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MR. LARSON: …check the time and so forth.
DR. DE BRITO: You want to make your statement now?

MR. LARSON: Yes, I’ll sit down and make my statement. All right. Today which is January 11, 1986, we are privileged to be able to interview Dr. De Brito who has had extensive experience in the foreign relations field. So without any further introduction, I would like to ask Dr. De Brito to please proceed.

DR. DE BRITO: Dr. Larson, I would like to begin with a disclaimer. I am a person very much below the standards of all the people that you have interviewed previously and therefore initiating this interview…

MR. LARSON: You’re entirely too modest, Dr. De Brito. We could just take this, you have participated in some very historic events.

DR. DE BRITO: Yes.

MR. LARSON: It would be very essential to get some of these on tapes.

DR. DE BRITO: I am delighted that I am doing. Obviously I think I have been an observer to in a way, to very interesting events. And therefore, I think I can probably give you some observations, make some observations about what really has in fact occurred and my interpretation, or opinion about some of these important events. In reality, I came into the international field quite accidentally. I come from Brazil. My family comes from a state, important state in Brazil, [inaudible], which is somehow the equivalent of Virginia here in the United States. [Inaudible]. My family had been [inaudible] for many centuries in Brazil and my father was the oldest, first one to enter a profession. He graduated from a large school and he [inaudible] career being the justice of a state, the supreme court, and a president of this state.

MR. LARSON: What state was this?

DR. DE BRITO: The state of [inaudible], a smaller state next to [inaudible]. Frankly, under the exhibitionists, traditions, I was really suppose to follow a traditional career and I was also trained as a lawyer, but in Brazil, the training of a lawyer is a bit more extensive than here in the United States. The law course is both law and social science, [inaudible]. I became a lawyer and I was a district attorney.
MR. LARSON: Did they have the equivalent in Brazil of the bar examinations and accreditation by the state and so forth, or is the university career…

DR. DE BRITO: The university career qualifies you at that time. Now they have that examination. At that time I entered the Brazilian bar association only the degree was sufficient to qualify you for becoming a lawyer. In Brazil, the traditional career is really a regular career, no elections. Both district attorneys are appointed by the government, and judges with certain qualifications. I was, as I was telling you, a district attorney and eventually I also became an attorney for the government, attorney general for the state. But I was then extremely interested starting off in philosophy. I had been pursuing studies in philosophy and it was in reality my intention to become a philosophy professor.

MR. LARSON: Oh yes.

DR. DE BRITO: I had however the opportunity of coming to America on the program, with a program that had been arranged for Latin American post-graduate students.

MR. LARSON: I believe, that was a part of the…

DR. DE BRITO: It was a part of the Good Neighbor Policy. Exactly, yes. I came with a group of 150 Latin Americans. We were a smaller group of Brazilians. I think about 12 Brazilians.

MR. LARSON: Oh yes. 

DR. DE BRITO: We all came and the program was extremely extensive and interesting program of visits to several universities and major cities and industries. I must say that it was a fantastic experience. I was frankly, terribly enticed with what I could see here and extremely impressed. My own feelings which I felt from the very beginning, very much at home in the United States.
MR. LARSON: Oh yes. Was there a considerable language difficulty?

DR. DE BRITO: A language barrier, but I felt with a sense of affinity, the way of thinking, the way of life, the attitudes and the feelings and this essential optimism and self-confidence of America. I always felt that that was the essential characteristic of this country. This exuberance and this sense of optimism and self-confidence. 

MR. LARSON: Let’s see, what year was that?

DR. DE BRITO: 1941. I left Brazil at the end of 1940 and came to America exactly, I arrived in America the first week of January and this program was to last four months and then we were all going back to our own countries. We had several members of the group from Chile, from Peru, from Argentina, from Uruguay and from Brazil. Now, they all went back to their own countries and I was the only one who decided to stay.

MR. LARSON: Oh yes. 

DR. DE BRITO: My objective was to go to an American university for my Ph.D. I was in Washington and I thought that the Catholic University of America was a place that I would like to go. Actually I was an official of the Brazilian state government and I was authorized officially by them to do so. After a few months of preparation, particularly I was concentrating on learning a bit more of English, I entered the Catholic University and then I chose as my major subject international relations and a minor in economics and finance. 

MR. LARSON: Yes, of course Catholic University had a very fine broad graduate program.

DR. DE BRITO: It had a good [inaudible]. It was not the best, but I was still interested in philosophy and I still felt that it was important to go into this field, into this new field with a philosophical approach. I really chose the Catholic University because I was frankly very involved with the idea of new atomistic philosophy and the atomistic philosophy of America, but I was also very interested in the French philosopher [Henri] Bergson and at Catholic University after two years, I actually got my Ph.D. It was the result of a tremendous effort. It was during war time and really the situation in Washington was already changing and…
MR. LARSON: Of course. At that time, of course I believe in contrast with the usual scholarly and leisurely approach in universities, universities accelerated their programs.

DR. DE BRITO: Yes. They were accelerating their programs and actually they were also frankly losing many students. In my class, I think, I had about five or six students in the post-graduate class. They all left, including one of my colleagues, who was the son of the Japanese ambassador to Washington. Of course after Pearl Harbor, he really disappeared, but I really don’t know what happened to him, but he was one of the members of my class at the Catholic University. Now I chose for my doctorate dissertation, in line with my interests in philosophy, the subject of the philosophy of international law. I had been always of a feeling that general theory was not the final approach to a complete understanding of the real law. It’s a phenomenon including a social phenomenon. I thought we really needed to go beyond a general theory and that we have to move into a philosophy. Therefore my dissertation was on the philosophy of international law. I was not yet sufficiently familiar with English and I asked permission of the university to write my dissertation in French.
MR. LARSON: Oh is that right?

DR. DE BRITO: Yes. 

MR. LARSON: That’s very interesting.

DR. DE BRITO: A book was really not received with the success and understanding that optimistically I might have expected. First of all it was a dissertation and second it was perhaps too theoretical for philosophers and too philosophical for theorists.

MR. LARSON: That’s an interesting point where you have two wheels that are overlapping there, but you encountered…

DR. DE BRITO: Frankly it was outlandish for modesty. I think it’s an interesting piece of work and it has some very novel ideas, ideas which I still marvel at today. I haven’t ever made any effort what-so-ever to publicize or make it known because perhaps some of my own ideas were not terribly realistic. I was an enthusiast of a new legal order in reality; the process of history was taking a new turn along the lines of politics. Really, the post war was an exclusively political world, not the type of environment that would allow the development of a system, world system in which law would prevail, which has been the dream of some contemporaries, including here in America, you know some of the movements. We lost the system where law would prevail. What we have is a system where politics prevail.

MR. LARSON: Of course there are attempts at what you might say are international law, but much of it is international politics.

DR. DE BRITO: Really what we have had since the development of the modern world, the Renaissance, is international politics, not international law. We are now having a bit of international economics too, but really international law is still frankly a dream which might eventually be fulfilled, we hope [inaudible] I’m not so sure. 

MR. LARSON: That’s an interesting concept there, the relationship between international politics, economics, history and everything else all at the same time. 

DR. DE BRITO: Well, I had conceived four categories: ethics, law, politics, and economics, in this descending order and obviously what we really have is politics and economics. Really we do not have anything else. That is really a prevailing force in history. Now, of course, there are some influences of an ethical character or a legal character of a, but really they are sidelines. They do not belong unfortunately to the main occurrence. Now I was also frankly terribly optimistic about the idea of a world which internationally would not be so strong. I felt that it was essential to limit sovereignty, and that a national state should really loosen up and try to develop regional systems. My approach was that people should organize itself along major regional lines. But I had however not, misunderstood the importance of power. I had very clearly understood that the future of the world is in the hands of key countries, major countries and key leaders because I do think that man is still the essential factor in everything.
MR. LARSON: That’s a very interesting point there. Of course throughout history the quality of leaders has varied tremendously from period…

DR. DE BRITO: A tremendous effect. I think really, I am always amazed at what really man means. The human being, this species is definitely a miracle if nothing else, because how is it possible for, just because it is an animal species, no question and really don’t know how far we are from those human species, probably very close to them, at least physiologically, but what is mysterious is how our mind has developed. It really has, and it has made the human species something really so much above anything else in the animal category that really almost justifies the hidden dream of Christianity that man is God. It is a hidden dream because the idea of the Amo Dios, it’s really, basically this essential idea of the divinity of man. That is frankly the mystery of the dream of Christianity is that has in a way conceived man as…
MR. LARSON: Being divine, versus…

DR. DE BRITO: …has a divine quality, you know.

MR. LARSON: Well that’s very interesting in consideration of the philosophy of the origin of life and the origin of mammals and the origin of man. Mathematicians have calculated the probability of such events coming out the primordial dust, you might say, and it is impossible to calculate the probabilities like that.
DR. DE BRITO: Man is the center of history. It’s really, of course it’s a mystery of the question of this planet, because it’s really a significant unit, really, but it’s really astonishing. What has been happening here and what might happen, you know, obviously it’s difficult to be completely optimistic about the outcome of this process, but frankly, I don’t think one needs to be completely pessimistic.

MR. LARSON: Oh yes. I’m glad to hear you express that point of view. 

DR. DE BRITO: I think that the great philosopher Bergson really spans the last many years of his life studying mystics and wrote a brilliant book about the two origins of religion, two sources of religion really ended up explaining that in his view, technology offered humanity an opportunity of fulfilling itself.

MR. LARSON: Oh yes. Very interesting point there.

DR. DE BRITO: Or really making the human race something exceptional. Or something that he said at the very end of his book, if this was possible and his idea was that technology should not brutalize humanity, because this has been one of the fears that technology really automatizes human responses and really in other words, you don’t have to think about, you have to condition yourself to press buttons and therefore you have a danger of making a man not much more than a machine itself. It [was a] very well run and functioning machine, but not much more than the machine. But Bergson thought that the development of technology, modern technology which he had noted hadn’t occurred in any of the previous civilizations to the extent that it has occurred in our civilization, offered the opportunity for the development of the spiritual side of life, of the intellectual side of life.
MR. LARSON: What year was that that he wrote that?

DR. DE BRITO: He wrote that in 1932. I think that was one of the books that impressed me most and I think really, in reality, it was philosophically the greatest influence in my intellectual approach to life. But going back to this philosophical background or this philosophical interests which I have had, I think that, I still feel that man is the center of all things and that therefore the influence of man in human events is perhaps the deciding factor. I do feel that obviously circumstances and processes have a lot to do with the way things go on and develop, but essentially I do think that the human mind in reality ends up having the upper hand one way or the other.

MR. LARSON: Oh yes. That is of course the existence of the machines and the energy to power those machines was made possible for man to reach a much higher potential. Now whether the mind or the soul of man can take advantage of that…

DR. DE BRITO: This is the problem that we face right now. But going back to more practical and immediate realities, obviously, after my studies and graduation in international relations, I was obviously ready to enter into this new field. It was a new field, the development of international relations had, of course, been moving along since the Renaissance and after the First World War. In reality, the institutionalization of international life started in at full speed really after the Second World War. Obviously we now have a very complex and perhaps terribly bureaucratic world system, but it’s the reality and I think it was more or less inevitable.

MR. LARSON: Oh yes. 

DR. DE BRITO: I always felt that this phenomenon of institutionalization, let’s say the creation of institutions to deal with world affairs was really an inevitable, historical process and initially, I happily joined the Pan-American Union that became the Organization of American States. I was a member of the Pan-American Union. I was in Washington during this very interesting phase of the war and of the preparations for the developments of the United Nations System.
MR. LARSON: What year was the, for instance the American…

DR. DE BRITO:’43 to ’46. ’43 to ’46, ’47.

MR. LARSON: And then right after that the Organization of American States was…

DR. DE BRITO: It was transformed into the Organization of, the Pan-American Union was transformed into the Organization of American States, but this was actually as an after effect of the development of the United Nations System in San Francisco. But obviously, I still remember that it did follow very closely with the, [inaudible] confidential. The [inaudible] talks that led to the creation of the United Nations and the, obviously the San Francisco conference. My first major involvement in this field was with the preparation of the Mexico City Conference, the conference that preceded the Organization of American States, where the Americans got together to sort out many of the post-war problems, including the participation of Latin America, the United Nations conference and I was quite involved with the preparation of the conference. Now immediately after the conference, almost immediately after the conference the UN system was beginning to be developed, you know, the specialization in some of them preceded the United Nations. The agriculture [inaudible] and of course aviation, international aviation and the monetary fund, the World Bank. I had been trained in Brazil as I already told you as a lawyer and my training in Washington was mostly international relations and international law. I had then the opportunity of joining the International Monetary Fund as a legal councilor. I was one of the first councilors of the International Monetary Fund during this initial phase of activities. It really was a phase when the fund was not yet functioning. It was simply trying to organize itself. I, sorry, was quite involved in the activities of the fund during this initial phase in a purely technical professional capacity. I must say that my own impression of the activities of the fund was that they were fairly too rigid and too orthodox in their approach to the world international commercial situation.
MR. LARSON: In other words, did they act more like a regular bank?

DR. DE BRITO: A regular bank and frankly as a small bank with pretentions of being a major bank because, in reality, the fund has had limited resources, but it really, the Articles of Agreement gave the fund tremendous power. Actually, in reality, it’s a supranational organization, you know, with supranational powers in a way and the member states have definitely limited their sovereign powers to a certain extent in giving the fund so much lee-way. Of course the Articles of Agreement have also been endoctored too broadly, not as strictly as, in my opinion, should have been the case. I was obviously trying to do what was my professional responsibility and the fund was really not dealing very much with many practical matters. At that time, they were simply trying to enforce a question of charge controls, which is a highly technical matter. They were pressing countries to abandon systems of exchange control which have become controversial and in my own opinion were not as controversial as being considered in the systems of multiple exchange rates. It’s a technical question and they were trying to push countries to abandon these systems, not being very justified and actually they were really mainly defensive systems. They were not really, had not been created for aggressive purposes as they had originally been conceived by the Germans and they were simply easier to administer. I still remember that there were quite a few pressures from Latin American countries who abandoned these exchange control systems. A few years later these pressures continued and we were actually successful. The fund definitely, in my opinion, has been a useful perhaps, but in many ways not a forward looking institution and I do think that they have to become a bit more flexible if they are really going to be a truly positive influence. I left the fund there after two years.

MR. LARSON: What year was it that you left?

DR. DE BRITO:’46 to ’48. I left the fund in ’48. I actually was recruited to join the United Nations itself. 

MR. LARSON: Oh yes.

DR. DE BRITO: They were looking for a Brazilian that had scholastic background that would justify an appointment at a fairly higher category in the UN bureaucracy and a personnel officer of the United Nations who was in reality a Brazilian. Obviously the Brazilian government was interested in having a Brazilian in the Department of Political and Security Council Affairs, which was at that time, international affairs. I was asked if I would like to join the department and I did so in 1948 as a senior officer. I was still quite young, but I had the type of background that would justify my transfer to the United Nations. I was frankly a bachelor. Probably, if I had been a bit more practical, I would have remained with the fund, but where I had an important position and I really always liked Washington. I felt very much at home in Washington. I had gone to school in Washington. I had been with the Pan-American Union. So all together I was here for seven years.

MR. LARSON: You were very well acquainted with Washington. 

DR. DE BRITO: Yes, I felt that, so let me try. It’s a new field; new activity and I didn’t have any personal responsibilities. I was not married. So I came to the United Nations. I went to the United Nations and I joined the Department of Political and Security Council Affairs. Immediately after I joined the United Nations I was asked to descend on a very interesting mission to Indonesia. The UN was involved with the Indonesian security question, Security Council actually, and the council had established a committee to try to settle the Indonesian question by peaceful means. It was initially a [inaudible] committee and the membership had been cleverly devised. One of the parties had appointed its member, each party had appointed a member then the two selected a third member as a result of this arrangement which was frankly I think extremely clever arrangement. The Australian had been selected by the Indonesian. The [inaudible] had been selected by the Dutch, and the two had selected the American as the third member. 
MR. LARSON: That was a big mistake.

DR. DE BRITO: It was very clever. Of course, the, when I was sent to Indonesia, the matters had reached a deadlock and I was sent as a deputy of the security commission and when I arrived in Indonesia, there was really no meeting between the two parties. They were exchanging correspondence, and the commission was simply serving as an intermediary in the exchange of this correspondence and was simply trying to conduct its effort through letters to both parties which tried to suggest possible approaches and then there was an intervention. The Dutch started an interaction against the [inaudible] and the council. The Security Council intervened and adopted a very strong resolution which extended the powers of the commission and it really opened the door to the possibility to pursuing a settlement. I say that I think I had some influence on these actions because I prepared the memorandum to the American member. [It was] the American member to which I really explained the possibility of doing that sort of thing, of expanding the powers of the commission and in reality giving the commission the possibility of negotiating the terms of settlement.

MR. LARSON: Oh yes. 

DR. DE BRITO: Which is one of the first times that the Security Council adopted, it was the first time it had adopted a resolution of this type. I must say that obviously by temperament and by probably mentality, I am really much a behind-the-scenes person.
MR. LARSON: Well of course, there with your recommendations and writings there, you’re in a good position to influence the outcomes.

DR. DE BRITO: I had always been quite timid and frankly I think I love ideas and the, basically I think I would be a problem solver particularly if I have to suggest formulas and procedures. I love, and this is quite important in international negotiations. I do think that obviously they are not the only factor and the only element, but they are an important part. You understand these things just don’t happen because you have this formula obviously when these actions were taken by the Security Council, the Americans had made up their minds that they were going to press for a settlement.  Obviously, I think things were moving in such a way in China, you know, the Communists who were taking over China, I think there was a strong feeling that an effort should be made to try to settle this Indonesian question. 
MR. LARSON: Yes. Boosting China’s economy, that’s losing Indonesia, that would be very tragic to this country.

DR. DE BRITO: And perhaps, China, Indonesia too, obviously, it would be unacceptable. I think the game was played and really, it was successful to a certain extent. They could not count on the [inaudible] and the frankly I would say the irresponsibilities of [inaudible] who was a [inaudible] essentially, if nothing else. Obviously, he had certain leadership capacity and he was an excellent speaker and he could, I think, and he did [inaudible] these nationalistic feelings of the Indonesians. Anyway, Cochran, who was the American ambassador, came back to Indonesia. He came to Washington and New York and he pushed this resolution, general resolution which was an interesting resolution and we actually got along extremely well. He was, frankly, an excellent negotiator, Merle Cochran. He was a bachelor. He had never married. He was very heavy. He had actually been specializing in economics. He had been involved with the League of Nations. He was a very sure negotiator, very patient, and though we became very closely associated when he came back, actually I was in constant touch with him. He happened to be the chairman of the commission when the committee became the commission, and he ran the commission for Indonesia. Really I think, he told me quite clearly, he said of my assistance, he said, “Look you are an international official; I think you can help me because of your legal and political background. I am not going to ask the assistants.” He had one or two assistants from the State Department. He said, “I’m really going to ask you in helping me pursue this settlement.” I think I actually did help him in a way in the procedure of suggestions and that just happened to be which things are not terribly important, but they do the trick. It’s a question of devising a language for opening discussions. The Indonesians wanted a certain language. The Dutch wanted another language and, obviously, it was a question of finding a language that the two could accept. It was you know, flexible enough that the two would not be objectionable to either the two parties. This sort of thing. There was a question for instance during the negotiations and I was actually the secretary of the conference that negotiated these so-called Mondrian Room Agreement. There was a question of whether or not a cease fire agreement would be reached. It was terribly important to have the cease fire agreement. There were several questions. The question of restoring the government, the Indonesian government to [inaudible] because [inaudible] had been made a prisoner of the Dutch and it was a requirement that he had to be restored. There was a question of the [inaudible] the cease fire agreement. The Dutch had requested that a provision be included in the cease fire agreement that if the agreement would not prevail, there would be measures to take to enforce the agreement because really most of the Indonesian forces were guerrillas.
MR. LARSON: Oh yes.

DR. DE BRITO: And obviously, no one knows if the guerrillas would obey an order of a restored Indonesian government. The Indonesians on the other hand said, “Look, we expect to be restored. We expect to be a responsible government capable of being accepted by these guerrillas, but obviously they were not sure of themselves, whereas the guerrillas would really accept any orders from the restored Indonesian government. Therefore, there was this question whether this clause should be included. Obviously, the Indonesians felt that this clause should not be included because what [inaudible] they were not really capable of exercising functions of sovereignty and there was [inaudible] no one knew how these guerrillas would react and the Indonesians were very certain. I suggested then that a clause be included for joint action. Joint action then obviously, the idea of a joint action in case the cease fire would not be accepted, was a way out. I simply gave this idea. [Inaudible] to call me, the two negotiators, [inaudible] at the room of Cochran and Cochran said we have this problem. What can we do about it? I said the solution is very simple. We draft a provision for joint action. It’s simple. [Inaudible], but anyway, that is where I think frankly it was a very limited help. This was not fundamental, but it was a little thing that helped. 
MR. LARSON: These things are very crucial at the proper time.

DR. DE BRITO: Yes, they are helpful, but they are not decisive. Frankly, I could never claim to have played any major role or any… But what I think could be done, is that you can make minute contributions that are of help and, of course, there are many other factors of course. In a settlement, it’s very clear that you need a peaceful settlement. I don’t think that we have learned yet that you really have to have not only appropriate procedures, which are terribly important because saving face is so terribly important in international relations and in human life itself. This appropriate procedure, the roles of appropriate procedures is so crucial, so important, but then you have to have more. You have to have circumstances favoring a settlement. If you, frankly, have procedures that are no help what-so-ever, so you have to have circumstances favoring a settlement. We had that, circumstances favoring a settlement. The Americans were in a position to press for settlement. They were helping the Dutch with the master plan and they had other considerations including having a settlement in Indonesia and therefore you had the circumstances favoring a settlement. But then you have to have something more, you have to have people, negotiators willing to reach a settlement. Then you have the final factor, perhaps the most important of all, the human factor, you see, and then we come back to man. You see.

MR. LARSON: A very important concept then. 

DR. DE BRITO: You see we come back to man. Frankly, that’s the final and decisive factor. We had, at this time, the little governments who came to the point where they felt that they had to reach a settlement: the Indonesians and the Dutch and they were both prepared to do so. Obviously they sent people who were willing to do so. You see [inaudible] extremely capable person, and the room, and the Indonesian was a simple man with great integrity and therefore the settlement was possible because of a combination of all this three factors. I think that I considered this settlement was the most interesting political settlement because the most important and most successful political settlement reached by the United Nations through its machinery. It has not been repeated because of, in the case of Palestine, the UN has been able to do with regard to Palestine or even [inaudible] and that was the only major political settlement was really the Indonesian.

MR. LARSON: Which of course has…

DR. DE BRITO: I was a witness. The role was played frankly by the important people, I was there, but I was only a witness, then I was able to give this minute contribution of suggesting procedures, but really…

MR. LARSON: That’s a very…

DR. DE BRITO: …terribly, not terribly important. Anyway, the factor that I was observing and witnessing all these events, I think it was in itself a great experience for me and obviously satisfying. Now I, my major second involvement in the UN was Korea, which was the only successful experiment in maintenance of peace, restoration and maintenance of peace that it could have been obviously much more successful, but anyway I think it did accomplish the essential that had been considered as an important development. You know very well that the circumstances were not terribly favorable.
MR. LARSON: Incidentally what year did the crisis erupt there in Korea?

DR. DE BRITO: In Korea, in 1950.

MR. LARSON: 1950.

DR. DE BRITO: 1950, in June 1950. 

MR. LARSON: In the middle of Truman’s term.

DR. DE BRITO: In the middle of Truman’s third term. Obviously the Americans had decided to withdraw from Korea. You remember that we were occupying half of Korea and had decided…

MR. LARSON: Yes.

DR. DE BRITO: …to get out of Korea because Korea had not been considered as within the strategically essential paths of US balance of power considerations. Really this has not been divulged, but apparently the Russians were aware of this decision. I think that probably had a great deal to do with the initiative of the North Koreans invading Korea. The reality that the Americans had disarmed themselves completely after the First World War, too quickly and…

MR. LARSON: I think by about 1950 we were almost…

DR. DE BRITO: Completely disarmed, completely disarmed. It’s really unbelievable and the reality is that when the North Koreans invaded Korea, the Americans were completely unprepared. Initially, first of all they had left a [inaudible] South Korea which really had no capacity of defending South Korea. North Koreans were armed to the T. You have to see, I saw the types of tanks that the Russians supplied them. 
MR. LARSON: The South Koreans had no equivalent.

DR. DE BRITO: They had no equipment at all. The Americans had no equipment at all at the beginning. Frankly, the Americans had, at the very beginning, the Americans had at least anything to be completely effective against them. Of course they had the nuclear power, but it could not be used.

MR. LARSON: Yes.

DR. DE BRITO: It was not, frankly, it was not the intention to use it. It was always there as a mutual deterrent, but not as a viable solution, I still remember when I was sent to Korea, the situation, the military situation was really terribly dangerous and uncertain. You know the US had decided to come to the assistance of South Korea. The UN, because the Russians were absent from the Security Council, were able to adopt a resolution that in reality, condemned then aggression and gave the US the authority to carry out this fight against the North Korean aggression. You know this UN command was set up [inaudible] a number of countries, actually 16 countries joined the US and the situation in July, I think it started in June, the situation by the end of July was extremely difficult one. North Koreans had taken over and they had moved down south. Really what remained in the hands of the South Koreans and the Americans, the Americans had been brought from Japan, was really what they called the perimeter and really was not a terribly large area.  I think that there was a possibility that the Americans could perhaps not remain there. I think the North Koreans had been a bit more resourceful. The situation was really not that simple and I think the Americans were probably very successful because they had the man, General Walker, who I don’t think has ever been given the recognition that he deserves. He was not a West Point man apparently as I understand. He was a very brilliant tactician and he took advantage of situations. He seemed to know always the areas where the North Koreans were going to attack. He had them adequately prepared to fight. I think he had an excellent intelligence.

MR. LARSON: Oh yes.

DR. DE BRITO: Obviously, by then the Americans had sufficient logistic support for the troops and the Koreans, North Koreans had extended the line from North Korea. They had a hostile South Korea, because that was a very important factor too. South Koreans are definitely not Communists. The power in Korea has always shifted between North and South, one controlling the other. Obviously that was an important factor, I think, in the case of Korea, contrary to what happened in Vietnam. I think the Koreans were sound allies.

MR. LARSON: Oh yes.

DR. DE BRITO: The population was anti-communist.

MR. LARSON: The general population…

DR. DE BRITO: The general population [inaudible] when this phase came to a point [inaudible] but really the Koreans did not cooperate with, South Koreans did not cooperate in many ways with the North Koreans, so they had extended the line.

MR. LARSON: Apparently the Koreans who did get into the Army were apparently dedicated soldiers.

DR. DE BRITO: Yes, they were trained. I saw the training.

MR. LARSON: They were trained.

DR. DE BRITO: They were already being trained by the Americans with live ammunition. I saw some of the training. We had tickets to some of the training camps and it was live ammunition. They became excellent soldiers, but the Americans were not definitely prepared. I understand that at the very beginning, the Americans did not have even anything that could destroy the tanks the North Koreans had used to invade the south.

MR. LARSON: The armor plating was very good.

DR. DE BRITO: The armor plating was very good and really only a bazooka at close range could really destroy those tanks. Several weeks later the Americans had, they already had sufficient means to destroy them. I saw several of these tanks actually in the area of [inaudible] and later on in the area of Seoul, but really the Americans were not prepared. There was no sense that the Americans had any plans or any dreams of, you know the Russians had [inaudible] completely surprised with this attack on Korea and obviously the decision to go to the help of Korea was a political decision. It was not based on military consideration. It was based exclusively on political consideration. It was true it was the, not the right place, but it was the moment because really the Americans were simply applying the doctrine of contention, you know. And I think Korea was a successful application of the contention, of the policy of contention and it could have been more fruitful because I think the Americans won the war in Korea completely, not only against the North Koreans, but against the Chinese subsequently. I think the military victory was much more real than it had been recognized and accepted. 
MR. LARSON: Oh yes. Let’s see. How long did the war go on before the tide started to turn?

DR. DE BRITO:’50, well ’51, it was, ’51 to ‘52 it was over, ’52 it was over, but negotiations which were, the negotiations started in ’51.

MR. LARSON: Oh yes.

DR. DE BRITO: But really there were discussions among military people. Strangely enough the state department heard that in no measure of the negotiations that were taking place in Korea. They were conducted by the military and I do think that they were not really brilliantly conducted. I think the North Koreans and the Chinese are very cunning and much more successful in these negotiations than the Americans. Of course [inaudible] was not an easy partner and the things turned out to be not as good as they could have been. Some mistakes were made obviously. I think the invasion of North Korea up to the [inaudible] was definitely a mistake.

MR. LARSON: Yes. Incidentally of course, you mentioned that the U.S. forces were pushed back down the peninsula to what was it?

DR. DE BRITO: Busan. And then the Americans pushed the North Koreans back first of all. The Busan Landing which was a brilliant enterprise of a strategical, who worked exactly as it had been contemplated, but [inaudible]. We were in Busan when the operation was being conceived. We knew what was going on and frankly we had no communication with the rest of the world, but immediately after the initial landing I went to Seoul when it had still no facilities. I was actually eating K-rations.
MR. LARSON: Oh yes. 

DR. DE BRITO: Given you know the, when you get your mail, the K-rations you were also given some cigarettes I still remember as a part of the…

MR. LARSON: As a part of the K-rations.
DR. DE BRITO: A part of the K-rations, but the latrines were outdoors and it was quite cold. Really I stayed in a military facility that had, the room had a tremendous hole in [it], one of cannons had made a hole. It really was terribly cold. Then the Americans took, pushed the North Koreans further north and it was very successful, but as you recall, the Chinese intervened, but in October.

MR. LARSON: So as the Americans pushed the Koreans back, that triggered the Chinese…

DR. DE BRITO: The Chinese intervention. I think I told you once before when we met [inaudible] in Tokyo, I was with the commission, the UN commissioner [inaudible] very graceful person. His wife was very charming, and still alive in her 80’s and apparently very lucid.

MR. LARSON: Very interesting.

DR. DE BRITO: She is a very interesting, petite lady. She is from the south, very charming, very charming, and he too was very charming, a brilliant lecturer. I think he had a tremendous knowledge of history. He was director of West Point. I think he also taught. I think he was an excellent lecturer. He would speak flawless, classical, elegant English. No sergeant language [inaudible]. 

MR. LARSON: I think he finished fifth in his class. 

DR. DE BRITO: I still remember when we had a dinner with him [inaudible] which was a great honor. After all, he was the king of Japan. He did brilliantly, no question, frankly he was the literal head of Japan, the head of the government, but he gave a very long lecture, but before, apparently during the banquet we had, the dinner, I was terribly surprised to see that he was not concerned with the Russian Communism. He was simply concerned with the Chinese.

MR. LARSON: The Chinese were the big guns.

DR. DE BRITO: Really his idea was that the danger was beware of the Yellow…
MR. LARSON: The Yellow Peril. 

DR. DE BRITO: The Yellow Peril, that was really his approach. I think, I was quite surprised because his very idea was the Russians were essentially, you know, members of the Western civilization, which they are not.

MR. LARSON: That’s interesting.

DR. DE BRITO: They are not. [Inaudible] tried to westernize them, but did not succeed completely, but the Russians are really eastern, orthodox, a section of the western set up. This is a terribly important point. They are Slavs. The Slavs are not westerners and they have not been westernized accept for the Polish.

MR. LARSON: Oh yes.

DR. DE BRITO: But his feeling was that the danger was the Yellow Danger. And interesting, that had something to do with what subsequently happened: the American approach to with Vietnam to a certain extent. I don’t think that’s completely what people think because the decision to go to Vietnam was also a political decision by Kennedy that he had to take a stand against Khrushchev, after the flop of the meeting he had with Khrushchev. But obviously the idea of the Chinese involvement of the domino theory also this whole thing had a great deal to do, which was completely wrong because really the Chinese were helping. They did help the Indo-Chinese, but they obviously, the differences were always there and the, subsequently they have come to prevail. I think frankly the Chinese and the Indo-Chinese are really the major opponents in the Asian fear, you see. Anyway, he thought also that the Chinese were not going to intervene in mass, despite the fact that really the news was that the Chinese were going to do it and panic the Asian ambassador to Peking, who had been sending reports to me and these reports had been transmitted to England that had a liberal government, England and the Americans and obviously it was known that this possibility was there and that the Chinese were amassing troops. I think I told you, it’s really probably something quite surprising that one of the members of the commission mention the fact that the Chinese were amassing along the [inaudible] therefore they could definitely invade Korea and then I think [inaudible] felt that military would not have a chance. The Chinese would not have a chance because they would have to cross the Yellow and the US had superiority, far superiority and therefore could prevail. 
MR. LARSON: Incidentally, I suppose aerial reconnaissance made it possible to confirm the size of the Chinese forces…

DR. DE BRITO: Yes. They had about I think 150,000 people massed immediately as far as we knew at the time, if these figures are not exactly correct. I think that when they launched the attack apparently they used 150,000 troops, but [inaudible] was definitely wrong in that estimate, which probably was also the estimate of this intelligence, the intelligence chief, but the Chinese obviously were waiting for the freezing of the Yellow before they would have to build [inaudible] bridges.

MR. LARSON: They would be very vulnerable.

DR. DE BRITO: Make them terribly vulnerable to firepower particularly to airpower. Also what happened was [inaudible] was so miserable that airpower could not be used. The Americans had airpower that could not be used because they were so miserable and firepower also could not be used as effectively as possible. Then [inaudible] decided to withdraw and obviously the US had asked permission to bomb Manchuria and definitely I think the chiefs of staff were concerned that the Russians might intervene. I think the Russians would have not intervened but frankly [inaudible] had been wrong in the estimate that the Chinese were not going to intervene amass. Actually he used the expression in this meeting with the commission, there is going to be a Chinese intervention, to be a “token intervention.” So they were a bit afraid. I think there was a feeling that a chance could not be taken. Frankly the Americans, Japan was completely disarmed. There were not available troops to defend Japan in case the Russians had decided to make a diversion attack against Japan which was theoretically a possibility. Of course, hanging over this whole thing was the American nuclear power which was there. But obviously, probably, it was considered that you cannot use nuclear power anyway, even limited nuclear power, but really the situation was such that really [inaudible] decided to withdraw. I know and I was told by military advisors of the commission that [inaudible] was not really necessary in military terms that definitely [inaudible] could have held the Chinese easily at the [inaudible] line which would have been a very fine solution, but anyway he decided to withdraw and then he was replaced. Then the Chinese were eventually contained at the [inaudible] line which is the second line below the 38th parallel, which does not include Seoul. It’s the next, the two natural lines of the defense is the so-called [inaudible] line…
MR. LARSON: Oh yes. They were natural defense…

DR. DE BRITO: Natural defense and the second one is the so-called [inaudible] line, but obviously the Americans had no trouble in destroying the Chinese at the [inaudible] line because then they could use both airpower and firepower.

MR. LARSON: They were able to…

DR. DE BRITO: They were able to and apparently the Chinese lost in this effort about one million men and really and then they had also extended the line, the logistic support was very poor and they were really finished. They moved back, pushed back and then they could have been pushed back again beyond the [inaudible] line which in military terms is what should have been done.
MR. LARSON: Oh yes.

DR. DE BRITO: This was apparently [inaudible] to do, but obviously then you had this…

[End of interview]
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