hope that you will feel free
to wander where you think you ought to go and to express opinions and to point
us in the direction of possible further questions in further interviews.

Let me begin with a very broad question which touches on the

institutional development of the office. Do you associate - to what extent do

you associate - particular policies and particular approaches with the periods
of the office of the Secretary-General laid out by the terms of the
incumbents? Is there some approach which distinguishes each one of these
periods? what sort of choices were made about this, either consciously or
énconsciouély, that led to developments in the office?

URJUHART: I think that they all - the five that I have known - all
had basically the éame approach and the same desire to try to make the office
work as well as it could. I think the difference is partly in personality and
natural ability, and partly in the circumstances of the time they were
Operéting in. ¥-mean— to give you an example of that, there is no question
that Trygve Lie was extremely unfortunate in the time he was operating in, and
Hammarskjold, literally by a factor of about a month, was extremely fortunate
in coming in on the world scene at a point of considerable optimism - Stalin

had died, gisenhower had taken over, there was a cease-fire in Korea, and so

O
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~on - and there was an effort at détente. T TEan, fle was véry lucky. But of

course, it wouldn't have been any good for him just to be lucky: he also did
have remarkable qualiﬁies of leadership and analysis and action and so on. So
I think it's a mixture of both.

GORDENKER: Supposing we pﬁsh a little bit farther on this, The
office of the Secretary-General is described as a principal organ of the
United Nations, and your comment - you reaily suggested that the larger
political environment cutside was one of the determining factors, and a second
dgtermining factor in the development of the office was the personal |
capacities and ability at leadership.

Let's put that personal capacity aside for a minute and ﬁalk about the
way in which the outside environment plays - and the ‘way this notion of a

principal organ plays. It is a fair conclusion - or to what degree is it a

fair conclusion - that this notion of a principal organ in the United Nations

leads one away from the point in discussing the development of the office,
that the real forces are outside in the larger political realme
URQUHART: Yes, I think that's true. I think the word "principal

'organ" is also, though in the Charter, a scsmewhat misleading phfase to use in

relation to what is the nearest thing to a leader the world community has. <&

~meayt, é’fter all, the Secretary-General is the only elected international

official in the political field. He is supposed to represent the world »
commmnity in the sense of responsibility for international peace and security,
administration and so on, and he is an individual.

In fact, one of the great weaknesses of the Secretary-Genefalship is that
most of his main functions cannot be deputized; they cannot be farmed out to

Somebody else, which makes the job virtually impossible to do, because you
/
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have in fact three main jobvs in the Secretary-Generalship: you have the chief
bureaucrat, the chief administrative officer; youbhav'e the political functions
of the Secretary-General, which have increased - as we'll diséuss later - very
radically over the years; and then you have the whole representational |
function of the guy who is asked to make speeches, to make official visits, to
attend great international conferences. The representaﬁional function lets
him in for an enormous amount of time and travel, and the other two functions
are almost full time as well, and so - He is an individual, and I think it's
important to hang onto that idea. In my view - well, we'll talk about that
later too - it's organizationally one of the great weaknesses of the office,
that you cannot deputize its main function, v

GORDENRER: This is another way of saying, it seems to me, that the
office of the Secretary-General does not really have some inherent ability,
Wﬁatever the legal provj.sions are, to stand against the Security Council or
the General Assembly or even, for that matter, some of the very influential
Goverments, Would I be oorrecf. in concluding that?

URUHART: Yes, but of course there's another side to that coin
téo. "IHS~——I—-mean-,(/vﬁlen we started off, there was a great suspicion of any
political move whatsoever by the Secretary-General, and that was one of the

things that Trygve Lie had to overcome. Everybody in those days remembered -

vividly Sir Eric Drummond {\and his immense discretion - the fact that he never

Spoke in public, he only operated behind the scenes, and so on - and this was
the model which was then being looked for. Then we had the cold war and with
it the paralysis of the Security Council, and everybody was looking around for

SOmeone to pass the buck to, and of course the Secretary-General was the

obvious person.
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And it is in the abyss of the cold war that the Secretary-Generalship

began to flourish as a political institution, because-he—was—semeone—who—you-
could = 1 mean, Supposing the Soviet Union got into Hungary and nobody could
get them out: then, the best thing to do was to ask the Secretary-General to
do it. Supposing the British and the French invaded Egypt with the Israelis:
the best thing to do was to ask the Secretary-General to fix it. and
nowadays, we've got the Soviet in Afghamstan and nobody can get them out, so
guess who is trying to negotlate 1t’> ‘

~¥-me2n, I think that one has to see that there are certain .situations,
which Governments can't cope with, are too politically divided and too weak to
cope with, but they need to be able to say to their own constituencies, "we
have done something about this." And if you read, fdr example, Hansard, the
record of the British House of Commons, it's absolutely extraordihary; the
numbér of questions on foreign policy to which the Prime Minister of ,E:he dgy
invariably replies, "We are in touch with the United Nations on this, anérthe
Secretary-General, Mr. X, has our full support in his efforts.” I Tesn
Cyprus is a classic case in point: it's been going on for 20 years now.
Nobody can touch it, so we deal withok

w(g:s is the opposite of the restriction on the

Secretary-Generalship which Governﬁ\énts impose when they're really in full
contrql of the situation.v | For example, the United States doesn't want the
Secretary-General messing around in Central America at the minute, because

it's the preeminent Power in Central America. And that goes for a lot of
e Bhon ploicen

%
other countries Ft;é_'

GORDENKER: Let's go back to the first term, then, Trygve Lie's

term. Was he successful? Was he conscious as well as successful in providing
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this new role, different from the Drummond role, for the Secretary-General?
Was he conscious of this, and was he successful at it?

| URQUHART: I think he was certainly conscious of it. | I think that
Trygve Lie was handed a very raw deal by history, rea—l—l—y, because c.,I/mam
what everybody now forgets is that the League of Nations had thre‘:M ars to
set itself up. We were off and running before we even had an offlc%: had
cases in the Security Council, we had the Assembly meeting, we had a whole
series of urgent things - the Palestine question, the Rashmir question, the
Greek civil war, the Azerbaijan question, the Corfu Chamnel case - all going
great guns when we hadn't even got the office supplies in. |

And he [Lie] really had to do two things: he had to try to be a

poli‘tically serious Secretary-General and, at the sarré time, he had to get the

Secretariat together, find a home, build it, do all the administration which

'you have: to do in a new organizatior;,_ﬁé I've come to the conclusion that

Trygve comes out actually a hell of a lot better than people said at the
ti.me. And he diqd try to take political initiatives, They were not always
w1se, but then, who is wise in crises? They were not always very well
consz.dered, but then, we didn't have Very much experlence in those days.
Trygve proposed, for example, the ynited Nations Legion, something that
$dr friends and admirers who don't understand the political process are always .
proposing now. .He proposed the first international peace-keeping force, in
fact. It didn't come off because the political objections to it were huge,
but he tried it. He was quite active in the political field; hem, I
think, too many general proposals - like the 20-year peace plan, for exanple,
which anybody mwaaayé would know not to do. But in those days we were all

very idealistic, and people really thought that the war had taught people such
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@ lesson that they had learned it and that they were prepared to do something
different from what they'd done in the past. It now turns out that wasn't
true, but in those days we thought it was, and T think Trygve, within his
rather considerable intellectual and political limitations, did his best to be
an active political Secretary-General, And of course in the end it finished
him, <bechuse.«

GORDENKER: And then his successor, Dag Hammarskjold, came in in a
fortunate situation, you say. Whét are the contrasts between Hammarskjdld's
and Lie's tenure? Was it Hammarskjold who was very conscious about 'setting
out doctrine - or so it seemed to me and I've had the feeling, looking back at
it, that he was really very conscious about trying to éodify the practices of
- his office as a means of institutionalizing them. Is there a contrast here
between Lie and Hammarskjold in regard to this institutional build-up, and ’
does that contrast also extend - if there ié one - to the aims that they had?

URQUHART: Well,..I think their aims were the same, but there's a
very great contrast in background, personality and general formation. Lie,
after all, was a tradeg¢ union lawyer by origin, Hammarskjold was an
intellectual from a family which had a long tradition of public service in’
Sweden. He was, in my view, an extraordinarily brilliant man. He“t‘lad a
capacity for intellectual analysis, as you rightly say, for the evolution of
pr inc}lples of a practical kind which would govern his action - which mage
life, jE<Ru=ctai¥@o~44; much easier for him, because he always had
guidelines to go by which he himself had drawn up. d-think—that fle was a
person of quite exceptional gifts. It wasn't guite what the Governments had
bargained for >when they elected him, which was one of the better jokes of the

United Nations"and—l—éh-ink-—it—dﬁ—serve—magaiﬁeené,y,
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But of course dfe fan eventually into exactly the same obstacles that Lie

ran into. He ran into the fact that you can't be active without really
becoming partisan - or being seen to be partisan, at any rate. He ran, in
exactly the same way as Lie had, into the East-West struggle, especially the
Soviet-American struggle, and again, that was what really 'finished him off - I
dop't mean physically, but in terms of effectiveness.

So that they really did have very similar problems, The difference was
t'hat Hammarskjold was a-vesy—y.. an extremely organized, highly intellectual
person, who was capable of combining that with a grea't.deal of action, which 1
think was his remarkable gift, one not usually found. Y—think—that what—is-a—

~little hit unfair—is—that-he really dazzling performance which he put on, and
hlS extreme mixture of articulateness and obscurity, which he used
dellberately, did create a great impression on everybody. He was a very
striking figure. And, of course, he started off really on a much better basis
than Lie did. p

GORDENKER: Now, Harmnarskjold's successor was U Thant. Did Thant

approach the office with a different set of goals? You've said earlier in a

'very general way that they all pretty much had the’ same notion, but was there

really a different here, and what kind of difference was there?

Let me suggest to you that Thant was the first Secretary-General from the
third world and was rather unexpected, perhaps, as a candidate, but there he
was, eventually, as Secretary-General for two terms. Wwhat about his approach .
to the institution, and what contrasts or differences or comparisons would you
make?

URQUHART: Well, again, I think the difference is not so much in

goals as in background and personality. U Thant was a religious - a
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practicing Buddhist; he had grown up in the sort of evolutionary tradition of
the third world in transition as the chief assistant to U Nu. He had grown up
in the Burmese independence movement, and-I think— T happen to think ‘/L hat U
Than5 lmbmsen of all the five Secretaries-General who I've served ) is
the one - so far, at any rate - who's got the meanest treatment from history.

When-one-thinks-that U Thant's memoirs were never even reviewed in the
tinited States, though they were published here, and they arﬁin a rather
simplistic way)an extremely interesting boolg,—beeauseﬁere's a great deal of
infermation in there which is not available anywhere else?zrgrbody's even
bothered to find it. I think that says something about the ghastly, smart-ass
prejudices of our Western society. I think that y Thant was grossly
underestimated. . _

He id something, for example, which eresdmdy I don't thirk any of his
fellow secretaries-General would have done. He tackled, with no Iauthority,
the viet Nam Wwar. And now, for the first time, 4t's begun to be published,
what he did - though it's all been available all along. tls—im b

Barbara Tuchman's book called The bursuit of Follyftabat for the flrst timeg.
¢ in a popular Amerlcan book é_écount of what U Thant tried to do. And
what he dig, in fact, got very very far in terms of the North Vietnamese and
the Viet Minh. He actually got them to agree to the procedure - exactly the
procedure - for which five years later Kissinger got the Nobel Peace Prize,

v .
only<he(thought of it five years and 58,000 American casualties before.

He never got any credit for that at all; he was cemp&etely—shepped by the
Omad 2d-@eca T sekety o) St 3&&,\
Johnson Admmlstratlof for reasons which are st:.ll slightly

obscure -~ according to some, because they wanted to save the South Vietnamese

Government, according to others, because they didn't want any foreigner
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meddling in this holy war. I don't know what's the truth, but whatever it

. Ml

that was a very' courageous thing to do, and he did it for no good reason,

was, it was a scandal.

apart from the fact that he had a very strong moral sense, perhaps the
strongest moral sense of any Secretary-General,
Of course, what did y Thanéj(ﬁ‘ﬁs—_gh_; 1967 decision over the United
.Nations Emergency Force (UNEF); of-course, we'll want to talk about that at
great length. I have a lot of very strong views about that. T don't know any
@ episode in my experience of public life in which almost everybody behaved so
badly. It really was outrageous, and of course the scapegoat was U Thant, who
was the one person who tried to do something about it. 20 ‘{é is a monstrous
case of historicél injustice, and I would like to hax;e that on the record in
detail. ‘
GORDENKER: We'll do that in a later Session.
URUHART: But I think that U Thant, to the Western media
particularly, appeared to be this somewhat sleepy Oriental, Far from it. <=
think-U Thant internalized his conflicts and his turmoils. The fact that he

had ulcers fc;; the entire period of ﬁis Secretary-GeneralshiI; and .was often
practically incapacitated by them is just one symptom of that. He was a
person who kept a very calm public appearance; he was an extremely dignified
man; he was a very gobd man, a 'very courageous person. I don't know anybody
else who would have said in the Soviet Union that he thought it was a great
pity that the Russian leadership had misinformed the Russian people about the

Congo. It was not a bad remark, and he got it on Moscow Radio, too; it's
quite good.
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He was very direct, but he wasn't somethimg that the Western media could
ever quite comprehend, and I think that was a pity. I think of all the five,
he*w%a the worse served and, perhaps, the most unjustly judged)bg 'di-\ Y- VA

GORDENKER: Let's pursue this just a little bit farther. You seem

tome to be saying that Thant's approach to the office was a somewhat more

individualistic one than that of his two predecessors, who had tried very hard

‘to act in a political way in the sense of organizing consensus, organizing

support. It was certainly true of Hammarskjold's doctrinal expeditions, and
it would seem to have been true of the numerous reports that Trygve Lie made
to the Security Council and to the General Assembly when he proposed his
various innovative programmes. Now here is Thant, who you present as taking
this on in a very personal way, as if it were his peisonal responsibility,
with somewhat less thought about the institutional development. To what
degree is that a fair conclusion?

URQUHART: Well, I think it perhaps is - it's part of the
conclusion. I think that of all the five, U Thant was the most highly moral,
if not moralistic. He was a very religious man in an extréhely private way;
he was, I think, genuinely and deeplyl appalled at what he regarded as a lack
of humanity, and also an erosion of - in a way - spiritual balance, He minded
very much about this.

He was, for example, convinced in—s—very-mildeway, not at all in a
fanatical.‘way, that, in fact, phenomena like the Viet Nam War were realdy to
Some extent the result of a kind of unconscious racism, and that shocked him
terribly. Andrl——mast-confessrthat;:eadled_the_sam.mnclus;m_nyse}f I
don't think anybody meant it to be a racist war, butr<itSin fact’was. You've

only got to look at the way the casualties on both sides are still treated in
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the Western media to seek that nobody gave a damn about the mebér of
Vietnamese killed - they couldn't have cared less. Now we have the case of
Agent Orange, where there's a most frightful uproar going on because of what
happened to American servicemen. Well, what the hell happened to the people
who were living there? Nobody's ever bothered to ask. I think that he was
very shocked by that kind of phenomenon and very much wanted, not to blame
people, but to try to set it right. |

So, in oné way, he was a much more interesting occupant of the post. And
I think one also must remember that in—the-periocd-when-he—teck-over, in‘ the
first place, he took over an Organization in full collapse. It wasn't juét
the death of Hammarskjold, it was the constitutiona; crisis over the Congo

operation, which damn nearly wrecked this Organization; it nearly split it in

half completely, and it also, incider\u)tally, stopped 5 or a ehele-

period over the Article 19 business. (Be/Set about trying to pléster over that (\“'AX
ard gtgt?siiOch together again, and I think you could argue that he did rather
a good job of it. His method of doing it wasn't in any Western sense a
;'professional épproach".. I don't think U Thant understood much about
bureaucracy. I don't think he really understood too much about politiéal
structures, but he preferred to operate at another level. You could say that
that wasn't so good. I personally think you could argue that it was rather |
sound. . He was a&—eetfeme}y-—-he—was personally a «&gy remarkable man.
Hammarskjold was overtly much more remarkable because he was far more
articulate, far more what Western‘peop-le are used to and far more

explicit - as you said at the beginning - at articulating principles and ideas
and procedures and ways of Operatihg, peace-keeping, the United Nations
presence, good offices, all this kind of thing., U Thant didn't do any of
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that. He inherited what he got and kept going at a rather different level, .
Who is to say which is more effective? T think that you could say that
both were different shots at the samé goal. |

GORDENKRER: Do you think that y Thant operated in really quite a
different political envirorment from that of his predecessor? By "political
environment,” I mean the environment of broader world politics. Had the cold
war changed? Had the world become more complex, less complex?

URUHART: Well, it was very rapidly becoming more complex. This
was the period of the vast increase in the membership, the emergence of the
third world and the Non-Aligned Movement, whichever you like to call it. In
one way, of course, U Thant could go much further because, being from the
third world, he could say and do things which would r;ot i.rrﬁnediately be%saw-iﬁ—to—% &

? colonialist or imperialist. 1In that way he had a certain amount more

freedom, though not very much, ¥-don't think, But it was a completely
different situation, that period of the 1960s. There-was-a— WYou didn't have
either the extreme freeze of a cold phase of the cold war ...

B GORDENKER: This is after Stalin's death, and -

URQUHART: Well, that was before., But I'm thinking of U Thant's
period, which is 1961 to 1971, which is the period of the avaianchg_of
independence. This whole Organization became something completely different
in that period. The whole balance of voting changed in this Organizat;ioh; the
emphasis on particular subject matter changed.ve'ry much,

I think one of the great sadnesses - to me, at any raﬁe - of the death of
Hammarskjold was that he would have been remarkable, I believe, as a leader. in
trying to tackle the world economic situation. 3I—think-Yhis was ‘something he |

was uniquely qualified to do, and, of course, the pericd when he was alive was



L

30 May 1984

just befor-e there was a chance fes=yen to do that. I think he would have been
extraordinary in that field, and, of course, U Thant vhad no qualifications in
that at all. Anyhow, there we are. |

GORDENKER: Did the emergence of the third world - or the
Non-Aligned Movement - which might have been expected to be very sympathetic
to Thant, lend him any additional credence as the hqlder of an important.
office?

URQUHART: I think it made him slightly less easy to criticize or
put down, though not much. And, I must say that he was extremely scrupulous
in not playing to that partidular gallery. U Thant took his duties extremely
seriously. He wkas meticulously fair, and F=tivrk very courageous in simply
saying what he really thought and realiy trying to live up to the notion of
objectivity and impartiality - at the same time not losing at any time his
sense of moral outrage, which I> think is very important. There were things
which he regarded as absolutely unbearable, and he was prepared to say so.

GORDENKER: By 1mp11cat10n you've said that there was something of a

dlscontmulty after Hammarskjold's death and the time when U Thant began to

get his hands around the orgam.zatlon, that thls was a tJ.me of confusmn and

disarray. You seem to say that Thant went some distance in finding concepts

‘which he could apply to hold things together, but that with his succession to

the office the style rather changed: he emphasized different points and came
at it in a somewhat different way, although you emphasize his objectivity; |

-What would you say about the beginning of Waldheim's term of office,
coming after Thant, who left the office a sick man - perhaps his last years in
office were somewhat less energetic than his first - and here is the

Organization, as you have sketched it, in a new political enviromment, with
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many more new States, a more complex world, a good marfy changes, and the

failure, which we'll discuss later, of the world to understand the 1967 crisis
in the immediate background? Is this a discontinuity, or is this more of the
same? |

URJUHART: sWells—F=trink &Ch of the Secretaries-General, perhaps
even up to the present one, have tended to take over an Organization in very
considerable disarray. After all, Hammarskjold took it over after a period of
three yearé when the Soviet Union wouldn't éven speak to the
Secretary-General, and you had both the McCarthy business, the Korean War and
the Soviet embargoing of the Secretary-General - so we were in pretty shaky
condition then. You remember it.

_ U Thant took over, A, in the aftermath of a greét tragedy, which was the
death of Hammarskjold, but it wasn't only that: in the midst of a trgnendoqs
constitutidnal and practical crisis, because we were up to our necks in the
soup in the Congo, there's no question of it. I know; I was there, and it was
extremely difficult. Furthermore, we didn't know what the hell we were going
£o & next. So that he took over in a time of considerable disarray.

Waldheim took over at’ the end of a ten-year stint by U Thant, when U
Thant had lost his credibility - I think unfairly, but nonetheless he had in
1967 - and on top of that had been sick for about three years. U Thant was
desperate not to take a second term. I don't know exactly what his reasons
s&ex:e, but I suspect he knew that he was physically not up to it, and he was
desperately anxious to hand ox}er and he was literally drafted into it. I
think that was a great mistake, and it was a terrible tragedy for him, because

he did live most of his second term battling a wiES#e series of forms of

exhaustion, illness and so on.
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Waldheim, in x\sense, thifs took over a very tired Organization., But

that‘ wasn't the half of it, because Waldheim also took over two other great
| ' od WA Q 67 b Eal W

liabilities. One was the traumatic effect of the Congo experienceFﬁTv:\h%R"/
capacity of the Organization to get practically involved in matters of war and
peace. I think it's impossible to estimate how traumatized people were, not
SO much by the physical happenings in the Congo, as of the constitutional and
political tumult which resulted. People were always saying - and they still
say it now, much to my annoyance, because I happen to think the Congo
operation was rather successful - they're always saying that we must évoid
another Congo. It is a synonym for ‘everything that should not have
happened - again, a very poor reading of history, but nonetheless there it is.

So he was already in a much less gung-ho positién than his predecessors
were, and, on top of that, you had a compietely different Qrganization in
terms of voting balance and interesté. The great global-problems conferences
of the 1970s were simply unheard of in the decade before: the envirorment,
food, water, habitat, population and so on. So he was really getting into
something oonlpletely different.

w%%«a%o coming in at a time when the greates;: Powers were gettingl -
fairly disillusioned with the United Nations because they mo longer had an
automatic majority in it, and that especially goés for the United States. Of
course, there ié the whole effect of all these changes on the way the
Secretariat is made up and the.way it's recruited and so on, - It's a much more

difficult Organization to run, it's mxch bigger, it's much more diverse, arid_ '

- SO on. S0 I think one must understand what Waldheim was getting into. The

bloom was very much off the rose when he took over this thing.

GORDENKER: Was he pretty clear about that in his own mind?
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‘ URQUHART: No, I don;t-think so at all, My early experiences - I
got to like waldheim &ﬂ, but my early experiences with him were not
very happy in this respect. I think he thought that it was all due to the
incompetence of his predecessor and his advisers, and it was a very vy
stupid thing to think. He should not have thought that, and he discovered to
his own cost a little later on that it wasn't like that at all.

- GORDENKER: You seem to be saying there, thén, that waldheim came
into office with the assumption that there was a fundamental discontinuity and
that his approach to the office should be a different one from his two or

three predecessors.

URQUHART: I think waldheim sort of saw the United Nations as a
I, W W Wl i
glorified version ~—I-mean originally., Greatly to his credit, he completely
changed his view, but it seemed to me originally that he saw the United .
Nations as a kind of glorified version of the Austrian Foreign Office, which
it certainly is not. That got him into all sorts of troubles and difficulties

at the béginning. He had a very stormy initial periad in this Organization,

GORDENKER: From an institutional point of view, however, 'how did he
see the institution? Was this an instrument with which he could operate? was
this something that he could play along steadily? |

URQUHART: I don't think that waldheim had these sort of concepﬁual
notions of anything. He was very much a bureaucrat. Though, actually, I must
say, a very energetic one, and, I think, a wey well-intentioned one. pBut I
don't think he - he certainly didn't formulate concepts which he then pursued

into action, like Rammarskjold did. He couldn't do it.
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GORDENKER: But he differed then also from Thant, who had some
concepts.

URQUHART: Well, Thant I think had moral concepts about what the
Organization should be doing and what he should be doing. And Waldheim didn't
have those. I think Waldheim was much more of your Western European
bureaucrat. Which—is-nothing—te-be—Yhere's nothing necessarily wrong with
that, either. It just was a completely different idea of what it was gtﬁew
He was much more of a sort=ef run-of-the-mill diplomat-bureaucrat.

GORDENKER: Do you want to comment on the way that Secretary;Genie_ral
Perez de Cuellar began his term of office?

URQUHART: Well, I think it's a little biﬁ premature to do that. I
have no objection. There again, you have a complete; a startling change of
personality. Perez de Cuellar, in the first place,_ had quite a lot of
experience in the Secretariat before he became Secretary-General. He did not |
seek the job. He was, I think very fortunately, 155 sort of last resort, and
I think that was lucky for everybody. He is a completely different
personality from his predecessors, agadipF he's a rather quiet, reclusive man
who prefers to app;aar to be very vagué and pfe;ac‘cupied and; in"fa‘tct, is R
extremely perceptive. ' |

Again, he inherited a mess , because now we have the worst - I suppose the
worst - géneral political climate we've ever had in this Organization. I
don't think there's ever been anything as bad as it is now. You have a

complete East-West stand-off accompanied by very disagreeable rhetoric on both

- sides; you have a total cynicism about the use even of the Security Council,

which I regard as extremely short sighted; you have a great disillusion with
all this from other countries and from the third world especially. <@ is

a very discouraging period, there's no question of it.
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As a matter of fact, the conditions, on the poiiticai side at any rate
and?g: the economic side, simply do not exist in this ideological climate
where you can really begin to make the optimum use, on any subject, of the
machinery of the United Nations. It has been totally - for the
moment - undermined. I mean, it's just been washed away by the i;ieological
conflict. It's like a railroad which has no urderpinning, and until we get
samething built up under it again, I think it's going to be very difficult to
work it. So I think one has to judge Perez de Cuellar in the light of what
he's trying to deal with. ‘ |

GORDENKER: I want to backtrack now a bit and talk a little bit
about the election of the Secretary-General and see whether you have any
observations on that process. You were around the Or;ganization during each
one of these elections, and indeed very close to it, and that includes the
election of Trygve Lie, because at that point you were serving Gladwyn Jebb in
the United Kingdom, and the United Kingdom certainly had a great deal to do
with the selection of Trygve I_;ie. ]

What do you think about this selection process? what difference does it
make to the Secretary-General? What difference did it make to each one of
these people who held the office? ..

URQUHART: Well, you know, as usual in public life, there's a vast
gulf between intentions and rhetoric, and nasty, low-down, real interest. I
mean, the geedt idea of the Secretary-General was that he was the great
moderator, he was Jesus Christ come back to earth, he was going to make all
the difference, 'apd s0 on. And actually, nobody had the smallest |

intention - in my view - of letting that happen.
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We got by accident an extraordinarily good initial sert—ef- ch'gf
Secretary-General in Gladwyn Jebb. He was absolutely remarkable, but of
course he wasn't the Secretary-General, he wés ju$t~ thé organizer. Then they.
set about looking for someone, the West wishing to elect either Mike Pearson
or Eisenhower and the East having no intention of allowing any great figure
from the West to take over. So you had a big mess right there.

GORDENKER: Was that because the East had a different conception of
the office, or was it for other reasons? | |

URQUHART: No, it was because they weren't going to let the West get

away with any serious degree of control of

-mi9h’e—ha%fe—get—:ouné—th¢—veto-

GORDENKER: So the issue was -

URQUHART: - because the thing about the Secretary-General is, he's
not subject to the veto once he's in, and they knew it. So they weren't going
to have Eisenhower or Pearson i, or Géﬁeral Romulo, come to that. By the same
token; the West were not going to have - I forget the name of the various
éoviet candidates. There was a Pole and a Yugoslav, and I forget who else,
and they weren't going to have anythmg to do with them.

So ia-the—end you ended up, as usual, with the lowest common denominator,
which was a safe, fairly obscure figure from a very small country. To
illustrate how éynical people were, I remember - my job during the election of
Trygve was as sort of clerk of the General Assembly and also the personal
assistant to Jebb, and I used to sit at the table where the speakers now
register in our present arrangement; Zhere-are—about.sixty people doing the
JMWWW Mr. Stettinius, who was

then the American Secretary of State, came charging over - this was when the
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election was about to begin - and said, "Brian, which is Mr. Lie [prounounced
as in falsehood]?”" and I said, "I don't understan@‘what you're talking about,"
and he said, "Mr. Lie of Norway," and I said, "Ch, you mean Mr. Lie
[proncunced "Lee"]?" He said, "Yes, Mr. 'lee'." So I said, "Well, he's that
fat chap over there in the butcher-blue suit." and Stettinius said,'"Thank
you very much,” and he went straight up to the rostrum and said: "On behalf
of the United States, I wish to nominate a man who is a.household world for
all of us, a symbol ofiheroism and so on," and he went on for about five
minutes about Trygve and then pronounced his name wrong. He‘gzzggggﬁgard of
g&ﬁ?ggéiat was typical. It was a lot of bullshit. It really was disgusting.
And that was my first great disillusionment in this Organization. I've never
forgotten it. .

Then, éf course, when Lie resigned - there was one theory that he wished
to be reelected against the Soviet Union, and I think that's unfair; I don't
think pe did - then they went searching around all over the place and, by pure
accident, picked up somebody who was exactly the opposite to what everybody
ﬁanted. They thought they'd got a safe, bureaucratic civil servant,
non-pélit;iéél, and they got Hammarskjold. Well,—T mean;. i:'ll never happén
again, -I-—deah-e—ehm, nobody's ever going to make that mistake twice. Now, of
course, everybody thinks they liked Hammarskjold, but they didn't; they didn't
like Hammarskjold one little bit, especially the great Powers. They couldn't
stand him, Now, of course, they regard him as having wings and a halo, but
not at the time. fThey all had tremendous rows with him.

I think the worse thing that's happened in the process, however, is that

it used to be a genuine search - at least in theory -~ for the right candidate,

who was designated by the Council and then,'on the Council's suggestion, was
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after the end of
, ‘o chwatlty coimpang
U Thant's second term - that for the first time somebody;g.r{ for the office,

elected by the General Assembly. And s

and it was Max Jacobsen of Finland. He began campaigning something like 18
months before, and I think that was a very very great disservice to the whole
concept.

GORDENKER: Why?

URQUHART: Because what it meant was, that instead of having a
serious search for somebody who could do the job, you had in fact a kind of
primary electoral campaign, and everybody began to argue political reasons for
this or that candidate. And, of course, it reached a climax of broad farce in
the election in 1980, when Waldheim persisted in running for a third

term - which I think was a colossal mistake and, furtéhermore, very bad for the

—Onhw It was really terrible; it was a nightmare.

- GORDENKER: But you seem to reject the notion that one of the ways
in which a Secretary-General can ensure himself of national support is to
organize his election. | | |

URQUHART: No, I don't think it's the right way to do it. When
Hammarskjold was nominated, the proceedings were completely secret, in a
closed meeting of the Security Council  ¢o—theextent—that—when

Hamarskjold -_gonebody told Frank Carpenter, who was the Associated Press

correspondent here - one of the members of the Council came ocut to take a leak
and happened to meet; Frank hanging around the corridor and, quite wrongly,
told himvwho the candidate was, and Carpenter put it on the AP wire about two

hours ahead of anybody else. And the AP correspondent in Stockholm went to
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Hammarskjold and said, "We understand you've been designated as
Secretary-General of the United‘Nations," and it was April the first, and
Hammarskjold said, "That's an April Fool's Day jol;e in extremely bad taste:
it's nonsense!™ and he had never heard of it. He didn't even know his name

was on the slate. That, I think was the right way to do it. -

ause the point
about the Secretary—Ge&ralship is that it shouldn't be a political office.
@ Tt-realdy-is—a-= em’ially is a civil servant, and if he's nominated and
elected by é_ highly political process it already puts him in a very peculiar
light - and actually, Perez de Cuellar has escaped that, having come in
absolutely at the last minute, not at his own suggest-;ion, to sort of fill the
gap. So he doesn't have that problem, but everybody else has had it:
‘Waldheim had it; U Thant didn't have it, he was just designated.
There are pecple running for the Secretary-Generalship all over the
bloody world now. I can name ten of them. It's really tedious. It's the
@ wrong 'idea; they've got the wrong process. It isn't what it says in the
Charter, it-dees—nmot—say—that, and quite rightly.
GORDENRER: All right. Let's stop here for one minute.

GORDENKER: Several times in the course of what you've been saying
~ You used the term "political". 1In the writing on the United Nations, that
great mass of turgid material most of which I guess I've read, it's very often
said that the office of the Secretary-General really has a political function
and this is a political organization. What does it mean in terms of the
office of the Secretary-General? wWhat does political mean? What are people

getting at when they talk this way? what did you mean when you used the
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term? What is meant when you and your colleagues on the thirty-eighth floor
talk abour political? _
URQUHART: Well, it cbviously is a political“ organization basically,
isn't it? I mean it deals with political problérs +o-a-—very-large ...
| GORDENKER: What's a political problem? what do you mean by a
political problent

URQUHART: Well, the problems between States in which the whole

range of political cause and effect operates, including national politics,

international politics, economics, social stresses, religious - you name it -
it's a very wide range of actions and reactions over a very wide scale and I

think the only way you can possibly refer to it is "political")and of course,

_ it is also dealt with, theoretically at any rate, within a political

framework, which is the Charter. _
The idea originally - though I could rever see quite why - was that the
basic function of the Secretary-General was as the chief administrative

officer and that the political stuff went on between sovereign States.and-

: qgi:, I suppose, might. have been truer if it hadn't been that the sovereign

States very early on showed themselves incapable'. of agreeing on a series of
essential matters and so you needed somebody to turn to. .

But I don't think that because it's a political organization the
Secretary-General should be a politician., On the contrary, I think it's the
one thing he should avoid being. He is, in fact; a very importént element in
what should be an international system, but he must remain above the politicél
conflicts of the time, he must remain above the rivalries, and only if he does
that and resists the temptation to align himself with this or that group can

he really fulfil the function which is intended. Roosevelt was the person who
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Suggested the best title for the Secretary-General, which was "Moderator", and

Ao Gilas A saae b be WWCA—
then ,J.t_mmeé—eut‘-x-x:éo confused with the( Church of Scotland, so that they

o
got Secretary-General instead, But tha%al—saggesﬁon_am_tbat
really is what he has to be, and that is a political function by someone who
is mot a politician himself, and-z—think %env Secretary-Generals have got into
politics, they've got into a very nasty mess, or when they have been suspected
of getting into politics or have been seen to get into politics, even if it
wasn't true, they have usﬁally then run into trouble, g@ﬁa\t does limit
very much the kind of_ things the Secretary-General can do, but it seems to me
that it also indicates that there is a «gpy very important functiorda\l\'\"wm
~ especially in extreme cases where no one else can deal with problems,
Now let's just take for example a few cases in point now.
GORDENKER: I was hoping you'd do that,
UIQUHARI‘ Nobody wants to deal with the Cyprus problem, nor can,
for various very complicated strategic, geopolitical and other reasons, so we
deal with it. wWe are the only going concern in the Cyprus negotiatiéns and

though it may be like Penelope's web, we go on doing it because an absence of

negotiations would make the situation even worse,
GORDENKER: What are you aiming at? .
URJUHART: Well, we're aiming at a settlement, but of course it may
well be unattainable. But the process of\negot_:iation maintains a certain

s . . Aevca
equilibrium in the island, which, with the peace-keeping tmsiness,

prevents the thing from blowing up and t - Iam beginning to think - may
, well be the final achievement in Cyprus, because nobody, as far as I know,

believes at the moment it's possible to have a settlement, It's ludicrous,

but there it is., -
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Let's take Afghanistan. Now, there's a lot of stout talk all round the -

Qo

o
world about Afghanistan and a great deal of frothing and grain embargoes/and

‘Tepeal of grain embargoes and refusing to take part in the Olympic Games and

that kind of thing. But the plain fact of the matter is that no one
physically can touch the Soviet Union in Afghanistan, And that is why the
only negotiating process going on now is a negotiation process run by the
Secretary-General. And everybody feels very free to criticize it all the
time, and they do, because when Congressmen get up and ask what in the hell is
the United States doing about Afghanistan, the Goverrment knows perfeétly well
they can't actually do anything about Afghanistan without risking a nuclear
war and so they say "well, the Secretary-General of the Unite§ Nations is
coping with Afghanistan", and then, off the record, éhey say, "and is really
getting nowhere, it's simply hopeless, and we are constantly goading him to
further efforts." If we asked them if they said that, they would deny it, but
the fact of the matter is they do say it.. Ckay, fine.

The Gulf - the Iran-Irag c% a classic case of the problem. The
éecurity Council, when Iraq invaded Iran in 1980, behaved - I must say - in a
way fhét would have made the writers of the Charter turn in ‘their graves,
because everybody sat on their hands for three weeks and hoped the Iragis
would overturn the Ayatollah - a very foolish notion - and anyhow, as a matter
of principle, an entirely indefensible stance. Tt doesn't matter a damn
whether you like or dislike the Ayatollah Rhomeini; the fact of the matter was
that one State had invaded another and it says in the Charter you can't do
thatothmgh Tf:ver there was a case when the Security Council should have
intervened right there, that was it. I even wrote a poem about it. And the

only person who brought the bloody thing to the Security Council was the
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Secretary-General, Kort Waldheim, and was roundly abused for ﬁis pains, as a
matter of fact. Thén the Council realized the war was for keeps; it was a
serious business and might even - God help us all - cause a rise in the oil
price ultimately, if it went on long enough, .so-that wes_reaiTxterrible. And
then they got into a great sweat and started passing resolutions and the
Iranians looked everybody squarely in the eye and said "Where were you when we
needed you? You were nowhere. You can take your reéolutions and ..."

GORDENKER: Remove them,

URQUHART: Exactly. "And we will deal with the Secr'etary-General of
the United Nations because he was the only one who ever stood up for us at the
beginning, not because he particularly liked us - he didn't, because we'd had
a little run-in over the hostages just before - but i;he fact of the matter ;s
he's the only person who stated the principle, so we will deal with him."

So what it boiled down to is the only channel left which the Iranians
will accept in the Gulf war is the Secretary-General and Olof Palme, who is
his gpecial Representaﬁive. A fat lot of good it does anybody, because the
Iranians are not ready to end the war for the time being. They do not propose
to end the war now until they get ria of Saddam Hussem, whlchiﬁusﬁ@ in |
View of what happened I suppose is understandable enough. _

But the fact of the matter is that this is a situation which neither of

o ASTSe ~ 4z o)
the super-Powers can touch, so they're very happy< And again they're very
happy to point out that the Secretary-General really is asleep at the switch
and that he's not doing his best and so we get a lot of stuff in the papers
about that. Ledentt—egrrE=ali |

’ o involved as the moderator, mediator, go-between, honest
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b;oker - whatever you like - the person who e"zerybody.can tfust, '.'the person
who is regarded by everybody as objective.

And we have that same thing in the peace-keeping operations - well people
are a little less vocal about the peace-keeping operations than they were

Qb s uessrsed Lorree o Gt
before the MNF aster as a matter of fact, I've noticed, and about time too

- because the fact of the matter about peace-keeping operations is that they
are a confidence-building operation and it 'takes years and you have'to be
above the struggle. If you think you're going to go in there with all guns
blazing and score a fabulous victory as a peace-keeping force)you've had it ’
axeé—@h_ai:'s why I've always refused to let our people have anything but
personal weapons and the generals don't like it, but there it is,, E;y can't
use them even if they have them - no way. They have'to stay above the
conflict; they have to be cbjective; and—they—have—to-be— they're really in
the position of the attendants in a lunatic asyslum - they have to take a lot
of harassment and abuse, but in the end they're the ones who hold the ring and
keep ~£he.thing reasonably going.acﬁﬁf they start getting down on the floor
;vith the loonies and fighting it out, then they've lost their position, that's
the end of it, ahd this is something we have to realize.

Ard I think the Secretary-General 1s in that position too., I mean, he
has a terrible problem because all the Secretaries-General are human beings
like everybody else and mostly very decent people)and they don't particularly
like to sit around and appear to be pussyfootingv and get told by the

New York Times that they're not taking a courageous stance or something., On
the other hand, if they & what in national politics is a courageous stance, -
they lose all usefulness. I mean, we can go cut and blast the Turks in Cyprus

and I can tell you exactly what will happen: we will be out of business
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totally, for ever, either in the peace-making or the peace-keeping field; they
will say good-bye and then there really will be a mess and everybody will have
eéven more trouble than they do already. So we have to face that.

GORDENKER: So there seem to be two kinds of possible roles here:
one is an intermediary role and another role is a kind of interventionary role
in which the Secretary-General makes suggestions as to a settlement. The
intermediary role is passive and the mediatory role is a more active one. Do
I describe accurately and conceptually -

URQUHART: - Well, this is correct, this ié actually the correct
definition of mediation in law too. It's having the right to make
propositions, | ‘

GORCENKER: Now what about the Secretary-Géneral making
propositions? Each one of them has made propositim&;,. How has that worked?

URQUHART: It depends how you do it. Mediator is a dirty word in

quite a number of conflict situations. It is a'dirty wof:d with the Israelis,
for example; it's a dirty word with the Turks after Galo Plaza's efforts in
i9667)and the\ moment you call yourself a mediator you're through with both of
those{z,e-*““w . ’ | )

¥ €hat is why Gunnar Jarring was called the Special Representative of
the Secretary-General and even then, Qhen Gunnar made a series of proposals
which, incidentally, seven years later were the basis of the Camp pavid
Agreement, they were thrown out completely by the Israelis on the grounds he'd
exceeeded his mandate. In fact the Jarring proposal of 1971 is sbsolutely ¢ lsd/~
exaedy-word for word the basis of the Camp David Agreement, which was

accepted after great pressure from the United States later on.
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~<;:alled.a—mediato::-—§:—-meaﬂ, Mediation is a active thing - of course, you can
do the same thing in other terms if you get to know everybody well enough, but
you've got to pick the right time and you've got to pick the way you put
proposals forward. We put forward endless proposals on the Cyprus problem.
They are just short of being formal public propositions laid on the table and
it's always a very dicey business, but that is not the same as being a
mediator where you say "Boys, this is the plan, take it or leave it, or let us
see if we can negotiate it". That's a very difficult thing to do in
international affairs.

GORDENKER: Are there any specific instances in which the mediation
of the Secretary—General succeeded? — |

- UR)WHART: Well, it depends what you mean by mediation. We have had
actually -

GORDENKER: As you put it just now. oL

UR)UHART: - we've had the medlator in the Mlddle East, which was
Bernadotte and 1«% e was killed, Bunche, The main upshot of that mission
was not at all what the mediator was put in there to do, which was to mediate
a settlement. Actually,. what we got was the Armistice Agreements, which was
already a very remarkable achievement by Bunche, And those were mediation,
because Bunche put forward the draft of the Agreements and then negotiated
them between the two sides in each case. I think he was the only other
mediatory, I don't think we ever had a mediator on Kashmir, as far as I

remember; we had a plebiscite administrator, which is something different.

~ But then, of course, we never had a plebiscite, so that wasn't much good. But

the mediator on Cyprus put forward a proposition at which the Turks took
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Violent umbrage and that was the end of the mediator, because.one of the sides
disowned him. So that was the end of him. | ‘
Almost the same thing effectively happened to Jarring, who wasn't a
mediator. I suppose the most successful copybook good officesa#agsmg-we've
ever had was the one on the fufure of Bahrain, which was totally successful,
and that was a vefy elaborate face-séving device by which the claims of
everybody could finally with good gréce be dropped on the establishment of the
will of the people of Bahrain by the Secretary-General. It was a very, very
complicated Operation. It took 18 months. And I think that was a perfect way

of doing things.(4Hﬁr{xﬂy_tnouble_uas_;ha€ everybsdy was being rather

easonabie © 70 oY aAaae - kha Lme—ame deesn =1

GORDENKER: Well, how much initiative does the office of the
Secretary-General have in this sort of thing?

URQUHART: Well, if ybu don't draw too much attention to it, quite a
bit. I mean actually the Secretary-General spends most of his time doing
things whi;h don't ever get into the press at all. There are allfsorts of
difficulties between States or hﬁnan rights cases or Eﬁ:eats or things iike
that which a little bit of private talking may be able go help,-and_they don't
get any publicity. And of coﬁrse if they succeed, they might as well never
have happened, because nobody wants to admit to it. I think that's the right
way to operate. Again, it's treated with great contempt in some quarters. I
mean, it's thought that the Amnesty International approach of denouncing is
more effective than our approach, which is the opposite. —I—think—itls-vers
doubtful, that, I mear~I think we can say that we probably, especially with

Governments, have more success by going to them quietly and saying "Look, do
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yourselves some good. Do not execute the ?x-Prime Minister and the ex-Foreign

‘Minister or release this group from gaol, or allow these people to leave or
something", which we do a great deal of, we do it allyﬁhe time. But of course
you don't get any glory for that because the whole essence of the thing is
it's discreet and the credit goes to the Government for doing something
sensible and humane. I wish we could do it with the Sakharovs, but I think
the ground has been trampled too much for that to happen, N

GORDENKER: Well, prummond did a lot of this in the days of the
League of Nations and won a lot of credit for it, again behind the scenes.
Drummond was a trusted man and could take certain initiatives and it's
developed in recent years, as a result of historical investigations, that
indeed Drummond was really deeply involved in day—tonay negotiations and very
often was prepared to make suggestions. ‘The éredit that accrued to Drummond
does not seem to have attached to the UN Secretary-General as a result of the
day-to-day successes of which you speak. .

URQUHART: Well I think people are rather more blasé now about
international institutions and you've got to remember that Drummond was
operating in a very much smaller pooi than we are. He was operating
essentially in a European environment, with a few expeditions into the Gran4
Chaco, but not much. And I don't think that the situations are comparable,
And of course, Drummond alsq had the great advantage of being British,
the British thén being one of the top nations, and you can bet that they took

a lot of trouble, through their own machinery, to make quite sure that

everybody realized what a hot shot Drummoryl was, ~We-donlt-have,—actualiy—too—
_many—2)_clerl £ o kind 33 lite] s 3 Tt
Jot bad. I-dematt-mimi—ts- It does seem to me that eventually most of this
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will come out. I think one of the worst things about the UN is that is has no
historical section and therefore it's extremely hard for any outsider, let

alone ~—well, even insiders—-to discover what really has happened. I mean,

-~ what——you—know, -

e L et gt ) U el

URQUHART': /\I dug up a whole lot of things which Hammarskjold had
done which nobody had ever heard of. They were simply in Hammarskjdld's
private papers and he hadn't bpthered to do anything except make a note
saying. "I made a strong representation about the death sentence on so and SO
and was glad to find that after a bit and so on...". But of course, if things
don't happen, you can't prove you did them. ‘I mear,you canttrealdy—prove—
I think the essential point about the method we try t;.o use in human rights
cases, for example, is te=whoie=point—should-be to give a motivation for
doing the right thing to the authorities in question. Now there's no way
they're going to do it 1f you condemn them publicly, because 'it then becomes a
matter of prestige. If they do something sensible, then they shoulé take all

the credit for it because that might encourage them to do some more,ar<f—yeu—

ﬁmﬂmt—y@u—éeﬁﬂ@a&@a—eh‘m I don't think we'll ever

improve the human rights situation very much until Governments discover that
they actually in the long term get a lot of kudos from behaving well. 1It's a
completely new concept in most parts of the world ib€idemtellyy I mean, human
rights is not the most talked-of thing in most of the third world. <hey ad—
e i Nor until Ver .

GORDENKER: Let's talk for a minute along the lines of one point |
that you made. ﬁ(ou said Drummond was British and the British were very
careful to see to it that his advertising was good. The British were also

very careful to keep him informed.
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‘gggggggg: That's right.

GORDENKER: The documents show that he had a constant flow of
information and advice from the British Foreign Office. Does the UN
Secretary-éeneral have anything like this?

_ Lo

URQUHART: Unfortunately, no. I think it's one of the great//'ggazi
don't know what's to be done about it., We do not have any intelligence
service; we do have quite good information on areas where we have operations,
for example, the Middle East or Cyprus. We probably know as much as anybody
does about those, thought we don't know the secret stuff and make no effort to
find it on the grounds that intelligence gathering is a sovereign activity and
therefore liable to be misunderstood. |

GORDENKER: Covert intelligence gathering?-

URQUHART': Well,‘whatever-you like to call it. I don't think that
any of the Secretaries-General - Hammarskjdld probably had a lot of access,
though I don't know it, to, for example, the Swedish diplamatic traffic, which
is probably pretty sophisticated. U Thant had very little of that. Waldheim

had not too much access,”’T think, to anything. Lég, I think, had no access at

all as far as I know, and it is a great problem. éPﬂﬂamTr—iﬁﬁyou—haé—a

Secretary=General—frem-a-great Power it would obviously be-much-easier—£or-

GORDENKER: Are you satisfied with the information you get?

URQUHART: Not really, because it's not a consistent flow. I mean,

~ what would be nice is to be totally informed all the time about a particular

sitvation and we aren't. I mean, if I ask, let us say, the British or the
Americans or the French for information on a particular thing, I can be pretty

Sure to get it, within reason, but it's not the same thing as having the
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‘telegrams comirig in all the time reporting on the devélopment of, let's say,

the situation in Lebanon or something like that.
| GORDENKER: Well how do you avoid flying by the seat of your pants?

URQUHART: - Well, we don't. There are worsé» ways to fly actually -

GORDENKER: Down, I guess,

URQUHART: If I may say so, I mean, having done a certain amount of
flying, because, as a matter of fact the worst thing of all is too much
information. It's much worse - an informed'guess or talking to the local
taxi-driver is very often better than the reams of stuff that come pouring in
to highly sophisticated GOVernme.nts.

(I——meaﬂa ¢he greatest example of that - in my knowledge; at any rate - is
the Egyptian attack across the Canal in 1973, which @oth the Israelis and the
United States had monitored by satellite, aerial reconnaissance and ordinary
intelligence for weeks and they knew.exactly what was on the Canal, oxﬁ the
Egyptian side. The only trouble was that they ha4 a fatal psychological flaw,
which is that they believed the British myth that the Eg?ptians_ were never

. USRS Foatreems
prepared to fight and so they ignored it. #edd b knew all-ef—that. ~T-mean,

se e had observers Wut any
warning that the Egyptians might be about to do samething fell on deaf ears,
simply because there was a toEt):? lock, and also they had so much information
that I don't think they paid much attention to it. ‘
~“I-mean;—fer—example, everybody ~ l}\é knew perfectly well that there was
going to be é coup against Makarios in 1974, a totally disastrous action,
incidentally, and we spent a lot of time trying to alert people like Rissinger
to the fact that something pretty scaly was going to happen against Makarios -

by the Greeks, not by the Turks - and whether it was regarded as small beer or
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whether they genuinely didn't want to hear about it, they ignored it and )

w Fovims G Ser~ethces, W8~ “““‘(’PE
nothing was done to head off the (colonels,a)though it was perfectly="1 mean,
when you blow up 35 post offices in a week it's an awful lot of post offices

to blow up, you know, \it*s_net™normsl-is\it? And that's what happened. And

- we said "Ypo kney, we know exactly who's doing this, the FOKA-B, there's no

Question and everybody knows they're run from Athens and they're doing it to
discredit the Ar‘chbishop. They're going to go for him and when they go for
him the Turks will come in - no question." Nobody tried to stop it. Now why
was that? So I don't really have this undying faitﬁ in in-depth floods of
intelligence. I don't really believe it. I think you've got to have a fairly
good idea of what people are like and I think you have to have a reasonable
sort of suspicion of what they're going to do and as .much sort=ef operational
information as you can get. And we don't have that in a lot of places.

GORDENKER: One of the -

URQUHART: - But then, after all, if you look at the Bri;:isn, I mean
their performance over the Falklands beats anything. —Iemean, &zhat on earth
did they suppose the Argentinians were doing in all those boats? It's really
amazing if you come tof think of ii:, isn't it? -

GORDENKER: Going out for a swim.

URQUHART: When there were 24 Marines on the Falkland Islands. Z(
a@p«, I don't know what they thought they were doing. I think they were just
thoroughly lazy.

GORDENKER: But surely if the Office of the Secretary-General is to

work as an intermediary and in some cases a kind of informal mediator, timimg |

is very important and knowledge of the edges of the problem - how far does it

extend, where do you hit it - is very important. How do you get this

analysis? How do you manage this?
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meany E\Ither you have a sense of timing or you don't. It isn't really a
matter of information or even organization, agd I think timing really boils
down to having a very good grasp of what P. G. Wodehouse calls the |
psychological factor. I mean, you've really got to have some idea about how
the other chap feels,aﬁé—i—ﬂfﬁﬁaéit's all in one ten-line passage in Markings,
ICEEs a narvellous description of how you should deal w1th other people, and
@ne of the things is that you must experience the other person's troubles, you
must be able to experience them subjectively in order to know what he's
feeling. And if you understand that in negotiations or in any situation
you're already miles ahead of the game. Of course, the difficulty is trying
to find the best possible sort of cons.tellation of circmnstances in which to
make a positive step and that is very difficult and very often you end up not

making one at all.

T pesty g'r example, the Secretary-General was about to use Article 99 on

the Gulf - when was it? - ten days ago when they started shooting at all these

ships in a big way and then he suddenly discovered at the very last minute

" - T

that the Gulf States had called a Foreign Ministers!' meetirx; of the Arab

League and were going to come to the Council and had sent Abdullah Bishara
here as a special envoyyaﬁé—aaefe-was—neﬂmy—lm‘ﬁ-pm Actually,
now, looking back on it, I wish @Lhad prMmth it because I think he'd
have done better than the Arabs, but I don't suppose the Arabs would have
thought so and after all it's their Gulf.

GORDENKER: Now Article 99: is that the ultimate weapon, or is it

the base of action?
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URQUHART: I don't think Article 99 is a weapon at all. Tt is a

-very broad constitutional gimmick on which virtually all of the
Secretary—Geﬁeral's political activity not 6rdered ﬁy one or other of the
inter-governmental organs is based.. I mean, without that Article it would be
very difficult for the Secretary-General to do any of the political stuff he
does outside the ¥im=—ef list of S%Pjects on elgqgnda. L£}<Lp.ktt“:5

What it says is that wu can bring thirgs to the attention of the
Security Council. Well, we do that.absolutely all the time and I can tell

you, a lot of trouble we get for our pains too, because the Council .does not

want to buy trouble, they just don't want to get into anything unless they

absolutely have their noses rubbed in it, ams¥Sfhe—result—is—that—the

mneg;r-&eugh%u don't have to invoke Article 99 necessarily, 3

@meap) gg?'example, waldheim broughtrﬂxlet*s;see—-—he’brought the Cyprus
situation to the Council in the 1974 disaster, he brought the Lebanese civil
war to the Council and was told to shut up by everybody, he—bromght e ="
there are several others - I can't remember. We spent six months trying to

get the Council to look into what was then the East Pakistan situation, which

"led to the Bangladesh war. No way. Nobody wanted to hear about it. Waldheim

bfought tﬁe Iran-Iraq war to the Council because nobody else would and
everybody said "That's very embarassing for all of us. Why did you do that?"®
It isn't really invoking Article 99, according to the language, it's really
doing a whole series of things which are in the genreal spirit of 99. It
doesn't prove anything unless you can get Governments to géiﬁi;néizzib it.
GORDENKER: ﬁas the ¢ffice of Secretary-General evolved to the point
where you can say that the steps in usingkArticle 99 are thoroughly understood

and that the implications are thoroughly understood so that you know where to
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stop before formally invokiﬁg Article 992 Do you feel confident of this up in
your office? | | o

URQUHART: No, because-I—think-really that-Article-99-ds— I think
there's a great deal less in Article 99 than meets the eye. I mean, it sounds
pretty good, but the only time Hammarskj&ld invoked it was over the'Congo and
before he invoked it he talked to every single member of the Security
Council. He said "I'm going to invoke it and I want your support", and they
éaid okay, to everybody's intense surprise, and that's the oniy reasén-éhEYQNE,
invoked it. Waldheim invoked it over the hostages in Iran,

GORDENKER: He had full support?

URQUHART: Well, for a time, like Hammarskj&ld on the Congo, he had
full support for a very short time and then it all fell to bits. And I think
that if you caﬁ crystallize that support at the moment when it matters and
establish a basis for action - which is what was done on the hostages - I

mean, the merit of what Waldheim did was that they got through a decision in
O s K '

‘the Council/at the optimum time. After that the support for the whole thing

fell to bits as it always does. The British had the greatest success of all
on that on the Falklands. .L;meﬁﬁ,<¥5éy rammed £hi;‘resolu£ion'tnrough on the
very first day of the invasion by Argentina, and it was a resolution they
could never have got on any succeeding day ever. They just got it through in
time and it was due to a lot of extremely fancy footwork, too, but they got it
through.

But actﬁally, of course, what the Secretary—Géneral does from day-to-day
is basically under the general rubric of Article 99. What othgr Article gives

E D

. R & .
him an opportunity to meddle in political mm tees by Member States? Nothing.
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GORDENKER: Yes, that's right; that's the legal basis. But much of
what we've been saying this afternoon is pretty far detaéhed from strict legal
procedures carefully based by the lawyers on Council supervision.

URJUHART: Well, d—think - really to sum it up-a-little-bit;—and-
I'm—sorry—te—ramble—so-much,—bukt it Seems to me that, in the first place, the
Secretary-Generalship was intended to be something else. It'was intended to
be the sort of chief steward in a perfect world where the lion would lie dbwn

with the lamb and the five Permanent Members would always agree on impbrtaﬁt

- matters - which is lot of bullshit if you come to think of it, but nonetheless

that's what the Charter says. And dnstead, this didn't happen. So you have
to have someone who can go as far as the going will bear, and that really,
basically, is what the Secretary—General had to try fo do.

Now, I think there's one excepﬁion to that rule. I think that if - God
forbid - any SecretaryaGeneral came to the conclusion that there was a
situation of absolutely overwhelming danger for general survival, he would
then have to regard hlmself as totally expendable and go publlc, appeal to
people over the heads of their Governmentgﬂpxszdlahahgnxi§§;;£ is one of the
reasons why I think it's important that the Secretary-General, whoever he is,'
should have a Certain.amount o histrionic talent concealed somewhere in the
back there. Because it could come to it, that—yoU WoUlget—a—teatiyie Lt
nearly happened in the Cuban missile crisis.

Iﬁ:fEEE7“Ifthtnk-peepie—hEVE‘now—fUrgctféﬁ7—because @Fl.thé memoirs have
shown how brilliantly Kennedy or Krushchev or whoever 4&=was behaved, but what
everybody has forgotten is that the gimmick which got them off the
confrontation was two letters written by U Thant, which started off to both of

them saying, "Dear Old Krushchev" or "Dear 01d Kennedy, I'm sSure you don't
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want to go down in history as the guy who blew up the world, so I am making -

the following proposal to you, and I am making another proposal or several

»
o '

pProposals to Mr. Krushchev, by which you can get away from the conflict (ﬁ\ hu_ﬂv
confrontation in the Atlantic, Whlch is the proximate cause of wWorld War Three
at the time being."

270, @ everybody's intense .astonishment', Krushchev accepted it, and that
was the beginning of the break. Now, I think it's gocd that everybody else
could take credit for this, but that was what I mean by saying that at some

whe Ll
pomt you have to have a guy That's why I admire Uy Thant. He never had a
single doubt about sending that letter, though a more cautious man would have
wondered whether he wasn'.t going to get the most fantastic public rebuff; and
he said, "I don't care, it doesn't matter, it's very .dangerous' after all,
we remé\-'} &/\DcMCQ:\ &n_)w cid’,j{/lmeﬁ/u e Cx .
; people were leaving New York carrying the Vermeer under thelr

arm and going to Arizona. It was simply amazing - I remember it very well.

It was a very panicky periad. Prnd—?c—th-rme—%ha%—&at—was—th&:—lght—thmg_tg,
Jde,r But.-short_of that I thmk he has to pness—things—as—faf—as—ﬁae—geing.

C e

WLu—bear—aﬂé-mtmmm_ﬂntheffbemme—ﬁ—hmsses@emiuwmeﬁ g ‘{e{'

A ar_that he not on s i ; i
Gaulte—and—was-boyeotted-by-bothrGoOVermmenTs, —~

GORDENKER: Right.

URQUHART: And was on pretty shaky terms, incidentally, with the
British and the Americans, So that it wasn't so hot.

GORDENKER: Did he anticipate that?
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URQUHART: He believed that the reason why he had been disowned by
Krushchev was nothing to do r&\it:h the Congo. I—think this is-wery-farfetched,

T e e B
myselfs believed t the moment Krushchev proposed canpletgly/disarmament,k&ﬂéh&x

it would give the Secretary-General an absolutely .lg'evpfrole in the whole

inspection business which was a key pa.rt of it, and that if you had a Western

Secretary-General that would skew the whole process. And tﬁerefore, on the

off chance that anybody accepted complete disarmament, you'd better get a

troika in which the Russians had a veto, wr;ich was the origin of the troika.
Do you believe that? I'm not so sure, I doubt it.

GORDENKER: I've never seen anything to make me believe it.

URQUHART: Well, this was Hammarskjold's belief . ~r=ogrE"
W it's a very complicated reason, éertainly.

GORDENKER: There are two Questions that I'd like to raise this
afterncon. I don't think we'll be able to get at both of them, but they're
consistent with what we've been discussing, |

‘ One of them has to do with the public image of the Secretary-General, the
way in which the Secretary—General relates to broader publics, and who they
are, and why they are, and how this operates.

The other question is the organization of his office: who does he get in
his office and why, and for what purpose, and how does he handle this?
Which one do you want to tackle?

URQUHART': bLet's take the first one. It's something I feel very
strongly about, not that it'll do anybody any goéd.

GORDENKER: You might want to do this éanparatively. n

URQUHART: I think that, in the first place, public relations,

-ﬁﬂfortma-te&ﬁ whether one likes it or not, is now terribly important. The



o

30 May 1984

- 42 -

time has gone when things were slowed up and-se—an sufficiently that the
ultimate in real worth of a person could come across p?er a period of years to
the electorate, which in our case is the whole worlé. So, you need to do
something else. I think Trygve was very lucky because, after all, the United
Nations had a very §ood public image after the war. It was the great new kof%z? \
(milleffign¢ Actually, we've suffered from that ever since. It was a great
mistake to have put it across like this, but nonetheless, there it was.

Hammarskjold had on the whole surprisingly good public relations because
he was rather like Greta Garbo. He was a mysterious, interesting man,
obviously engaged in very important matters in a slightly lonely, heroic way.
Hg-réEIIy‘was—iﬂ—an_extsaeséina;y—eease_»<€E€;e's an extraordinary cartoon by
Low - I don't think you've ever seen it - when Hammafskjold was trying to
reinforce the armistice agreements in the Middle_East after various nonsenses
in 19554 and-therels-a-eartoon-by-fow—of -<§E€Ee had just been a colossal
shoot out 5etween the Israelis and the Egyptians in Gaza, as I remember it,
and Hammarskjold drove down the armistice demarcation line just with a driver,
in a jeep, and a lot of people said, "You can't do that, you'll get killgd!“
and‘he said, "I don}ﬁr?are, I'm'going'to-do it. I just waﬁt to'prové a éoint,
that this is what thﬁg/;s: this is an armistice demarcation line.” And he
got away with it, and there was a cartoon by Low of this episode with
Hammarskjold in a jeep and Ben Gurion on one side and Nasser on the other
firing like mad from dugouts, and Low saying "How many divisions has the
United Nations got?" And it was a marvelous thing, |

I think he was very good atrfixing this sort of image, and also heWas &
oerg-- he had just that element of obscurity and mystery that really {aquu&x«ué E?vaQ

¢orx0gred. The press were never bored with him. And also, of course, he was
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lucky because he got into a series of extremely dramatic actions: the
American prisbners in China, Suez and the first peace-keéping force, Lebanon
in 1958 and,«dhforturately, latteriy the Cohgo, wl;liéh was a disaster; as it
turned out, but it was a very unique and kimdzof- innovative affairf. In my
view, as I said before, far from being a aisaster, I think it was remarkably
successful, given what we were up against. But;. anyhow,

U Thant was hopeless at' public relations and was regarded as an
expressionless oriental, and peogle made no attempt to see that there are
other things in the world beéi'aee‘fagﬁ'estem hot shot. I thought that was a
provincial approach, because, as you can easily see, I have a strong
proclivity for U Thant. I think he was a remarkable man.

Waldheim, I regret to say, had a terrible problem, and I say it with
regret because I liked him. But he had, I must say, without exception the
worst public personality of anyone I have ever encountered. I don't know how
he managed it, but he could turn any audience off. It was sonething to do
with his rather ingratiating manner of sPeakihg, the way he looked - it just
was very unfair, and no amount of suggesting he change the approach ever did
any good I don't know why this Gas, it just was: he just had'a. very
unfortunate public personality. And I think that was very bad 1ucl;_becausé I
think he was a'@ deal better man than he appeared.

It's too soon to say about Perez de Cuellar, He was extremely popular at
the beginning, largely because he was a change from Waldheim, .and I don't know
how well -that's going to hold up in the third year. Because the trouble with
him is that he has been unable to chalk up a recognizable success. He damn
nearly did it on the Félklands, and tﬁen, unfortunately, the Argentinians

threw out the proposal. He-did very well on that, and I don't think anybody

could have done better but——and—that-is one-of-his problems.
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¥ﬁx&éeﬂéeesaL#—sea};y~even_appnoach—the—feai—pfeblemT-,The real problem,

I think, is to try to get people to see wha£ we all do‘as a seridus part of
their lives and something they may well one day be dependent on. And in the
third world they're dependent on it already, after all, in many respect.
You've got to see it - I always remind the Israelis, when they go on about the
United Nations, that the decision which totally defeated the Arab world
forever as far as they weré concerned was the Secufity Council order to cease
fire on July 17th, 1948. Bunche wrote in his diaries, "rhis is the end of the
Arab resistance, and I feel a great responsibility for it, having managed to
persuade the Security Council to do it."

And it's true. But people forget that there are times when something

happens here which is absolutely decisive historicaliy for them, and they only

, See it much later. We never have managed to get that across at all. We have,

- in my view, made a fatuous effort to inform the public, which bores them. We

have a committee structure which is enough to turn anybody off ~ I mean, f

can't stay awake for a single minute in one of these things, can you? It's
begorsR

really terrible. I don't know how we get away from it, }E it's a

répresenﬁative Organization; on the other hand,.it's a nightmare ﬁublic

relationswise,

Most of the really good things we do, WE?ﬁublish at the peril of
completely destroying them, because they are based on facelsaving, on giving
Governments the opportunity to do something sensible, on trying to give credit
to other people in order to persuade them to go in the right direction. »So,-I
don't know what the solution is. Iﬂdon*t‘thiﬂk\Tlif you have a great

personality, it's almost all right; if you have a great success, for one

reason or another, it's 6kay. Peace-keeping, for example, I suppose is the
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best public-relations thing we have, because it's visible, it's slightly
exotic - all those chaps in blue hats in the middle of the sand or being shot

at in south Lebanon or something - it looks good, and—itts—sort—of, it's the

QuAC
right thing, it's kind of clean, the vehicles are white,épeople are absofutely

on the side of right and against the forces of disorder, and so on. But it's
not enough.

My regret i§ that we have never been able to make interesting or
fashionable the concépt that the world owes itself on the international level
institutions comparable ﬁo the one§ it's built on the national level, in order
to survive, We've never managed to get this concept across, at least not in
the West, at any rate. And I think that's a terrible failing. I hope your
new book is going to take us somewhere in ﬁhat direcﬁion.

GORDENKER: So do I. I think we're going to stop here, at one

minute to five.



