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Joan Bush : Governor Stassen, I would like to take you beck 38 yesrs
to what must have been an almost electric moment at the San Francisce
Conference when you vere involved in drawing up the Charter of the United
Rations. I should like to quote some of your own words, as you enthusiastically

recounted this happening in a aspeech some nine days later.
Harold Stassen: Thirty-eight years ago. You are really reaching back.

QUZSTICN: This is what you said et the beginning of this speech,
and I think it is rather nice.

’ "It vas & thrilling moment on the afternocon of June 23, 19LS when
the question was put to the Steering Committee of the Conference as to
the approval of the Charter as it then lay bVefore them; the result
of hours and days apd weeks of discussion and dissention, of conference
and of compramnise, of trangslation and revision. It was lete in the
afternoon in Room 223 of the Veterans Building,vhere so many earnest
discussions had taken place. The arguments over clauses had been
carried up right up to the hour irmediately preceding the discussion,
Chairman Stettinius asked if there was any furtber discussion. There
was no respoanse. Then he said '"Those vho approve of the Charter will raisel
their hands'. The interpreter immediately restated the question in
French, and down the long tables the hands of the Chairmen of delegations
began to rise. The secretaries quickly cbunted, turned to the Chairman

 and said 'With your vote,r Sir, it is 50 votes, or unsnimous.' "

Do you recall how you continued? What you said, was I think, very moving:

"Somehow in the atmosphei-e of that room as you looked from face to

face, as you thought of the billion and & ralf of the world's peoples that
vere represented, of all colours and of many races, tongues and creeds,
as you realized that most of them had steod together through extremely
‘difficult Years of bitter fighting and suffering in the war, there was
a defmite inner feeling that the Conference had been a real success,
that this United Nations Charter might well becone one of the truly
great documents of all time.,"
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PURY

me

You vere obviously elated. - You went on t0 deliver quite a long speech,
which I thipk would have broken your ccmpaicn rule of never speaking for
more then 20 minutes, in which you explained -

STASSEL: Was that the one in Washington D.C.?
-QUESTION: That is right.
STASSEN: There was a report in Washington.

. QUESTIOH: And it was broadcast, I think, natiocnvide. You called it
a truly human document and you explained its weaknesses and its strengths,
and eet out broad policies for the future. '

STASSEN: I think I said we had obtained a beach head -

QUESTION: You dia.

STASSIN: ~ in mankind's long struggle for peace; that it did not
guarantee peace, but it was s beach head that then vpuld be there  for the

future.

QUESTION: What we would like to do today is to try to capture the
long days of consultations and meetings, the high points and low points and
the atmosphere, something of the behind-the-scenes ‘ negotiations of the
Conference through your mind snd senses &g you participated in it sni as you

contributed to it.
Before we launch into recallections of the Conference, I wonder if

you could cast your mind back yet enother few weeks, Just before you went off
for briefings in Washington. Was your appointment to the delegation & surprise

to you?
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STASSEH: Yes, in one respect, in that I was out in the var. I
was out on Admiral lialsey's Staff. The background was that I had advocated
publicly, I think as far back es 8 Jamuary 1943, that there should be a
United Wations organized to follow through after the war, and I had spoken
quite extensively about that before I hed gone on active duty in the Navy.

I had also, of course, spoken in some of the dinners in Washington where
Precident Roosevelt had been present. I was also Chairmen of the Hational
Governors, and in that context hed somes conferences with President Roosevelt

on Lend-lease and so forth. Then I had gone off into active duty in the

war. The moment Of surprise was vhen Admiral Helsey called me into his

cebin one day and put e dispatch across the tablevto ne. It ﬁas a dispatch
from President Roosevelt coming back fram Yalta asking him whether he would

send Commander Stassen back to the United States for the United Nations Conference.
That was my notice. I had had no up~to-date information. We were very actively
in the wvar. Then Admirsl Ealsey saié "Harold, do you want to do this?"

Of course, the dispatch itself was a surprise. In my own mind I had been
working end edvocating steps towards world peace for e number of years and

I had felt really that as & young naval reserve officer even though I was

also & Governor when Pearl Harbcur had happened that my right thing to do

was what I did do, which was to resizn es Governor and go on dctive duty

in the war. In a way I thought I vas leaving behind my real life goal of
workins towards world pence.

Then that messare from President Roosevelt showed that he had remembered
rv advecacy and he nanmed me as the third of our party, the Republican Party.
Senator Arthur Vandenberr wes the Chairman of the Senate Foreign Relstions
Comrmittes and the leading Rerublican in the United States Senate. Congressman
Eaton wves the Cheirman of the House Foreign Affeire Cammittee, the leading
Republican in the House. I wes then the third Republicen that he arpointed.
It is quite clear that if I had not been out in the war he could not very
well have reached over every one else in the Republican Party and recosmized
the fuct that I hed been advocatins that there cucht to be & Qnitei Retions,
As far as I know, I wes the first one in active pudblic life in the United

'States to advocate that there should be a United Hations. I think that that
vas s8aid back years ago, and I do not remember aﬁybody claiming thet they
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had advocated it earlier than I did. Those speeches, of course, Are on record.

When that dispatch came I told Admiral Halsey "Of course, I would very
much like to do it" and he said "What about your section of the staff?" I
vas then Assistant Chief of Staff for Administration. I said "Admiral, you have
alwvays told us that we have to have two officers ready to take over if anything
heppens in battle, and I have two such officers and I would recommend that one
of them, Lieutenant-Commander Herbert Carroll, should tske my place."

He said "Well, when that'e over back there would you like to come back?" and I
said "Yes, very much."

So the orders were drawn that I was to leave Admiral Halsey and go and report
to President Roosevelt for the purposes of the drawing up of the United Nations
Charter, and when that was completed I should rejoin the Staff, which is what
I did. That is why it was & kind of unusual circumstance, in that I was there
for the signing and drafting through those weeks, and I was also present for
the surrender in Tokyo Bay at the end of the war.

You realize, of course, too, that when we convened the war was still going
on both in Europe and in Japan - in the Pacific Ocean. While we were there VE
Day came . 6 May or 8 May or something like that - so we were in session in
San Francisco when .VE Day came. We had completed the Charter and I went back
out into the Pacific before VJ Day, before the ending of the war in the Pacific.
That was that background.

Then I flew back with those orders and reported to President Roosevelt in
the White House, and we had & discussion of the objectives of the United

Nations. Then I went back out to the Fleet for a brief time to get the
| organization set up and then came back to Join the delegation in the preparatory
work of the United States delegation for the beginning of the Conference, Then

in the midst of that President Roosevelt died. So the time I had flown back and
saw him in his White House office, in the Oval Office, vas the last time I saw him
alive. I was in San Francisco when the flash came that President Roosevelt
bad died. Very shortly President Truman reappointed the same delegation. That is
why it is sometimes said that the delegation was appointed by both President
Roosevelt and President Truman, because he did reappoint - it was necessary

for him to, and he did it - the same delegation to take part. That delegation
then met and prepared for the San Francisco Conference.
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QUESTION: When you say you met President Roosevelt, 4o you mean you
met him privately before you met him with the delegation? I think the delegation
went on the first day that they met together officially in Washington.

STASSEN: I met bhim privately wvhen I flew back. You see, in effect his
dispatch to Admiral Halsey and my orders were to return to the United States from
the Pacific Fleet and report to the President, so I first reported to him. You
say that the whole delegation then also saw him. But that was a personal conference
vhen I firet reported back. '

QUESTION: Could you relate something of your discussions that you recall?

STASSEN: Yes, for one thing, it was very evidenmt to me - I hed worked
wvith him bvefore I went out on active duty, as Chairman of the Governors -~ my first
impression was, that he had failed considerably,that he did not look well, but that
he still had that vigour of action as far as his emphasis in his speech of the
necessity of getting & Charter drafted and that it would not be easy. He spoke &
bvit of hie conferences at Yalta. I noticed that vhen he poured himself a glass
of water on his desk his hand wes very shaky. So he wasn't reslly very well, but
he was very determined about the necessity for & United Rations and he was confident
that we would do everything we could to get a successful Charter.

QUESTION: Perhaps we could tglk about one or two of the delegation meetings.
When you first met all together - I think all the delegates were present
at the first meeting - had you met many of them before? Did you know them personally?
Secretary of State Stettinius, for instance: did you know him?

STASSEN: I knew them &ll. I had been very active in publié matters
before the wvar, so I knew everyone in different degrees. I had met Virginis
Gildersleeve, I think at the New York Harold Tribune Forum, wvhich was held in
those years. Virginia Gildersleeve, the one woman on'our delegaton, was the Dean
of Barpard College, which was at Colwmbis,
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QUESTION: She wvas also in the Navy, I think, wasn't she?

STASSER: Not that I recall, but it could have been; she could have
been a consultant or something. But she was very active in education, a leading
educator and & very strong member. Then of course there were those who were in
public life. I have already mentioned Senator Vandenberg and Congressman Eaton
of our Republican Party, and then of President Roosevelt's party, there were
Senator Tom Connally, the Democrat from Texas, and Congressman Sol Bloom, who was
the senior Democrat in the House Foreign Affairs Committee. Then of course
there was Secretary of State Stettinfus. Dean Gildersleeve and I made up the
seven. Cordell Hull was also named, but he was not able to actually participate.
He was the former Secretary of State. I think every one of the seven of us knew
every other one of the seven, and we had our own varied backgrounds.

QUESTION: It was really quite a clever selection of a delegation, with
both parties -

STASSEN: President Roosevelt - and you think of him reaching to both
parties and both Houses, the Senate and the House - of course had very much in
mind the great problems in the United States structure after World War I, the
League of Fations and all of that, and the problems with the Senate. So I think
he very wisely reached ocut to the two ranking people in foreign matters in both
parties in both Houses of Congress, with the Secretary of State. EHe told me
vhen I reported back to him that he remembered very clearly various speeches and
statements I had made from the preceding years. I had been very active in public
matters. I had been Governor - it was in my third term that I resigned and vent
on active duty in the Navy. I had also been serving for two years as Chairman
of the National Governors. So we had a lot of contact. So he knev my views and
he kmew that whole situation. v

It vas a very interesting group of men and wamen and ve developed quite a
group of advisers and staff. As I have gaid,to begin with the war was going onm,
so in flying back from the Navy, of course leaving my own navy staff out there
- to earry on vith Admiral Halsey, and then, having turned over the Governorship
to my Lieutenant -Goverxior, Edward Thye, who later became a United States Senator,
too; when I resigned as Governor he became Governor and that whole staff was
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there, 8o literally I was flying back from the Pacific with no staff at all.

As I thought of that I sent & telegram to same of the Presidents of universities
“that I knew - President Conan of Harvard and President Dodds of Princeton - and
asked vhether they could check wvhether they had some exceptionally brilliant
students in international matters vho had been out in the war and been wounded |
and got back., They cabled me various recommendations, and that is really the way

I filled my staff. I had a remarkable staff out there - men 1like John Thompson and
Cord Meyer, men vho had been brilliant in international studies and been out in the
wvar and wounded and back home. That is the way they vere made available.

QUESTION: They were your personal ajides?

'STASSHI : They became more than aides - my staff. Then from the Foreign
Service anotherinteresting thing happened, vhich was that shortly after I arrived
back the State Department in developing their perscunel for the Conference asked
{¢ I would mind taking on my staff for those asi:ecta of the trusteeship that would
deal with Africs, s young Foreign Service officer by the name of Ralph Bunche. I
listened and I said "not for African affairs. I'11 take him for a comprehensive
-staff position like anyone else." Of course, they were rather taken aback, but they
then 4id assign Ralph Bunche to me and ve developed a tremendous relationship at
that time. That then carried on through, because he wvas a very superior {ndividusl,
as the United Nations records themselves will show. He worked with me all through
the Conference, along with Ben Gerig, vho was another Foreign Service officer.
They were the two Foreign Servicepeople. Then the young veterans that I spoke of
made up the staff. ‘ ‘

QUESTION: What about Leo ‘Pasvalsky? I think he was involved.

STASSEN: He of course came in from the delegation g5 & whole. He was
& co-ordinator and he 4id not have any relationship to me personally - only through
the delegation. There was a considerable delegation staff and so forth, but that
wvas ancther matter.
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QUESTION: I think after the first session of the delegation preparation
meetings in Washington you were not there through the rest of the meetings when
they reviewed the Dumbarton Osks proposals, were you?

ETASSEN: No, I had got all the documents, but then I flew back out to
the Navy in order to make certain of the transition, because, as I said, I was
Assistant Chief of Staff for Administration in what was then the greatest fleet
that had ever been at sea. I of course vanted to see that Admiral Halsey's
responsibilities there and my responsibilities to him were carried out right.

So we worked out the transition and lLieutenant-Commander Carroll taking

charge and all the various things. Then I came back and re-joined the delegation.
But I took the Dumbarton Oaks papers and all the other memorands with me and went
flying over the Pacific reading @ll those papers.

QUESTION: You Weren't present, I think, at the second meeting of the
delegation with President Roosevelt vhen he briefed the delegation on the three
votes question reached at Yalte, ahd the later meeting vhen the delegations’®
recommendations were made to the President about the United States requesting only
one vote. Did you get briefed on this by anybody afterwards or did you just learn
about it?

STASSER: I of course followed all the minutes of meetings and things
of that kind and knew that in effect there was a compromise where the Soviet Union
would have the extra votes under the circumstance where they had been saying that
the United States had 80 many assoéiates, had 80 many votes that way, as they
looked at {it, and this compromise had really been reached between President
Roosevelt, as I understood it, and Marshal Stalin and Mr. Churchill. That is
probably a good place to reach out broader. When we got into the very qifficuit
and long negot.iations on every part of the Charter at San Francisco, we analysed
what in effect was the parameter within which we were meeting. Inother words, we
wvere a delegation representing Governments. There had been these sessions of
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President Roosevelt and Marshal Stalin and Winston Churchill, and of course there
was the vhole matter of the var still going on, to begin with, and what agreements
had been made, where there might be flexibility. We very early - particularly
Senator Arthur Vandenberg and I - realized that we had to think through at vhat
point, if ve were not able to get what wve would have considered to be the best
Charter, it would be better to fail to have a Charter; in other words, you had to
think of the ultimate situation, wvhat was essential to make it a desiradle beginnine
as contrasted to saying "We can't get a Charter for a world organization now and

we had better Just go home and then after the var is over try to do it egain", which
ve knev was a very grave thing. But that is the background from one of the most
gignificant aress.

The question of the veto and the interpretation of the veto in the Security
Council took a lot of consideration. You undoubtedly know that there were various
phases, We had the United States delegation meetings. Then we had the so-called
Five-Power meetings and then we had various bilateral meetings going on. Then of
course there vere meetings in the formal commissions and committees and plenaries
and & lot of negotiating. One of the crucial questions on the veto power
vas vhether the veto could stop even a discussion and vhether the veto co_uld prevent
any kind of action in the Assembly. There was a lot of earnest examination of Just
hovw that should vork out. Really Senator Vandenberg and I, and I think the United
States delegation,after a lot of discussion, concluded that if the veto could
completely stop any kind of expression in the United Nations/ and any kind of inquiry,
any kind of Assembly action, it would be better not to make a start under those
circumstances. That led to President Truman sending Harry Hopkins over to see
Marshal §Stalin, The background of President Truman's decision to send him and to
his going was that the at least surface directions at that point we felt would
have made it impossible for the organization to be effective, so there had to be some
yielding on that point of the veta. Then out of those further negotiations and the
further conference of Hopkins with Marshal ©Stalin came the revisions down to thre
point vhere the actual practice has followed since that time.
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QUESTION: How 4id you become so involved in trusteeship?

STASSEN: First of all by being assigned to do it. We divided up.
Each member of the delegation had certain things that they took on especially.
It happened that there bhad not been any eadvance agreement on trusteeship. The
issues were so intense between the colony position and the mandate position and
all of that, that it had not been possible for them to get any kind of advance
agreement, 80 that they early felt that unless this could be worked out there
probably could not be a Charter - that is, that if it wasn't clear vhat was
going to happen and how the procedures would be handled over the mandates that.
had come out of World War I and the many colonies that were then around the
world, you could not really get started in a United Fations Organization with
its objectiveg, S0 fairly early in the assignments I was assigned to the
trusteegship phase. That is how I got into that. I was also assigned fairly
early to be the one that would go out and brief the media, because in the early
stages there vere a lot of misunderstandings with the media over what was
happening and a lot of dire predictions of the impossibility of agreement and
things of that kind. One of the problems in the early stages would be that,
'Y perfectiy natural thing with so many different viewvpoints and different
countries represented, {f some individual country'e delegate felt aggrieved
or frustrated he would search out the press and give a very gloomy or rather
distorted view and that would become the world headlines. So very early our
delegation decided that the media had to be briefed to be really in perspective
as to wvhat was happening. Than they asked me to take that on, so that was one
of my other responsibilities. We divided different assigmments.

QUESTION: You algso had the responsibility for the Security Council,
I think, didn't you, with -

STASSEN: With Senator Tom Connally. Senator Tom Connally really was
the No.l. We usually had two members of the delegation on each aspect, with
one of them in effect being the prime and the other being the deputy - we were
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all really seven equal people - but in the way in which we organized to get
things done. On the Security Council Senator Tom Connally wvas No. 1 and I was
his second, so to speak., On trusteeship I was No, 1 and Congressman Bloom was
my second. That is the way we kind of divided up organization-wise to follow
these things up.

QUESTION: It is very funny, because in the official records and all
the notes at the time you vere not assigned to trusteeship in the official
records,

STASSEN: I didn't know that.

QUESTION: Yes. It's very strange. You were assigned to judicial.
Did you every have anything to do with it?

STASSEN: Yes, I did some work on Judicial. I don't recall all the
background, but I think that a lot of those advance papers were more or less
what the staff thought should be and then the delegation would actually meake
the decisions when things came together,

QUESTION: Were the decisions made in Washington or in San Francisco?

STASSEN: The decisions vere made in San Francisco between the
delegation on things like that. Of course, Secretary of State Stettinius
alvays there, 80 there was always that consultation and his communication
with President Truman. But as far as the working methods, the delegation
very much was a group that moved with the authority of a delegation. But,
as I said a little earlier, we tried to be perceptive as to the framework
in vhich ve vere vorking. That is, this wasn't anything that was unreslistic
because there were Govermments involved., There was a war still going on and
there vere Presidents and Heads of State that had made commitments, so we had
to think "How do we shape a Charter under thoée circumstances?"
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QUESTION: I would like to take you back to Washington, the briefings,
Just for a moment, if I may. How 4id you get your briefings on trusteeship?
Did you have any ideas of your own or was it completely new to you?

STASSEN: No; Of course, I had been aware of the world. I knew wvhat
vag going on in the world and had been a very active student from early years.
There vere briefing papers. Really vhen the work began on trusteeship there
vere divided opinions as to Just how to do it in almost every Government as well
a8 between Governments. fThere were very strongly held views between different
parts even of a Foreign Ministry or a State Department &8s to Just what to do.
Consequently, it had been {mpossible to get any kind of advance document before
the qesaion convened and then in our early meetings we could not get any
document. Many proposals had been put forward. That was where we finally decided
between Ralph Bunche and Ben Gerig and Cord Mever and John Thompson and me, and
talking it through,that we came upon this sort of technique. They all eaid
there was no diplomatic precedent for it, but we had to break through in some
vay, 80 we laid down one day vhat we called the working paper as a position of
no government but as & document that we could start to work from. We spent
& few days then talking about what was the status of the working paper and what
it really meant and so forth, and then finally they turned to beginning to look et
the paragraphsof it and start to amend. Really, the trusteeship part grew out
of that working paper over a long ﬁeriod of time.

QUESTION: That was jumping shead a little for me, because I'm still
very interested in the last three meetings of the delegation in Washington,
where I think you had a galaxy of Admirals and Secretaries of State all putting
their various views, and I wonder if you could recall for us those meetings,
at which I believe you vere present.

STASSEN: One might say that there was the natural apprehension that

there is in every Government of whether or not some kind of agreement should
be made that would be a handicap to the security of the country or would be
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an obligation that could not be fulfilled. Many different viewpoints were
presented. There were very active viewpoints in the whole country. There was
a certain amount of viewpoint in the world, in fact, that the whole thing was

a vaste of time because there would certainly be another world wvar in 15 or

20 years., There was lot of that kind of expression, that no way could 40 or

50 countries reach an agreement, and ir they 4id it wouldn't mean much anyhow
because there would be another world wvar in 15 or 20 years under the way the
world had been moving. But the more affirmative view increasingly came to

the fore, and of course wvith Senator Vandenberg and Senator Connally both having
such respect in the Senate, there was the feeling that if we reached a Charter
that they both vere ready to recommend it would get ratified. Under.our form
of government the ratification by a two-thirds vote is & crucial thing as to any
treaty form actually getting into effect. 50 there was & lot of discussion
with Senator Connally and Senator Vandenberg and & lot of respect for their
views, because they in turn wvere thinking in terms of how they would carry it
through the Senate. That was part of that whole process.

QUESTION: That was very ingenious, a big comparison vith the League
of Rations days when there was no support in the Senate at all. Did you feel
that the death of President Roosevelt would jeopardize the outcome of the
Conference in any way?

STASSEN: It was a very deeply moving and very major event, and of
course the promptness of President Truman in saying that the Conference should
proceed and that the same delegation should carry en meant & great deal,
but, as you know, President Rooseévelt and Winston Churchill had first brought
out that Atlantic Charter very early, and then there had been in the Senate
vhat was called the B2H2 resolution. That was Senators Ball, Burton, Hatech and
Hill, a bi-partisan resolution about developihg an international organization
for peace. And there had been a lot of study groups and a lot of discussions
for a long period of time, and then in other countries there had been papers
developed, views expressed. 50 there had been & lot of thinking springing out
of the early beginnings, and some going all the way back into the League of
Fations period. And then of course having come through this Second World War
. and thinking. .. . |
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about how we emerged from this one and all of that.

QUESTION: If we could just have a quickie question on your impressions
when you arrived at San Francisco, do you recall anything particular? The
other delegates, for instance, from Burope: it must have been quite a revelation
to them geeing a city with lights.

STASSEN: Yes, it was {n that sense a very dramatic and very moving
time, and of course some of the delegates would be arriving from Europe just
about as fast astheir countries were liberated in the war itself, and some were
added on in some instances, and many of those vho had been active in resistance
movements or active in the war in Europe would come over to represent those
countries, and likewise some other parts of the world. There was a very strong
senge of vhat a var really meant. In fact, I mentioned Cord Meyer: while we
vere meeting his twin brother was killed in the war, right during the 8an
Francisco Conference, so those kinds of events vere there. I mean that the
wvar wvas still going on and delegations were getting news of the war and things
of that kind.

QUESTION: It wvas a very good choice for a meeting place actually -
in the middle, as it were., of the Far Eastern war, the Pacific, and the European

war.

STASSEN: Yes, I think in that sense there was & real value in selecting
a West Cosst city and San Francisco in particular, in that it on the one hand got
& little bit of perspective of being different than Washington, the eapital of
our own country, and it worked out, because it could be a sort of total
- cammunity for the purposes of the drafting and for the purposes of the
Conference. It was the thing going on in San Francisco, vhereas, in either
Washington or New York it would not have had quite that same focus at that time.
I think it worked out. Obvieusly it worked out, because we finally got an
egreement.
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QUESTIOR: Do you recall the general mood of the first Big Pour
conference, consultation, that you attended?

STASSEN: Yes. One thing that was very evident was that the
translations into different languages were quite a problem {n those early
stages - understanding vhat was being said; slowness of sequential translation
as compared with the way it has developed. Thosé interpreters, those
translators, vho had great facility were very much in demand - in other words,
those who could listen to a three- four-minute presentation and then really
give it bvack in another language vere very much in demand and very much needed.
But in the Five-Pover meetings and Four-Power mestings and different kinds of
formulations they bad there, at first it was very difficult to get a real
communication going. On the one hand it was the language and on the other
hand there were differences of circumstances. ' ‘

QUESTION: Do you have any reminiscences of your meetings with the
first individusl members of the Big Four, the four sponsoring Powers: Eden
Molotov and Sung, for example?

STASSEN: Yes. I remember, of course, how quickly it became apparent
that Mr. Molotov had felt he had very clear directions of what he could and
could not do,and we very quickly learned that the right and intelligent way
to go at things if some proposal was to be made to him was to present it,
see that it wvas translated adequately to be understood and watch out for the
puances of words that could have different meanings in translation, and then
to say "Let's study this", instead of trying to get an immediate reaction.
Then after a few days he would say "Let's have another meeting on such and
such a subject", and then we knew they had done their studies and had their
communications, and they could go forward with it. There was a period there
vhen you might say the natural working approach of both Great Britain and
the United States, and the French too for that matter, would be that something
wags brought forward and you start discussing it right away, and that was not
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the thing to do, because you simply put some of the delegations in a difficult
spot and if you pressed for reactions you Just put them in an impossidle position.
£0 the matter of some patience became a very important part of that early working
to give the process a chance t6 go through. Likewise that crucial decision

to send Hopkins directly to see Marshal Stalin was so important.

QUESTION: Do you have any recollections of the opening ceremOnyY Was
it impressive?

STASSER: Yes, very colourful, very impressive.

QUESTIOR: If we get down to pgrhaps the substantive work and start
vith trusteeship, what flashes into your mind, what do you first think of
vhen you recall the whole trusteeship debate?

STASSEN: Of course, one of the obvious things was that we were there
dealing very importantly with the future of & large percentage of the world's
population wvho were not present. I suppose in that sense a large part of the
arowth from the originel 50 countries to 157 now, & large number of those
reflect the change from trusteeship out into independent sovereign countries
with their own memberships. There were so many different backgrounds about
the mandates and different kinds of colonial experiences. And if in the unfolding.
ot'history. if it was not worked out right, that what happened in relationship
to those peoples and to their territories and the resources that they represented,
wvas not handled right within those areas themselves and their resources, could
be the geeds of the third world war. So there was that sense of the importance of
it. That's why even though it was 8o difficult in the early stages and still
reflects many difficulties in the world, and of course the wvhole Mid-East matter
vhich {s still such a very intense problem is very much present as to vhat was
going to happen in reference to:fhe Arab countries and the Igraeli and the rest
of Africa - very intense issues.
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QUESTION: Did you feel that the lack of Pive-Pover consultations
prior to the Conference was a big disadvantage or did the consultative group
that you chaired that was set up, d4id you quickly get down to these discussions?

STASSEN: In the matter of the trusteeship I don't recall that any of
the issues between the major Povwers ever got up to the Five-Pover Conference for
decision. They all went back into each country, of course, and the progress,

or lack of it, was reported to the Five-Power Conferences. But as far as I
remember wve had to work those language questions and substantive issue questions

out within the context of that trusteeship group, because of course the Five-Powers were
also dealing with the Security Council veto and many other subjects of that kind,

and the military interest in trusteeship and the question of what was going to

happen in the Pacific Islands and how that would affect the security of the

United 8tates and other countries cut into trusteeship,

QUESTION: But you had your own sort of little Five-Power group with
the consultative group of which you were chairman, didn't you?

STASSER: Yes-
QUESTION: Do you renember‘ the members - Viscount Cranborne -

STASSEN: Bobby Cranborne we called him, Bobbity. Yes, I remember
him very well. ' '

QUESTION: And Mr. Sobolev.
BTASSEN: Yes, be was very active.

QUESTION: And Wellington Koo.
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BTASSEN: Wellington Koo from China, and I think the French delegate
changed at one stage. ‘

QUESTION: I think it started as Paul Emile Naggiar. Do you
remenber him? Perhaps it changed afterwvards.

STASSEN: Yes,

QUESTION: How would you characterize the early meetings of that group,
because you met many times, didn't you?

STASSEN: Many times.
QUESTION: Was there much difficulty in working up the working paper?

STASSEN: Yes, because the views were genuinely so different: the
matter of by what process would colonies or mandates end and by what process
would they emerge; what would be the circumstances; vhat would be their rights.
That was very important and very difficult.

QUESTION: What are your recollections of the long, heated debate
regarding non-self-governing territories? It took quite a long time, I think.

STASSEN: It went on & long time. There were times vhen it just seemed
like you never could get an agreement on how to handle trusteeships. We would
try out different formulations and somebody would knock them dowvn. Then we would
try another one. I think one place the Chairmen of the delegations through
the Five-Powver group,as I recall, in effect sent out word through their
delegations that there really could not be a Charter unless the trusteeship
thing was worked out. In other words, they put very much pressure on us to get
a section worked out, 'because it was one of the areas vhere it was very easy to
say "Well, agreement is Just not possible”. Then in effect they would say
"Well, the only way there's going to be a Charter is if there is a trusteeship
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section". Then ve would go back at it,

QUESTION: Do you remember the big battle about independence going Ento
the declaration? '

STASSEN: Yes.
QUESTION: What do you recall of that debate?

STASSEN: It was very intense: vhat it meant and what words to use and
- how it would ve interpreted in the future.

QUESTIOR: Words meant different things to different people, I think,

STASSEN: Yes. There vere areas, too, vhere the transiations and the
meanings under different cultures were eo important. I remember one aspect
in the whole process. We came to realize that when there was some kind of
discussion about the circumstance under which an investigation might be
ordered in some countries, we would think about ordering an investigation as
being the beginning of a process of getting in the facts, vhereas, the meaning
to other Governments was that i{f you ordered an investigation you really had
already concluded that somebody was guilty. To be ordered to be investigated was
sort of the last straw rather than the beginning. It was all coming out of
different cultures, different forms of govermment, things like that, that you .
would find that the same word translated could have Vvery different meaning
and you had to be very alert that you didn't get some nuance like that and be
talking about two different things with the same language. That also came up
in the factor that, as you know, the five languages for the document were to have
the same status.

QUESTION: It must have been very difficult vhen you were vorking
paragraph by paragraph with the different versions and the sequential translation.
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STASSEN: Yes, and we found that it was desirable {f an amendment
wvas made in one language to discuss the interpretation in alternate forms -
that if it was a certairn French language or e certain Russian language you
might say it this vay in English or you might say it that wvay, and if you
discussed possible alternative interpretations for words you would get a
greater sense of the real meaning behind the proposal. That I think was one
thing that on difficult issues, and especially when you have to have in mind
that we didn't then have the immediate translation - this matter of sequential
translations, which is a world of difference from what you have now developed
for the techniquesof {mmediate translation and & whole staff of excellent
immediate translators, interpreters - was much more difficult,

QUESTION: Yes, it makes the whole thing so long, doesn't it?

STASSER: Kot only long, but there is the potential of a misunderstanding,
and it was increased in the old method, particulerly if you made a statement of
some minutes' length and then the interpreter gave it in the other language but
gave a different sense somevhere through. We used 'in important things, which
vas almost always, to try to have our own interpreters behind us to listen to the
other interpretations and immediately call our attention if they thought that there
waz some confusion over & meaning. Sometimes it was time-consuming,but it was
very important in that process,

QUESTIOR: I think that as Chairman of the consultative group, you had to
carry out quite a lot of informal, one-on-one, consultations. Do you recall
some of these?

STASSEN:‘ Yes. By one-on-one, they really never vere one person to one
person, but one delegation to one other delegation of the trusteeship people.
Very frequently someone would come to me and ask for a sessior on a certain
subject - the French delegate, the Russian delegate, or lord Cranborne - and ve
would set a time and the two delegations would meet not the whole delegation,
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but that part of the group. That very frequently would be Congressman Bloom
and Ralph Bunche and Ben Gerig and I would meet with counterpart people from
some of the other delegations when there was a special problem up. Those were
very important, because you had to find your way through so many different
views and different attitudes. Of course, all Governments had to do some
yielding as some gaining points.

QUESTION: Strategic areas, that whole subject: does that bring back
pemories?

ETASSEN: Very much so. There was great concern that indirectly the
strategic areas might be lost to proper strategic gafeguards, so there were a lot
of negotiations over that. A position needed to be taken and things of that kind.

QUESTION: I got the impression from the records ¢hat you were '
personally very concerned about the peoples of strategic areas - for instance,
in the Pacific. ] : '

STASSEN: One of the key pointe was how d4id you rightly safeguard and
enhance the future rights of the peoples without prejudice to the basic world
strategic interest in that particular geography, to try to structure it so that
those two objectives of having a proper safaguarding of strategic significance
and & proper human interest and human rights approach to the people had to be the
tvin matters brought forward.



i e

SET B _ 23

QUESTION: Did you ever have the feeling of being sort of caught in the middle,
having to balance on one hand the strategic interests of the United States and the
colonial} Powvers and the interests of the anti-colonial Poer:s?

TTAIESTT Well certainly, all the time. I mean - throughout - the whole process
is trying to balence the different interests and get a basis on which mankind or
huzmanity can make progress without war and it is always a matter of trying to find that

creative centre in those different interests.

QUESTION: Do you recall - going back to the early days of the Conference
for a moment - in a Big Four meeting that the Soviet Union injected the related issue
of equal rights and self—deternunatiou in Chapter I of - the purposes section, I think
it was - of the Charter and this was accepted as & sponsor's amendment; 40 you recall
this? Molotov gave & press confererice at the time; he called it of great, first-rate
importance to his Government and I wonder whether this had any effect on the
trusteeship debate and vhether the United States and the United Kingdom realized at
the time, when it was accepted &s a sponsor's amendment, what effect it might have on

the debate when they immediately brought up the question of independence?

STASSEN: I do mot recall that clearly. I do recall the matter of the
interpretation of self-determination and independence, a lot of discussion going back
to Woodrow Wilson's points after the First World War and to the matter of
self-determination within colonies where there were different groups within the same
colony and what would be the - in effeet - the dimensions of the group that could have
self-determination and some question of - you know - splintering and how general
recbgnition of human rights, if larger groups were then kept together within viable
entities versus splintering into too many small countries. There were discussions of

that and concern for the future of it.

QUESTION: Who were the key Personalities, which delegates, delegations
stand out in your mind?

STASSEN: Well, the major delegations had very important presentation, and
some were - for varying reasons - more active in getting solutions, or advocating.
Mr. Evatt of Australis was a very active delegate and really & very constructive one,
in total quite an advocate. Some of those from the smaller countries in that sense - Mr.
Rorulo from the Fhilippines was a very ective individual.
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QUESTION: Fighting for independence?
STASSEN: Yes. .
QUESTION: Mr. Fraser, who chaired the Committee?

STASSEN: Fraser, yes. There were a lot of‘personﬁlities that - Genersl Smuts
was & colourful character out of South Africa with his whole background. I remember he
would take long hikes up over those hills of San Prancisco and nobody could keep up with
him. He was very colourful.

QUESTION: How would you characterize the funectioning of that Committee?

STASSEN: Well, I suppose that the right characterization really used to be
that you would have to wait another 50 years snd see what finally happens to all these
ereas and all these peoples - obviously there have been tremendous changes in these 37
years and a lot of continuing problems for all of them ~ almost all of them - and really
make & Judgement in that longer term.. It was really quite remarksble finally to get a
document and I would have the feeling that it had functioned quite well. As to'whéther
you could take the experience of the 38 years and look back and say we could have drawn
that up better - you probably could, but at the time it was not easy to get anything

agreed to.

QUESTION: Could we talk about the delegation for & moment, delegation
meetings, the different personalities? After working with them, for instance, for
over two months, how would you characterize each of them or one or two perhaps? Vere

there some with whom you worked well and felt more at ease with, or ...?

STASSTN: We rezlly all kept very active communication back and forth among
the seven. We would - there was a difference in who would see eve to eye on one issue
or another issue, according to their background of experience and so on, and I tended
to be working more ciosely with Senator Vandenberg and he with me because of our
position in what was at that time in effect the opposing party or the other party,
but we had both emphasizéd a ot the importance of informed policy and in the war
itself, of being & united country, and so that that was the background of it. Dean
Gildersleeve and I had quite a lot of discussions - different subjects, because in
effect we were the two that were pot in a public office at that particular moment.



SET B 25
g Y

She was in education and I had been in State Government and was then out, so we had a
little different viewpoint sometimes, a little different perspective, especially in
hunen rights and in the Preamble - we did quite a bit of work on the Preamble,

QUESTION: I think that she considered that you were the only one on the
delegation who was really interested in that Preamble, that the others, she said, did
not seem to care.

STASSEN: Well, I would not say that of the others, but it is sometimes
true as a matter of - as I said, we divided up the prime responsibilities -~ like - in
the matter of the regional epproach in the ~ you see there had been & Latin American
conference at Chapultapec and how this region, the South American, and the countries of
this area would relate to the world Organization and what effect it would have - it
had a lot of tensions in it, & lot of uncertainties and a lot of different views. So
there would be times when some delegates would be so caught up in that that they would
not give much attention to - and that was partly also a matter of reciprocal
confidence - that is, I think, on the Preamble - they would discuss it in our
delegation meetings but they would feel that Dean Gildersleéve would dd an able job
there and she did tend to turn to me to help explain to the delegation or to try to
help work out some other languasge. We did quite a bit of work on that together.

QUESTION: Yes, from that original that was prepared by General Smuts
vhich was so very stiff and certainly the Preamble has turned out to be a very
beautiful - I think - today; it is so often read at the conferences ...

STASSEN: Thank you, thank you. Yes, I was going to say, it is probadly
quoted more than eany other part of the Charter, is it not? That is one of the
interesting things. Of course, some views will, after all - that is not a part of the
actual - you might say, biting force of the document - but yet, psychologically, it has

tremendous significance and it will ...

QUESTION/: We often get famous actors to read the Preamble at the United
Nations Concert each year. It comes over very well, I think. How difficult was it to
come to & unanimous position on the various issues within the delegation, because I
think you had this wonderful freedom to put your own views, but then I understand that
you would come to a unanimous decision on most issues? Did this take sometimes & long ..?
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STASSEN: Well, po. One of the things from the studies of the - you know - the
Dumbarton Oaks and the whole situation and then the effects of Security Council action
and the veto in the Security Council - I was concerned as to the matter of self-dafence
in a circumstance if the Security Council was not acting and what effect that might have.
Bo I originated the suggestion that there would be some kind of a section ebout
nothing in the Charter shell impair the inherent right of self-defence if an armed attack
occurs. And that was at first pretty much rejected; of course there was a general sort
of & mind-set of those who has worked on the original Dumbarton Oaks draft of objecting
to any change in it, especially in the early stages, but it soon became apparent that
it needed changing and in that instance we did at one stage reach & situation where I
was in effect told that - in a discussion, not a rough way, but it was very clear - since

I was the only one that had put that forward and no one else had joined in it, why

should I not Just withdraw 1it, and I thought 1t was so .
fundamental that there was a stage in which I sald, "well, if the
Charter does not have sgmething like this, and 1f you all

want to go ahead, then I think the right thing for me to do is withdraw frox the
delegation end say why. And they said, well that would not do. Well, then I said, well,
you have been resisting the necessity for this, but suppose we turn it and you each tell
why you do not want to see it in the Charter. Then as that kind of discussion started, -
actuzlly I believe on that subject Dean Gildersleeve was the Tirst one then to join
me in saying this ought to be in, and thén as I remember it was Congressman Eaton - but
they finally came around and, as you know, it.is in the Charterand that literally
started with a memorandum that I circulated to our United States delezation, then after
they agreed it ought to be in there, then brought it up in the five-Power meetings and
talked it over and it finally stayed in. But what {g it - Article 54 now? I think it
is. I am not sure. But it is - you see, the problem that was though of there is that if
a Security Council action was vetoed and an armed attack was going on, then unless you
had an affirmative - and then you are supposed to, you know, not use your own military
force, you in effect would have to be violating the Charter in order to defend
yourself and wve did not want that. And that of course - that individual and collective
self-defence - has turned out to be a very important principle, even though at times it
is still controversial. So I do have a fair amount of responsitility in that area as
to what finally happens in the long term of history of the provision for inherent right of
individual and collective self-defence. You will find that was not in the originél
Dumbarton Oaks and_so forth, but came in at San Frencisco. .

Another one, of course, was the matter of a manner of calling a conference to revise
the Charter. That is another place where we brought it up. And that is an interesting
subject because that was not in there at first. We - this has a very strong meaning and
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maybe we can get into it more that many of us were working on that Charter and felt that
for many reaons there were limits tovwhat you could accomplish in getting that Charter
end getting agreement and getting started. But we felt - and many discussed it - that
in 10 or 15 years it really ought to be rewritten,that is, we really ought to have a
new Charter and so that gave rise then to meking it in effect easier to take a move for
a new Charter - I think it was after the tenth year or something of that kind - and
there was some resistance to that when we discussed it in the Big Five meeting. I pointed
out that so many of the men of all these countries were then off in the war and this
Charter was being drafted and & few of us had been called back to take part of it from
the war, but that literally you could not predict how the world would be end there was
Just this latter part there, fhe beginnings of the outlook of a changing world picture,
rnumours of new types of weapons and that all of those who were out in the war would feel
they had not been participating in their Governments, there ocught to be a chance to
revrite the Charter. And finally the sentiments swimg through and that Article - I do
not remember now, is {t 109 or something like that? - now one of my current feelings

is that all of the countries have kind of drifted since that time and that

it is urzent to really bring the Charter up to date and that it does need rewriting.

It is a‘big task;: it will take years to really bring through another agreement on it,
but I do think that that is & part of - I spoke of the fact that many were sgying there
would be a third world war amyhow in 15 or 20 years, we are wasting our time - well,
here we are, 33 years later and while there have been many rough moments there hes not
been & world war and to have the Charter do its Job for the next 35 years I think we do
need to bring it up to date. It is & big subject.

QUESTION: So, thinking fhat the Charter needs to be up to date, do you have

some specific ideas that you would put forward?

STASSEN: I do have quite a few, but whether we ought to shift over to that
right -now - I am not certain whether we should stay back on the original ...

UEBSTION: We were thinking of going into it later, I think.
STASSEN: All right.

QUESTION: I shouldé like to get back to presonalities a little bit. I was
thinking of Ambassador Groryko. It seems to me that you had a number of discussions - I
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do not know whether they would have been sltercations - but & number of discussions with

 him and I wonder whether you recall some of them?

STASSII: Well, we digd, as‘you say, have many, many working relationships

~ through the years. A very eble person and very clearly endeavouring to represent his
country and his Government's views. No, I always found that the most important thing
vas to try to think through where he was coming from - I mean that in the sense of
trying to analyse what would be their objectives, their i‘ears,their concerns and their
eims end thentry to evaluate those in relationship to what should be done. But I guess
he is one of the few who were active then that is still very active. Just right now,

as I guess the deputy in the country.

QUESTION: How would you assess the general functioning of that Conference?
Do: think it went pretty smoothly all along?

STASSER: Not smoothly, no, but the fact of reaching an agreement, I think, was
quite a thing. And I do think that the fact that about half way through, particularly
Senator Vendenberg and I aﬁd & nunber of other delegates here and there, tried to face
up to the question of what needed to be the minimum Charter that was worthwhile to put
together, On what basis wduld we end the war with an Organlzatlon in being, or et what
point would it be better to say we have failed to establish an Organization and then
see what would happen subsequently when the wars were all over, whether we could then
make a start or whether there would be some other forms of inter-governmentel b
consultations or something that would go on? That ultimate question was thought through
and discussed through about half way through the Conference and I think it cleared a lot
as t6 vwhen was there an issue, that it should be made very clear that this was one that
Just had to be resolved, because if we could not resolve certain issues it would be
better that we did not act like they bad been resolved. And obviously, with the passage
of time, Our Jﬁdgements can be subject to review and to , as we call it, post-game
quarter~backing, but we tried to think of it that way - what kind of a Charter would be
vorthwhile to go ghead on and if we could not do certein things, what would be better.
And one of those, of course, was the decision that there had to be something on the
Trusteeship portion, that is, we could not really feel we had an Organization that could
survive if it was completely silent on the whole big question of all these mandated
Territories and all of these colonies. And one of the others was the veto. Then of
course the matter of United Nations armed forces, which had a kind of a checkered
history, where these national forces devoted to United Nations objectives performed some
good functions, but obviously no real United Nations force itself has been established.
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So there are a lot of those sections that - you know - acedemically people might - or,
as I say, in looking back, the advantage of hindsight might say well, why didn't you
do this or that? But we hed & resl sense at the time of trying to put together as good
a beginning as could be put together with certain minimum standards that - unless it
could have its own survivability and own functional qualities it would be better not to

make a beginning. We faced up to that issue.

QUESTION: You mentioned earlier on that you did quite & bit of the press
relations business, that you were responsible - I think you co-ordinated, didn't you? -

any statements made by the delegation to the press?

STASSEN: Not really co-ordinated, but they officially made a decision ~ I
don't even know whether it shows in minutes and so on - but there was a time when a
delegation at a delegation meeting - there had been various indications - well there
has been this story and that story and another story that had, you might say, either
inaccuracies or limited accuracy and so on - and the delegations had reached a.
conclusian together that better to tell the press what was happening}regularly;than
leaving them Just pick it up here and there and that was when they decided that they
wanted me to do it and then to - and they reviewed it & few times, as to how I was doing

it...

QUESTION: Well the press had quite a problem, didn't they, I mean, they
were not allowed to go into the committee meetings or - and so they really had quite a ...

STASSER: No, there was no - none of the sessions, only the plenaries were
open to the media, so the real work was Just that they had to pick it up here and there.
It wasn't an easy problem either to decide Just how to brief them, but Ithink I
established these rules - I don't remember how clearly they came through to the
delegation, but we discussed quite & bit that time, it was feirlyearly. when we
decided we had to brief the media and they asked me todo It,and I said that I am never
going to give them any false information, I will. refuse to ever do that, but I will,
at times, tell them that it jig not yet the time to discuss that issue, that it is true
there is such an issue and we are working on it, but it is not yet the time to tell
you what the United States delegation feels is going to happen to it or what their

position was on it.
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QUESTTON: I think the American delegates at most conferences, and I expect
it was the same here, are usually much more forthcoming than a lot of the other
delegates who tend to hold back, seem to think there is some danger in speaking to
the media and often miss possibilities to get across to the public a particuler point.

STASSEN: Well, of course, the media also being completely free you get
many different kinds of results too. I remember that we discussed the fact that

you brief them doesn't necessarily mean you are going to be happy with the story.

QUESTION: I remember you gave a press conference fairly near the beginning
vhere you outlined the nine United States objectives. I think that went over quite well,
for vwhat the delegation of the United States hoped to get ocut of the Conference. 1
suppose the media tended fo hang around the Big Four and Big Five meetings and that
sometimes information would leak out of these meetings,get to the floor of the

Committees. Did such leaks ever cause embarassment to the United Stites?
STASSEN: Both embarassment and humeur,
QUESTION: Well that's nice. Tell about some of them.
STASSEN: I remember one of the really uproarious times - I can't right
remember what meeting it was - & delegate got up - it seems to me he was from one

of the South American countries - he said: "I see in our minutes that at our meeting
last week we did a, b, ¢, but I read in The New York Times that what we did was

X, ¥ end z. Now what did we do?" And of course the whole meeting just broke up
in uproarious leughter, because it wasn't a deeply serious issue, but he happened to
find zn instance in which - and the upshot of it was, I think, that the decision was

naede that neither was accurate, neither the minutes nor The New York Times, that

actuzlly the whole subject was still open or something or other. gthat was in one of those
sessions. It seems to me it was something about the Assembly. You know,

th.ere was the matter of what was domestic and what was 2 troper activity for the

United Nations, it was another one of these issues that tooi a lot of negotiating and

a lot of different views and that language that finally evclved about within the scove

of the Charter, which was the solution that'emerged out of that, was an interestinc
seguence, but no matter whether simply by declaring something domestic that you could
close Off the United Nations from having anythiﬁg to say ebout it or just how that

ané then how the veto might affect that end so on. There was quite a bit of negotiating
‘end controversy over that part of the language.
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QUESTION: What about - you said there were both humerous and -~ times

where the media could be an embarassment. Do you recall any particular time when

a story hit The New York Times, for instance?

STASSEN: Well, there were times ~ I can't remember the exact circumstances,
in fact, may be it is just as well that I don't try to recite it - but there would be
tirmes when, you know, one of the media stories would, in effect, say that the delegate
from a certain country took a certain positionand his or her Government would cable
and say,''What are you doing? This is not the position." - you seg, and the matterof
sometimes they - some of this happened in trusteeship, where if there was a media report
thet a delegate of a country had teken a certain position on a trusteeship issue and
had net in fect teken that position, but it caused embarassment in their home Goveraments
because there were - as I said, it is a kind of a subjecﬁ where within Governments there
vere different views- you know - between defence department and state department or
both of them and if they had a cplonial department and so forth. But there were times
when they would come to me to vérify to their Government that they had not said the
thing that was in the story.

QUESTION: You almost have to give a éighedatatenent R

STASSEN: Well, yes, to actually confirm that, you know, that I was in that
meeting and, of course, bythat time they all knew I was teking the leading role in
vufking out the trusteeship chapter. Sometimes it would be that & certain language
of a certain part of the document still had to be resolved, that it had not been agreed

or something like that. But there were those kind of circumstances.

QUESTION: Governor Stassen, you seem to have had such a multifaceted
role at the Conference - in fact, I hope that later today we are going to talk more about
international peace &nd security, the Security Council and an evaluation and so on - but
if I comld put you & personal question, how did you view yourselg;your role et San
Francisco? Did you sort of consider that it was more representational, requiring =

great deal of diplomécy, than technical, or & mixture of both?

STASSEN: I really viewed it as - you might say - this may seem to be a -~ as
basically being a member’of the humen race on this earth, in other words, that you could
not correctly try to put a national objective above the objective of all humanity -~ it
needs definition and so forth, but you see, the background, as I mentioned, that I
hed been advocating that there needed to be an organization somewhat of this nature,
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and had gone into quite & bit of detail on it years before the first call for a united
nations, in speeches and articles. And that in turn sprang out of the fact that es a
college student I had decided that in my lifetime I wanted to make a ccntribution toward
world peace, and as I described earlier, I had felt that when the war broke out, that

I needed to, and that the right thing for me to do was, as a young naval reserve

officer, to go on duty and yet I thought in terms that that pulled me away from my

life objective, but then President Roosevelt's action pulled me back into this, so that
I felt that I rightly needed to be alert to the responsibilities of representing the
secutity of ny own country end the interests of ﬁy country, but that you really could
not fulfill the requirements of getting an Organization like this going if you put

those as the priority concerns. Now that sometimes gave me some problems with those of =
more conservative or traditional view point and it gave some problems in definition and

implementation, but that really was the way I endeavoured to operate.

oprnerroN- I think vou were one of the people I noticed who really thought
very much about the interdependence of peoples, the neei of one country for another.
It is sometinmes wery difficult for Americans, for instance, tc realize that what haznpens
in 2 srxell country in Africa can have an effect on their own lives, on the lives of their
children and the economy of the country for instance, and it seemed to me that you had

thought out these things pretty far ahead of the time.

STASSEN: Well, you have to have further backzground there too in the sense
that, you see, within our domestic political scene I had been the floor manager for
the nomination of Wendell Wilkie in 1940 - you see, before the war ever started,
before Pearl Harbour, in 19%0 - and he was one that enunciated very dramatically that
this is one world. Im fact, he at one stage wrote a book - this is one - op ége world
and that sense - and as I have sometimes put it that, you know, in the modern world - ané
it is more true now by far than it was 35 years ago - that, in these decades shead
it will not be a matter of winners or losers, but the mattef of a common experience of
ell humanity on this earth. It is as basic as that. And to interpret that along with
the responsibilities of the national sovereignties and the loyalties and patriotism

to your own country is not easy, but that's where it rests.

QUESTION: I did potice in reading some of the records that when compliments
were showered upon you fér your patience and statesmanship in piloting the working paper
through the Trusteeship Committee that you were very quick to compliment the work of the
meribers of the other delegations, your own adviéeré. T think it was rather a nice feelinc -



-

“SET B' _ 33 _

I remember you said once that they did the work, it fell to my lot simply to have the
honour of standing up end making the motions.

STASSEN: Well, that was true too. You see, you - no one can individually
accomplish things. And actually, by my true nature, I am not a patient person. I
get very frustrated. But I know that Just showing frustration doesn't get results and
we did have really quite e remarkable devotion to objectives, back in getting this
Charter put together, and that atmosphere - you spoke earlier of the atmosphere - the
atmosphere of having come through the war and just in the stage of ending the war,
but the war had actually still been going on when we first met and the V.E Day only
comining during the Conference and then the other war not ending until after it - it

was: & world atmosphere that was quite significant.

QUESTION: Do you remember V.E. Dey? Did anything happen on that day, or did
the Conference Jjust go on working and no particular celebrations?

- STASSEN: It was nothing that you could cell a celebration. There of course
was & very important news - you know, & lot of informal discussions. I can't remember
any certain event connected with it or what you'd call a celebration. Eagerness for
" news - it did it, I think, just about thet time - some additional delegates arrived - it
seems to B€ that in the case of Denmark some additional people arrived after V. E. Day,
in effect, were able to come then and I think that might have happened in some other

countries.

QUESTION: Did you get the feeling that there was a sort of esprit de eorps
among all the delegations? '

STASSEXK: Yes, especially, you know, when it reached the stage - well, that day
when it was realized that there was a document, that no one had any other motions to rake
upon it of erizrdrent or question - and they all voted for it. The session broke out into

applause; that is the first time that had happened in all those weeks of strugsle. And

then there was some of that sort of a -~ from that time on - that special esprit de corps
that they had all been a part of something and had different views On what it might
finally mean but at least that it was something and scmething significant.

QUESTION: Sometimes in conferences I have found that the delegates often get

such a warm feeling towards each other that they sort of have more empathy for their
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colleagues than they almost do for their own foreign offices or state departments -~ that
they get very close in their relationships. Did you find that at all?

STASSEX: I wouldn't say thet. No, not, I didn't really find that kind of a
feeling. But there certainly was developed a degree of rapport as human beings with
each other through those many weeks, and of course , you see, in part of - you ﬁight
say - the follow through in my case too was disrupted in the sense that I went pight
btick out then to rejoin the Navy. Wihtin a few days' after the signing I flew back out
to rejoin the Navy for the rest of the war.

QUESTION: Well, Governor Stassen, I do thank you very much for so generounsly
giving of your time. I hope that we are going to have the chance, in another session,

to talk sbout other matters, such as Security Council and evaluation ...

STASSEN: Well, if you can - yes, if « is it availeble this afteérnoon?

QUESTION: It certainly is.

STASSER: I must go to & luncheon meeting I have here in New York, but I'll

come back if it is all right at 2.30 p.m. and then I am willing tc discuss what my
feelings are about potential future...

QUESTION: Evaluation and potential for future... That would be wonderful.

. Thank you very nmuch.
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Joan Bush: Governor Stassen, in our previous session we spoke mostly about
your input to the Trusteeship section of the Charter. We touched also on how you saw
your role. In this session, to begin with, I'd like to ask you: with your extremely
active role as negotiator and mediator in the Trusteeship section, the debate particularl
which seems to have run from early May to June 20, how did you juggle your other

assignments?

STASSEN: Well, of course those were long days, but also I had a very
able staff that developed the work with me. I mentioned earlier that Ralph Bunche and
Ben Gerig worked with me a great deal, and then Cord Meyer and John Thompson,
And then at times, when there were other assignments, there would be other members of
the Foreign Service staff that would assist. That's the way it worked. But there were
long hours, there's no doubt. Most of the members of the delegation, if not all, would
work from - frequently starting with an eight o'clock breakfast on up to sessions that

would go ten, eleven at night in different consultations and so forth.

QUESTION: Could you elaborate a little more, particularly at this moment,
on the work of these advisors? Exactly what sort of work they did, how they helped you?

STASSEN: Well, it would be a variation, depending on the circumstances.
Sometimes, they would go to consult somebody that you wanted them to go out and consult,
and report back. Sometimes, they would do a draft of an idea or of an amendment. And
other times, they would put together the different proposals of different delegations.

So there was a variation in staff work.

QUESTION: Did somebody sit in for you on the various committees, to keep
you up, or did you just get your information on what had happened from the delegation

meetings?

STASSEN: Well, on the important committees, one of the staff people would
sit in and listen and report back in addition to the official minutes which you'd get;

but in order to have an immediate input as to what was happening.
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QUESTION: One of the subjects we'd like to ask you about in this session
is, of course, concerning international peace and security, particularly your role in
Commission III, with Senators Vandenberg and Connally, I believe. Could jyou clarify
the committee responsibilities of each of you? Were they clearly divided, or did you

work as & team?

STASSEN: Well, it was clear in each instance who would be the, you might
say, most responsible US delegate in one particular subject or one particular committee,
and then who would have the sort of supporting or second or deputy role. And on
international peace and security it was, of course, clear from the beginning that this
was the most sensitive, in relationship to the ratification of the Charter subsequently
by the United States Senate, and therefore that Senator Connally and Senator Vandenberg
had the key roles there. And the rest of us were supporting, implementing, working

along with them in that respect.

QUESTION: You mentioned advisors earlier. Which ones worked with you

oﬁ the Security Council?
STASSEN: 1 think particularly Ralph Bunche did, and Cord Meyer.

QUESTION: Oh, I see. I thought they were specialized in Trusteeship

matters.

STASSEN: No, ho, not just Trusteeship. They did‘specialize, but they

also handled other things.

QUESTION: Well, as with the Trusteeship Council in our discussions this
morning, what we are specially interested in is what, of course, is not on record:
interaction of the various personalities at the big-Four and -Five meetings, any
consultations to which you were party, sub~committee meetings and informal negotiations
with the smaller Powers, and views within the US delegation, as well, of course, as
your own personal viewpoint. '

We touched this morning on the right of regional groups to defend themselves without
prior authorization of the Security Council. I wonder if you would like to elaborate a

little more on your own involvement on this.
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STASSEN: Well, I initiated the first memorandum as to having an Article
in the Charter about the inherent right of individual or collective self-defence if an
armed attack occurs, and persisted in that as being very vital in order to have a
document that wouldn't be misinterpreted in the future in reference to such a
circumstance. And, of course, in the collective self-defence aspect that did involve
the question of regional concerns. And there were some very acute regional concerns
as to whether the - in effect, the world Organization would pre-empt the regional
situation in working out a solution. And there were very active views, conferences,
adjustments, on these subjects. And of course, in the very basic thing there was
considerable discussion of the need of some kind of a weighted vote. But on the other
hand it was soon found to be completely impossible to work out any kind of a weighted
vote at that time and to attain a Charter, so that we were left with the circumstances
of having an Assembly with one-State-one-vote, except for the adjustment in the
case of the Soviet Union and their special plea about in effect having three votes in
the Assembly, which had been that special concession that had been made to them.

And then the other side, the absolute veto in the Security Council. So then they
became adjustments as to just how comprehensive that veto could be and how the
Assembly could act without the Security Council stopping them, but not having the
same effect as Security Council action. And there was recognition that a lot of
this would have to be worked out over the future in actual experience. And of course
this ties right in with my view, and our view then, that in 10 or 15 years there ought
to be a weighted voting development. I think this is one of the very urgent matters
for what you might call the next 35 years of the United Nations. |

And in my own reflection of what we went through at the time of the original
drafting of the Charter and the different thoughts expresed then, and the current
situation, I have thought that perhaps the best weighted voting system to develop
would be to have a new body in the total United Nations picture, and that this could
be in effect between the Security Council and the Assembly. It could be a sort of
a council of ministers, selected on a regional basis through weighted voting, and
gcting with the members of it having a weighted vote. And éo that in effect this council
of ministers would be somewhat like a cabinet to the Secretary-General. I think to
have a more formal and clear relationship for the Secretafy~Genera1 as a continuing
thing, and to have a weighted voting reflection of the way in which to take action, if

you think it through, is quite important for the long-term future.
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And I have thought that perhaps the best method would be to take and rank all the
members by population and by gross production - gross national product - put these two
rankings together and thereby attain one ranking, and then take a certain number at
the smallest amount of population and the smallest amount of production combined -
gross national production - give them a certain amount of weighted vote, and then
step up: a certain number of additional ones would haveacertain additional weighted
vote. So you might say that you'd have, in the 157 or more States - a certain number
might have a weighted vote of 10, another number would have a weighted vote of 20,
another number would have a weighted vote of 30,. and perhaps on up to something like
100 votes for the largest and highest-production Powers. And these votes would be
cast in regions to select regional representatives on a council of ministers, and the
council of ministers might be from, like, 11 to 15, and I think working out over a
period of future years, that to reflect what 1is very much needed now and which was
not possible to work out in any manner in the original Charter, although there had
been quite a féw weighted voting proposals brought forward by the original Member
States in various ways.

I've also felt, of course, as we originally structured it, the working out of the
methods of arbitration and mediation and conciliation and judicial decisions of disputes:
we could only make very limited provisions in that respect in the original Charter, under
all the exigencies of that time. I think now, with the experience and with the modern
situation, in any revision of the Charter, or mew Charter, there needs to be a great
expansion. And, I think in terms, if you had a regular group of individuals who were
skilled mediators and conciliators, arbitrators: so that they could be assigned to
particular disputes, and in many instances we know they would have to work on a
particular dispute over a period of years before they worked a solution. But getting
that kind of peace-making solution group structured and developed I think is very
important.

Another area which, as you know, in the present Charter the language hasn't really
been implemented - or possible to implement - is;the matter of any - except in a sort of
an oblique way - any armed forces or police forces under the United Nations itself.

I believe that in the long-term future a highly-skilled volunteer force - individuals,
multi-lingual, who would volunteer to be on a peace-keeping or police force: not a

war-fighting force, but a force to step into sensitive situations and just be stabilizing



v

SET B | 40

in this interview right now, other than to hope that the project would get up on

the front page of the drawing Board, so to speak. to‘;ay - to try to look ahead

ahother 35 or 40 years: what kind of an Organization do you need to adequately

handle it? And I think many people will bring forward then thoughts; and they have to

be evaluated and discussed and negotiated in the prdcess. But I would emphasize very,
very much that the institution that we then originated in that Charter we never
expected to be able to stay in its present form, or its same form for this long a time,
and certainly not for the indefinite future. So that from our concepts and our work

in the original drawing of the Charter it is high time to get working on, in a

very priority way - high-priority way - the gradual process of re-drafting and restructuri

for the future.

QUESTION: Well, given the present state of affairs in the world and the way
the UN has sort of programmed its way of work these days, how do you think this can

come about?

STASSEN: Well, of course, it has to be some of the Governments starting
to take initiatives and some of the United Nations personnel starting to bring forward
initiatives. And the, you know, the tremendous pressure of events and the circumstances
such really to more kind of drift along with the present structure: that's the great
problem. It's not easy to, you know, to lift out and - I think at one stage back
there, when there was a certain amount of the, you might almost say, gloomy discussion
that, you know, 'How could we get the job done?'; I spoke of the history of how the
United States got going and first had the 13 colonies and how they almost broke apart
and failed, and then suddenly out of the problems and weaknesses came the new structure.
And I use that as not an exact example, of course - for the great diversity in forms of
government and in economic and social and political systems - but more to say that we
should not take too much counsel of doubts, but get an affirmative approach to what is
needed. And certainly, the necessity of preventing a third world war is even more acute
and important now than it was when we originally drafted the first Charter. And the
same time, the tremendous scientific advances in communication around the world and
the development of outer space make things possible now that couldn't have been
contemplated at that time in the way of communication and production and distribution

and the quality of life for the people.
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QUESTION: Well, you know very well that such ideas have to start with
Governments; they've got to be brought forward in some way. Have you discussed these

ideas within the US Government, with the State Department for instance?

STASSEN: At times they have been. You really have to - this kind of
initiative either has to start within Governments or among people that then cause

the Governments to start to move.
QUESTION: Exactly.

STASSEN: You never can draw an exact line as to how things get moving,
but = and, of course, in the original United Nations there were individuals and Government
in various parts of the world that gave special push, special leadership; and you

can't chart exactly how it'll happen, but I just express the hope that it will happen.

QUESTION: Well, I think they are wonderful hopes, and we certainly hope
they will. And you put forward a lot of extremely interesting ideas as to how one
might get down to the Charter today. Would !you be prepared to sit down and - with
157 nations today -~ and try to re~think the whole Charter? Do you think this would

be possible?

STASSEN: Absolutely. Obviously, you know, you'd divide into sub~committees
and things of that kind, and working groups, and different levels of attention. But

everyone should be involved in it.

QUESTION: Have you thought how you might attack this from the grass roots
up, as it were? In so many of the - in so much of the work of the agencies, for
instance, attention is being put on working from the grass roots up - in the World
Health Organization, primary health care - starting from the bottom, working up to
the top: with the International Labour Organisation; with many of the other
organizations. Do you have any ideas as to how one might nurture setting forth these

ideas through non-governmental organizations or through the media?
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STASSEN: I think it has to start in a multiple of ways, and that you cannot
predict which ones will move the mbst, anything as basic as this. And also, of course,
that one of the fundamentals has to be that rather than criticism of the United Nations
in a negative way, there has to be the affirmative turn as to how it can be improved
and made more adequate for, as I say, a whole future generation. There is a tendency -
and this is just human: 1it's universal almost - that, you know, if something isn't
quite working the way an individual or a group wants it to, to just emphasize that it's
not working right without taking that other step and saying, "It ought to be functioning
in XYZ manner, or it ought to have its structure amended in a certain way." So that
just that positive turn, which I hope will come up from many places: what is necessary
to have the United Nations be adequate for its purposes for the next 35 years? Just
that basic kind of change in analysis. You can say - you can put the whole emphasis:
What is it that is now inadequate in the experience under the original Charter? You
know, they will say, well, "How would you have redrawn the Charter if you could have
foreseen what was happening how?" Well, I emphasize really we drew the best Charter
we could at that time. We knew of some of its limitations, but it was a matter of
do you get an organization going or not at all?

And we decided that, in the form that we were able to put together, it was
desirable to get it started, and 1 think, as I said earlier, the fact that we are here
35 years later and more, and there has not been a third world war, is, to considerable
measure, to the credit of the fact that there has been such an organization as the
United Nations. ‘ _

Now then, instead of the very heavy emphasié so often on negatives, I'd like to
seée and will be advocating continuously a changing to the positive: what kind of a

United Nations should we have for the next 35 years in order to accomplish the objectives

QUESTION: Well, again, I would go back to asking you if you think that this
approach could come through the United States, in the General Assembly for instance, or

do you see -
STASSEN: It might in time. You never know just how those situations develbp

QUESTION: But I mean, apart from speaking about it today, have you made

any efforts to reach out to individuals in other countries -
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STASSEN: Yes, yes.
QUESTION: - through any sort of organized programme, network?

STASSEN: Well, it's, you might say, through whatever avenues are open;
and, of course, stimulating the academic circles, stimulating Governments, and
responding to inquiries and so forth, and encouraging the media to do deeper analysis:

things of that kind.
QUESTION: When you say responding to inquiries - from whom?
STASSEN: Individuals and Governments.
QUESTION: They just write to you, you mean?

STASSEN: Yes. See, I've also been active in, for instance, the World
Peace through Law movement of the World Judges Association and the World Lawyers
Association; when they had the world meeting a few years ago in Geneva and I was
Chairman - a World Law Day. There was a lot of discussion at that time.

- For example, in that respect, one of my feelings was for-yeérs that the best
contribution to peace was to bring both Germanies into the United Nations. For a long
time there was resistance to that. And I think the prospects for future peace have
been advanced by gettin them both in. And I have been an advocate of more the
universality approach, that every kind of a governmental entity that is actually in
being over a territory and peoples, within the Organization - and develop that
universal concept in many different ways. Now that, you know, can be debated, and it

is debated. But issues of that kind need to be taken up in the future, in my view.

QUESTION: 1It's often said that the UN is the victim of unduly high and
unrealistic expectations from people. Everybody blames the UN, as an organization, for

what is really the situation in the world today. Do you agree with this?

STASSEN: Somewhat. That is, I put it this way: that in evaluating what

the United Nations has and has not accomplished you have to try to think in terms of
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the same world without the United Nations. You can't think of just an ideal world
that had no problems within it - and then that you wouldn't need a United Natioms.
But if you think of the various kinds of problems of the world, and then think of it
under a circumstange where you've had the United Nations or if you didn't have one
at all, then I think you get a more realistic analysis of it.

I think too that this matter of expectations is a natural swing of emotions.
Sometimes, you know, the emotion of gloom and discouragement becomes dominant, and other
times that swings over to a high of anticipatibn. This again was one of the reasons -

I think earlier in this group of interviews you talked about the talk I gave when the

United Nations Charter was signed and before I went back on active duty in the Navy:

and I said at that time that we've established a beach-head in mankind's long struggle
to find the way to peace, that it was not a guarantee of peace. There was a tendency
to over-anticipate what the United Nations could and would do. And those swings of
public opinion are always there in these basic situations, and you have to somewhat

lean against the swing if you're going to get good policies adopted.

QUESTION: One area which, of course, needs tremendous attention, and
which not only the UN, but theworld, seems to have great difficulty struggling with
is disarmament. What are your thoughts on this? Let me get back to the conference
for a moment: did you ever bring up disarmament at the delegation meetings? There

was-so little in the Charter on this; was it ever discussed?

STASSEN: Yes, there was a bit of discussion, and it wasn't really possible
to make any direct incorporation of it; that came along mainly later on. And of course
since the War was still going on, you remember, why, you couldn't really talk very much
of disarmament at that moment, although there was some discussion of the longer-term
objectives. And, of course, there's been a lot of negotiation and study since that

time. And there now needs to be a great deal more of it.

QUESTION: But today, how do you think that the world and the UN should
be tackling this question of disarmament? Do you think there's a better way? There

has to be, I hope.
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STASSEN: Well, I think -~ if you speak from a UN standpoint - I think it
would be a good thing if the United Nations directly passed a resolution that the
leaders of both the Soviet Union and the United States should get together and talk:
in other words, these two Members of the United Nations have such tremendous destructive
capacity that it makes no sense for them to bombard each other with strong words at
long distance. They really have to get in direct communication. Maybe the United Nations
can stimulate that.

If you want to get into a current.sense, I would be advocating that the General
Assembly passed a resolution asking the Secretary-General to bring the Heads of State
of the USSR and the United States together. (Laughter.) That's really getfing into
current issues. But it's really the kind of thing that needs to be done. The Secretary-
General does have the authority in the United Nations in small disputes between people:
two States, over a border or something. They take an initiative to get them together.
Well, is there any greater need in the world right now than to get the Heads of these
Governments that have these tremendous capabilities together? That's what you might

call the $64 question. (Laughter)

QUESTION: It certainly is. Well, I think all that's been extremely interesti
particularly your ideas on the future: how you see that the UN Charter might be

adapted.

STASSEN: I might say too that this should be interjected at this point:
one of the very important values of the United Nations in these past years is the fact
that it provides a method by which these various Powers, including the super-Powers,
are brought into contact with each other. In other wbrds, if you did not - if you
stop to think; if analysts and others would stop to think in terms that if you did
not have a place and a method like this, so often the impetus is to - when a dispute
is arising between major Powers - is what's the result psychologically of who takes
the lead to get together. And the fact that they can have an easy contact and have an
entity of the United Nations to help bring them together is a good thing, and has

served humanity well in these past years.

QUESTION: So, looking back from the perspective of 38 years, are you still

as firm a supporter of the UN as when you signed the Charter?
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STASSEN: Definitely, very definitely, and very much of one who urges that
it now be made more adequate for the next generation. That is what I think: that
instead of just tending -which is also a very human thing: well, we'll just work with
it as it is this year and we'll work with it as it is next year - to really lift that
thinking up: What do we have to do for the next generation? And what do we have to
start doing now to get it ready for the next generation? That's one of the most urgent

things, I would say.
QUESTION: Well, when you elaborated that very clear conception of how you
saw the way things should go or could go in the future: as the UN exists at the moment,

what do you think should be the principle preoccupation? Because, as you know, it's going

to take time for the UN to change.
STASSEN: Oh, yes.

QUESTION: What do you think should be the principle preoccupation of the
UN today?

STASSEN: Well, the number-one preoccupation should always be, how do you

prevent war? And, of course, to increase the awareness of all humanity that it has reache

a stage where humankind has the capacity to literally destroy this one earth, and to
constantly do that educational eﬁphasis. And then, to work on all of those matters that
affect the quality of life of all the peoples on the earth, and that includes things

as basic as food and health and water and land and air and all of that. In many respects,
what they have been doing, and just need to constantly evaluate and endeavour to project
further. Now maybe they will need to get into the matter of world finance and world
capital. There are specialized agencies and institutions -inthe International Monetary
Fund and thé bank of settlements and the World Bank - but maybe when you think of these
different economic systems and the kind of consequences that can flow from them in their
own diversity and their own clash, some thinking on the level of the United Nations as
contrasted to the specialized agencies, of how you endeavour to assure that the
competition of systems in the generation ahead shall be in a framework of a certain

type of co—operation - an evolution -~ rather than in the framework of confrontation

and destruction. That's the very far-reaching thing, and I sometimes have said that
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I don't‘think there's as yet a,. you know, a sufficient intellectual movement, in depth,
what the modern world situation is, in the age of nucleonics and electronics, and that

is that the - on this one earth, with all the people on it having the fight to live

on it, with there being room enough for all of them, yet having the capacity to destroy
the earth, having the capacity for economic chaos, how should that affect the thinking

of economic systems, the thinking of the role of capital and credit? I think in terms
that the United Nations, as its own total entity, should not only be thinking of its
structure for the next 35 years, but should think in terms that none of the specialized
agencies can be looked upon as having the exclusive responsibility and authority in

their specialized fields, because it does all overlap into the totality. So that I

would feel that in the United Nations of the future there should be more discussion,
study, recommendations, about such matters as financial policy, that there are specialized
entities for, about matters that affect health and food. There does tend to get to be

a departmentalization, realistically, and that can be carried too far if it then diminish
thinking and policies on the most comprehensive value and comprehensive basis, which

is: what is the totality pf the way in which humanity is going to live on this one

world?

QUESTION: Well, Governor Stassen, that was an extremely interesting
elaboration. Could I ask you to tell us something about your own early days and what
influences there were in your early life that perhaps somehow pushed you into thinking,

or into the direction of international peace?

STASSEN: Well, undoubtedly, of course, everything that happens to an

individual does influence what they do in life, as you know. I have been one with a,
you know, a deep and abiding faith in God from early childhood, and those religious
convictions have undoubtedly had a meaning. And I've always taken the concept of a
very deep respect for all religions and a personal concept of teChristian religion in
an affirmative way, the matter of "Blessed are the peace-makers" being an affirmative
injunction. That goes back to childhood and has continued.

Secondly, I think that the fact that World War One came up when I was a very small
boy - now, I was born in 1907, so when I was 10, 11 years old World War_bne wasvat its
peak. And that undoubtedly, you know, I'd say, raised my own concern»about wars and my

own knowledge of them. That was then, of course, the period when the men of our country
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went off to fight in Europe in World War One. That undoubtedly had an influence.

And then, another interesting factor: ‘my parents were farmers and they did not have
much formal education, but they reached out and subscribed very early to the Nationél
Geographic, so that on our farm table, from our earliest childhood, here was a monthly
opening to the world with more information about all peoples. And I think this had
quite an effect upon the way in which we looked upon the whole world as knowing
something about it. So all of these things undoubtedly had an impact; and then, as

I said, it came to the point where, with many very able faculty people at the
University of Minnesota, in both my - in my academic years, I really made a sort of a
decision to try to make an impact for world peace in my lifetime; and that's carried

through.

QUESTION:. Well, speaking about world Beace, and, unfortunately, wars,
brings me back to the Security Council, back to the Conference if you don't mind,
to know sometﬁing of your involvement in those very key issues such as the veto power,
the interpretation of the Yalta voting formula, and the attempt by the smaller Powers
to obtain a softening of great-Power unanimity in Council decisions on peaceful
settlements. What was your involvement in these issues? Were you involved in one

specifically, or did you sort of - they seem to be so intertwined that -

STASSEN: They are intertwined, and they did concern all of us in the
delegation; and I think we all gave extra thought to it. There was on the one hand
the feeling that there was a certain amount that was clearly decided at Yalta and that if
there was to be a Charter it had to move that way. So there was a certain amount, in
that respect, of going in that direction because of that agreement. But parallel to
that, of course, there was a certain amount of thinking and analysis that if you

did not have weighted voting, that when it came to the, in effect, war-making power,

that those who had the biggest power needed some kind of a formal veto as to anything

that would cause it to be used. So there was a considerable amount of discussion of
that. And then, furthermore, in the US delegation there was this thinking that nothing
we did would mean anything unless the United States Senate ratified it, which would
take a two-thirds vote. And you almost never can, sort of, take that for granted on
any issue in a body as diverse as the United States Senate, because they arise in two

} . of course
Senators from each of the states - at that time 48,/now 50 - and they are elected



»

SET B 49

over a period of years: they serve for six years. So that at any one time in the
United States Senate there are some who've been elected two years before, four years
before, six years before: so you get a very wide range of individuals springing out
of a circumstance in the movement of both the economy and the foreign policy situation.
So that it is important that no one underestimates the circumstance under which this

great country of ours can act in a far-reaching treaty context,with the necessity of

.getting that two-thirds vote. And, of course,with the, what I think was a very

intelligent and able thing that President Roosevelt had done - bringing those Senators
onto the delegation - we had represented right there in the delegation spokesmen for
those views, and they in turn were frequently in contact with their associates in the
Senate. So the whole Security Couﬁcil type and the matter of veto and the matter of

use of armed forces were very much caught up in that situation. And it would be impossibl
to really evaluate how each one of these different constraints would come into the

final action. And you, of course, would.get some writers who would write and say the
whole thing is caused by the Yalta agreement, or somebody else would say the whole thing
is caused by Senator Connally and Vanderberg and the United States Senate, or somebody
else would say the whole thing is caused by the military in one country or another.

It's a mixture of all of these kind of things, and the endeavour to project how it would
unfold and how it would happen. And as you know, those sort of military staff provisions
in the Charter really never have been implemented because they just really never did

fit to what realistically could happen.

QUESTION: How confident did you feel in the delegation that the Charter

would be ratified by the Senate.

STASSEN: Well, by the time we got to the end of it, we felt quite confident,
because, first of all, we had a Charter that both Senator Vandenberg and Senator Connally
said they'd go all out in recommending it; and, secondly, by that time we had developed
such a public opinion support in the United States that that was the great underwriter
of the Charter. I don't remember it exactly, but I think the public opinion polls as we
ended the work had shifted so much from, you know, the doubt and the gloom and so forth.
And of course in that same process, while we were working on the Charter, the ending of

the European War and then, of course, the whole circumstance was such that, I think, when



SET B 50
we finished we were very confident that it would be ratified by the Senate.

QUESTION: But before you got to that stage there was that terribly long
haul; the - ooh - the dramatic crisis that nearly threw over the whole Conference: the

veto power. Could you tell us something of your involvement in that?

STASSEN: Yes. I worked very closely, especially, with Senator Vandenberg

at that stage; it did seem at one stage that the Soviet Union would press for an

~ interpretation of the Yalta agreement that literally, by a veto.in the Security Council,

you might say almost anything in the United Nations could be just stopped, including
really also stopping the Assembly or stopping any kind of resolution or any kind of
inquiry. And that was the point at which we concluded that if that turned out to be
the only interpretation that there was that it would be better not to have a Charter
at all. And that was then the pbint at which we urged President Truman to send

Harry Hopkins over to go directly to Marshall Stalin. As we analyzed it, they really
couldn't get a change in their instructions themselves, and that under that whole time
and structure the United States had to, in effect, reach out to the same place that
the Yalta language developed in the first place, which was between, then, Roosevelt
and Stalin and Churchill, and get a clear modification of the language. And that's

where that came up. And of course Mr. Harriman was in a part of that, and so forth.

QUESTION: Were you present in the penthouse when Ambassador Gromyko first
put forward the instructions he'd received from Moscow about the - that they wouldn't
agree to freedom of discussion in the Security Council. I think that was the thing
that exploded: it all must have been a very tense atmosphere. Can you describe it

a little?

STASSEN: It was very temse. I think that at that very first session, that
Senator Vandenberg openly expressed the view that this meant that there would be no
Charter; that is, if that statement remained unchanged, there would be no Charter.
That was his view, and that statement of his had preceeding study, before he reached

that.
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QUESTION: Did you sense a really low point in the whole of the Conference -

I mean among the other delegates of the other nations?

STASSEN: Yes, there were times over this period of weeks when it looked
like there would not be a Charter. There were times when it was widely predicted in

the media that there never would be an agreement.

QUESTION: There seemed to be so many meetings going on in Secretary
Stettinius's penthouse. Did you have the feeling that the Conference had sort of split
into two? I would imagine there must have been a certain amount of frustration on
the part of some of the Foreign Ministers or the delegates of the other countries, who
were sort of trying to carry on committee meetings while certain individualized meetings

were going on in the penthouse.

STASSEN: Yes, there was. In other words, at times there were, you know,
comments at what was the use of meeting if they just had to wait for the big Five to
make a decision, or things of that kind. And there was a real working tension, an
inter-relationship tension. In fact, of course, all their different views had
influence, and we had to constantly convince them that there was an influence they

were having, even though they weren't in those meetings. That's about the size of it.

QUESTION: Did you have an empathy for the 'little Forty-Five'? Did you

personally have an empathy for their ideas, some of them?

STASSEN: I don't know whether empathy is the right word. But I did have
an understanding of where they were coming from. I listened to them a lot, and, in
fact, we tried - we at some stages even sort of divided up our delegation and our
principal advisors and, you know, assigned them listening tasks, to go out and talk .
to and listen to people; you know, even at stages when we didn't know what we could
do about the issue. But it was important that they have a chance to talk to somebody.

There was that realization.

QUESTION: - What was the atmosphere throughout the Conference on the day that

Senator Connally let it be known that unless the voting provision was agreed to there
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would be no Organization? I think he tore up the Charter or something. Were you

present in the meeting that day; what did you sense through the Conference?

STASSEN: Yes. I think - I don't think there was general agreement in
the delegation or advance notice in the delegation that he was going to do that. But
I think that he felt from his work in that group that he had to kind of jolt them; and
he did jolt them. '

QUESTION: It was quite effective. You made an intervention in the

committee of the Security Council that The New York Times regarded as the most effective

speech of the debate. That was when, I believe, you compared certain aspects of the
Security Council's role to that of a jury trial. And then again, in Commission you
made another speech which they again considered impressive, when you compared possible

action of the Security Council to that of a policeman saying, "Stop fighting - period!"

Were these carefully-prepared speeches, or did you make them on the spur of the moment?

Do you recall?

STASSEN: No, those were made in the psychology of the particular occasion,
but they reflected advance study and advance consideration in our delegation about
where these issues rested. Frequently it would be a question of, you know, if you
could see a certain solution, potentially, to a problem; there's a question then, when
do you advanée it? In other words, sometimes if you advance it too soon it cannot
fly, as we say. This was a sort of an intricate psychological thing. In other words,
when you'd get many different views being expressed it was important that some
viewpoints would get ;horoughly expressed and éven voted on - voted down -~ before another
proposal could come up. In other words, if somebody thought they really had the
answer to something, and it couldn't be the answer, but they couldn't be convinced
that it wasn't the answer until they advanced it, had it discussed and had it voted
down. And then you could bring forward a somewhat different solution to the same
problem. So that this was an area, too, where this matter of having a staff that was
listening and very sensitive, and where we tried to really keep the atmosphere and the

state of tensions and so on in mind.
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I really do not recall the specific speeches you refer to, but obviously I did
feel a2 responsitility in thosé sessions I was in, and there certainly were many
times - or a number of times - when it seemed like the psychological trend was
going the wrong way, and I would try to make the kind of talk that would change

the trend. And apparently there was some result at some times there.

GUESTION: Big harpenings were going on in the Security .Council, the
Trusteeship was ploughing away. I'd like to go back and backtrack a moment to
Trusteeship if you don't mind, and ask you if you could elaborate more on the
various interpretations of independence and self-government by the different

countries?

STASSEN: I know that it was a2 very extreme issue, and I couldn't recall
all of those nuances right now, because they were - you know, the French had e
very definite view, the Belgians did, the British did. And certainly the
Priliprines did. There were various intervretations of what independence meant,

of what self-government meant, what self-determination meant...

QUESTION: Yes, I think the word self-government doesn't translate

even into French...
STASSEN: No.

QUESTION: ...but do you recall how you resolved these difficulties to

mesh together the Declaration?

STASSEN: Well, we resolved them in the language that finally came out
in the Charter, that's really the resolution of them...and that was another one
of the instances where we had to resolve the language in all of the five languages,
the wording. There were some of those times when we - you know, we not only had
to agree on an English ianguage and then had to agree on how that would be
translated into French and how it would be translated into Russian and Chinese and
Spanish, and there would be arguments about whether a word in another language was
thLe correct meaning, or a group of words, and sometimes you had to put in almost
en extra sentence in order to in another language get the same meaning coming

across. There were situations like that.
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QUESTION: Well, we've agreed that you all had to have some sort of

superhuman energy to get through this Conference...
STASSEN: Still it had to be human... (laughter)

QUESTION: ...but to what extent did you feel a sense of urgency that

the work must be completed by a certain time?

STASSEN: We didn't feel that, really. Ve - I don't think there was

ever any arbitrary deadline. We did feel that if you got exhaustion of delegations
and then got some type of diversion of events in the world, that you could lose
that moment in history and have no Charter at all. We did somewhat have that
in mind, which is, you know, slways true - that you can always have an explosion
of some kind of an event that can then mgke the preceding work just impossible
to carry through. So we did have that sense about it. And in that sense of
course, too, the very far-reaching question - you know: suppose we were still
meeting when those atomic bombsfwere dropped in Japan. No one can say dogmetically
that the effect would have been X or Y or Z or what. Thaet was the kind of an
event that could change the psychology, the thinking, the outlook, of people all
over the world.

Another interesting question there is, if the delegations were still working
on the draft, would the bombs have been dropped when they wvere dropped? Lobody
knows that one, you know. There was internal argument inside the U.S. Government

about whether or not to drop them, or where to drop them.

question: It was really a very close thing, wasn't it, the dropping of

the...

STASSEN: The Charter was signed in June, and these were dropped in

August. It was very close.

QUESTION: Well, do you think if the delegates had had the knowledge -
not that the bomb had been dropped, but the knowledge that the bomb had been

developed - do youithink this might have changed the outcome of the Charter?

STASSER: It might have, but I don't think anyone can say.
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QUESTION: No, of course...

STASSERN: That's the kind of thing that - you know, in real...

reglistically, as I say, we certainly wanted to press to try to reach the point

ofan agreement...but, to put it enother way, and it isn't really very pleasant
‘;;én to talk about - you know, if some head of some major Government had been
assassinated right in that period, that's the kind of thing that could have Just
blown the whole thing apart, and you'd have to start again in another period of
history. So that it was fortuitous that we pushed on through and actually got

the signatures when we got them.

QUESTION: You touched this morning on Charter review, but is there
anything else that you can tell us about your own involvement in behind-the-

scenes activities before Article 109 was adopted?

STASSEN: Well, we drafted an idea for it, and then it went through
g number of changes, but it basically was to try to make it clear and rore
practical to have the potential of a rewriting of the Charter. That was what
was behind it. It was discused a lot, sbout what its wording should be and how
it should provide. I think it finally ceme out that there - it would take =&
smeller vote at a ten-year period, or something like that...that was kind of a

comprorise of different viewpoints on it....

QUESTION: Was it not on that item that the delegation gave you sort of

freedom of action to work out the terms in debate as you saw fit?

STASSEN: I don't remember that particular part--I remember that I
was in effect responsible for handling the item, but I don't believe I was ever
given freedom of action. We almost always 2ll worked with & matter of reporting
back before you finalized something. Freedom to explore, maybe, but...not really
to bind. I don't think anyone was ever given freedom to bind the delegation

without coming back with it. I'm pretty sure that was always our working method.

QUESTION: What about terms of withdrewal and suspension? Were you

involved in ...

STASSEN: Those went through a lot of argument and debate and so



SET B 56

forth...and the matter of expelling and suspending and all of that...and I
really don't recall all the different nuances of that one. But I know there were

sny different views and it was a rugged issue.

QUESTION: Thinking about the Charter and its having been finally drawn
ur despite a lot of long, hard work and debate and dissension, which section of

the Charter to do you feel the most proud of, from your own contribution?

STASSEN: I've never really thought of it in those terms. I think maybe

it always has been as to the totality rather than as to any certain section.

QUESTION: Well then, how would you assess the contribution not only
of yourself but your colleagues to the entire Charter?

STASEIN: Tell, I think the entire group that assewbled from the
S0 countries - I would feel that there...obviously greater judgement has to
occur after a much longer passage of historic time, but I think it was e very
historie event and that everyone who was there and joined in that finel decision,

end all the Governments behind ther, deserve z lot of credit
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QUIETION: The Charter rexinds ne

-roriins on this., Di& you vork witk her at ell: éid vou think It coulé te nore

2

finely written

STACCSEN: Well, I worked with her frorm the standreint - I think you'd
£2nd in the archives of the Unitel States delezation a lot oFf different crafis
=3 & lot of rewritin- that vent on. I think at one stare ske asked everyone

ir. the delezotion and everr advisir to come uy with eny suscestions ther =ad.
ind thern I +hinl she di2 = lot. I think che right have even turned to some of
ner own scaderic peorle to try to ret it so that it would have a lasting meaning.
QUESTION: Spezking of academics reminde me that I think you've always
" %ed quite an affinity and connection with Eervard. Have you exrlored your ideas

-~

with Eervard at 2117 I remerber rou did consult with them before you Joined the

delegation...

STASSEN: Refore I joined the delegation I had in fact also had conferences

L
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up there before I went off to war on my foreign policy ideasi One of the things
I had done - it vprobably should be mentioned - or the 25th anriversary of the
United Nations I drafted practically a vwhole complete new Charter, and then it
was recuested arnd was - it hacs teen circulated quite a bit among Governments and
study groups and so forth. It would have to be redrafted again now, with the
passage of time, but in order that it would be more clear what I was talking
about when I said that the United Nations ought to be brought up to date and mede
more adequate, I tried to put it all down on paper. So sozevwhere in my archives

I have a new Charter drafted on the twenty-fifth anniversary...
QUESTION: Well, what happened to it?
STASSER: It's bouncing around.
QUESTION: It's still bounciné around?
STASSEKR: Uh-huh...

QUESTIONR: Well, perhaps you should do another one - not even waiting
for the fortieth...it takes a lot of work, but -

STASSEN: It takes a lot of work, and of course it would be more
valuable by far if, you know, if 1It's nulled together from a number of sources.
I+t's hard for a Government to officially lead in this area, that's another part
of it. Maybe somewhere somebody ought to bring together former Secretaries of
State and former Foreign Ministers of Governments and get some kind of group
like that together or something. Or some educators together with some young
people and...or maybe some - maybe different universities should start programmes
within their international relations studies to see what they think ought to

be in a new Charter. Thinking like that.

I'm hoping, and I've been trying and beginning again to try to stir up

the thinking and with the increased tension now to what a nuclear war would mezn,
(with the increased attention now to what a nucleaar war would mean), there is

e sort of new rise of awareness of this, perhaps that can be in turn channeled

to think constructively of how it should affect the United Nations of the future.
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I've often emphasized that it isn't_enough Just to say a nuclear war would be a
terrific catastrophe, but you have to take the next step and say how do you
handle the affeirs of the world so you decrease the danger of a nuclear war?

Or of any war?

QUESTIOK: Do you think that your experience at the Conference was

useful to you in your post-war career?

STASSEN: We have never - I really have never thought in those terms

either. The most...most things in life have plusses and minuses in then.
QUESTION: A little bit of both...
STASSEN: Uh-hum.

QUESTION: You were appointed, I believe, special arms control
adviser to President Eisenho#er, and you were the United States representative
on the United Nations Disarmament Commission for a few years, I think in the
1950s.

STASSEN: That's right, mid-1950s.
QUESTION: Were they held in London?

STASSEN: Yes, before that there was the - I was the adviser in this
field at the Geneva Summit Conference in 1955. And that was & very active

period.

QUESTION: As we near the end of this interview, do you feel that there

is some aspect that we've omitted and that you'd like .to comment on?

STASSEN: Well, my mein comment would be that I think that there is -
& current tendency to undervalue what the United Natians has accomplished and
is currently accomplishing. There are of course these swings of opinion, but

I would hope that those factors that lead to that undervaluing would be turned



» "sET B ,53 i

into an affirmative thrust towards this restructuring for the next generatidn:
thet's one of the things I would hope could be accomplished, & turn from
" negativism into positive approaches.

I elso would say that I don't underestimate the difficulty:of the United
Nations functiohing and being improved in the next generation, but I still have
a fundamental optimism that - put it another way: I don't think bringing it
up to position where it can function better for the next generation will be any
more difficult task than it was to get it going in the first place. Let's put
it thst way. I think that, you know, when it came into being, then there was
& tendency to discount the difficulty of getting it started. Now there's a
tendency to magnify its present inadequacies and problems and to exaggerate
what it would take to get it improved. So that my emphasis is, let's gei at it,

know how difficult it is, but look upon it as something that just has to be
done for =1l humanity on this earth. I.guess that's about the most I can say.

QUESTION: Governor Stassen, 1'd like to thank you very much.

STASSEN: Thank you. This has been an unusual kind of a session, and
I eppreciate your thoughtfulness and everything, and of course resvonded to the
letter that asked me to participate. Many of these things I haven't tried to
think of in detail for years.

I might say - another interesting thing - I saved all my archives, and they
ere going into a new World Peace Centre within the Humphrey Institute out in
Minnesota... The University of Minnesota being'my alma mater, and Minnesota
Historical Society being involved. So...some of the foundations have begun to
put up some funds to in effect get a World Peace Centre that centres on oy

papers end my views, and maybe that'll carry forward.

QUESTION: You preempted my closing remarks about looking towards the
future, but I think I get the feeling that you'd be quite ready to sit down right
now with 156 other Governments to revise the Charter, to take a new look at the

‘Orgenization, to set it going in & new direction. Is that- correct?

STASSEN: -Or to work with anyone who is likeminded, to try to contribute

toward world peace.

QUESTION: "World peace," that's a good word to end on, I think. Thank
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you very much, I think that this is goirgto be a most invaluable contribution

to our orsl history programme.

STASSEN: As I indicated in the written paper, I don't put any
restrictions on its use in whatever way. In fact, if out of it 1f anybody
reviews any of this and they want to - any responsible person wants to write
me and say "Why did you think this” or "What about a different idea here"...
I'm constantly in a2 more or less world correspondence about these things, and...

I welcome it.
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