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position and whether or not they were part of the Congo?

A/l
1

URQUHART
22 Oct 1984
QUESTION: This is an 1ntervxew with Brian Urquhart on 22 0ctober 1984,
Today we're going to concentrate primarily on the UN activities in the Congo which
were directed toward ending the secession of RKatanga province. Last time we left
off the interview witp some reminiséences about the terrible outcome of a dinner
'Sg)WkUluL) :
party in Lubumbashi, where Brian Urquhart and George Ivan Smith were beaten by the
Katanga gendarmerie and where Urquhart was taken off tb the barracks and later
released, brought to a2 hospital -~ he obviously recovered and went on~witli"the work
there in Ratanga. I think that we might look back to 2 September 1961, when Indian

troops - Gurkhas, I suppose - disarmed a group of Ratangese at the. axrport and this

led to a Katangese barricade on the roads and the Swedish camp - various UN

personel were attacked and killed. That was followed by an ultimatum and your

forces tried to clear the road to the airport, resulting in the death of 38

_Ratangese, "This was a pretty serious incident and it might be a qbod’idea to_talk

" about the political background here and the military situation that you were

facing, to>give us a word about what kind of policy directives you were getting and
how they were coming through and what sorts of obstacles there were toward reaching
the goals that were set out in the Security Council resolutions.

ANSWER: Yes, weil that's a fairly tall order ~ let's try it. We never
had any different obje;tive in Ratanga than to get Ratanga back to a legitimate
position as one of the provinces of the Congo.

QUESTION: Wasn't that an item of controversy - what waé a legitimate

[

ANSWER: ~Mss—I=JoRTE—Radw,-no, it wasn't at all; I mean they had declared
a secessionj they had assqmed the function of a State; they had printed postage
Stampss they were masquerading as an independent State - with a lot wf-sert of
Passive winking and nudqging from the British, the Belgians and to some extent the

United States. When called on this, the British, the Belgians, the United States
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would say that they did not recognize the Secession, but they did a hell of a lot
to éncourage it, whiﬁh—was—-'and this was a vefy difficult situation to deal with.
Tshombé9;ad an army of sorts - it waé called the gendarmerie, it was officered by
mercenary officers, white, mostly South African, British, some Belgian and alsé.
French. He had Belgian military advisers who haé\a rathefsﬁengsoécan anomalous
status whicﬁ nobody could ever guite figure out. It was an enormously rich State,
Ratanga, because it had the Union Miniére in one of the greatest geological freaks
in the world, which produces gold, tin ahd copper in very nearly pure state;,ené

itls-almost—unigue., So it was a fairly difficult nut to crack. The reason why

the UN felt

strongly about it and why it was important was that as long as Ratanga was a
secessionist State effectiveiy run by various white agencies, it would be a bone of
cont.ention‘ in the rest of the Congo and the Congo would never settleAdown to being
an integrated States in fact it woulad simply‘encourage other &e&¥=c£=e§ﬁ=:;éy'
revolts and secessions, as indeed it did. We got into the second round of fiéhtinq
there I think because the first round.was believed to have been won by the.
méfcenaries and TshombéTg forces, because‘they had made a monkey oﬁt of the UN, Q§;§
Secretary-General had been killed in‘thisvprocess, and they evidently thodgﬂ’this
was a victory. I went there with the firm intention of trying another tack and
trying to play on Tshombé{; vanity and ﬁis great desire to be a figure in history
and to try eventually to persuade him to join the central Government,Ad}hﬁ:g:ZﬁEEELr‘lkxﬂ
is what Hammarskjold had always intended to do and in any case it seemed to be much
the most sensible thing to do in the.c1rcﬁmstances, because the fact of the matter
was ﬁhere was no way that Tshombé/could win militarily and thefe was no way we
oould win militarily because we couldn't use force in the adequate sense of the:
word in order to fix up his army. -The round §f fighting that started on 5 December

was a mess, We had had, as you rightly said,'a number of people killed already in
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ambushes and so on, the road to the airport was blocked by roadblocks, wh1ch
Tshomb€ and later on Rimba and quongo kept saying they were going to remove and
never did, Our headquarters, which was in a ghastly house called the Clair Manoir,
was under heavy mortar fire around the clock - in fact it began to diminish by

about one storey every two days, sO we kept moving down as they knocked the top off

it -_HhICh is not necessarijly aAhealthvgsltua;&eﬁ—é95—a4nmcme;aiinn_tg_be~1n- I

gave the order tha%—gﬁ/égen fire when I came to the conclusion that we were being
dealt with in totally bad faith, both by Tshombé, by Rimba and by Mpnonqo and by
the mercenarieﬁv}\){e‘.l,(ﬁe mercenaries are always J‘,n bad faith, this was a game
for them, they were making a hell of a lot of money out of it, and—we—thea—went
<Sate—it., |

QUESTION: Did you have military advice that was pressing you at that
time to give the order?

ANSWER: Well—the-military-are—salways—TF have - I'm.very scepticai about
the military in a situation like thaé-which is mostly political. Théy were all for
being allowed to use maximum force, not realizing that the moment tﬁey did it
they'd be stopped. I was interested in hsinq seléctive force go try to clean the
thing up. And that, with a number of ghastly_episodes,bis more or less what we
did. The fighting went on for - I think I am right in saying‘about 18 days ; and

, osn 0 :
during that time it was extremely difficult to get around,[?z_;;s very difficult to
try to get anything moving on the political side. I finally went down to Ssee
Tshombé ani suggested to him that it was time to puﬁ a stop to all this, that it
Wasn't déing anyboéy any good: By that time hé was very chastened, becasue he has
realized that he had made a big mistake, he'd listened to his French military
advisers instéad of to us and he had gotbhimself into one hell of a mess. We at
that time were only fxghting in Elisabethville, we were not going for the rest of

the Congo- I told Tshombe we could perfectly easily do it but that we were
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interested solely in his legitimization and he finally listened to this and finally
agreed that he would send the Ratangese members of parliament to the central

parliament in Leopoldville, which was supposedly a symbol of coming back into the

e ot
Congolese it was - it wasn'tafederation,—itwas—aState made—upof

- previmTes.,

QUESTION: Before you get farther on that line, the historical record
shows that the UN forces captured the headquarters of the Katanga gendarmerie on 16
December 1961. 1Is that correct? Did you really capture that? .

ANSWER: I‘think so. Well, you know, that sounds a gooa deal grander
than it was.

QUESTION: That's why I'm asking.

ANSWER: The Katangese gendarmerie was a ¥d=-ef- gimcrack operation and
they were useful ané effective because they were backed in the first placeiby
mercenary officers who weee—exepemely~—-thfough dirty were extremely skilful
querrilla fighters\gnd in the'second place they were backed largely by the Wéstern
press, which developed a great kind of morbid admiration for:these soldiers of

fortune.aml I never could see it) tha#,iere the most ghastly collection of people -

none the less they were - the press thought they were - some kind of romantic

thing, God only knows why, because—if‘uas_the_mos:—abse%uteiy-ha&f—a&seé—aetioa7
q;;y wegzz%ég%zgle people, and slso=because they were backed, which was much
important than those two things, by a remarkfble public relations oﬁeration based
in Geneva, a firm called Markpress, ané‘{gg; were also backed by a quite large
faction in the British Houses of Parliament, notably in the House of‘Lords, and
they were backed by Senator Dodd in Washington, who was lite;ally a paid lobbyisE}

<and_he-was getting 10,000 bucks a month from Tshombé. So they had a lot going for
them‘§56~they*-§«ma§t~saybwg were not in those days, or even now I think,
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adequately set up to deal with that kind of thing. So we were chugging along on

the ground trying to get the thing straightened out. I finally did manage to get

'Tshbmbézio see the point, I think., He had been very much impressed by the fact

that when he had tried to have me murdered earlier on, that I had not pursnéd it

and I used this ruthlessly to try to pressure him)and.we did finally get him to
by os ‘

agree to send his people” <But_tha§,(Jnfortunately,~uﬁszcaly—tha:a Tshombé was a

very great escape artist. He was always playing both sides against the middle.

When he agreed to send his people he also produced a whole series of very

complicated conditions which in fact spun out the secession for a whole year more,

QUESTION: Were you there that whole year?

ANSWER: No. I came back in - I think it was March 1962k- from Ratanga
and I was in New York and it was over Christmas 1962 and into 1963 that_Tshombé's
peopie, for some unknown reason, got out of hand. 1I've never been able to
undefstand why. They started shooting at the UN and the UN, which was then a great

deal better organized militarily under a really first-ga¥l general, General Prem

Chand of India, simply decided they were going to use this and they did €. ¥Rd

»Fey proceeded in extremely short order to roll back the gendarmerie, to expose

them for the gimcrack forces they really were and, contrary to orders from

headquarters and a lot of rather fab&ly stiff cables from Bunch@and me, thevaent

right ahead and they took Kélwezi, they.took - what's the other place called? ;
QUESTION:  Jadotville,

ANSWER: = Jadotville and they finished Tshombéﬂoff. Tshombé then did

what I had suggested he do in December 1961, he made his peace with the central

Government and very shortly thereafter became Prime Minister, which he oould have

done perfectly easily in 1960 if he'd put his mind to it. And then, of course, the
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was a better alternative really, Our job was to preserve the territorial integrity

of the Congo, to deal with foreign interventions of all sorts, including the

mercenaries, and to deal with the secessionist movements of which there were at

- various times about five\anﬂ I think that it can be said—about Xhe Congo operation

-~I_dQnL;—wﬁﬂ{—%e—speﬂé—%ee—mnrh time on it after this bit = that itls Been ever

since the synonym for disorder and confusion and exactly the kind of thing that the
UN ought to avoid. Curiously enough, like many things, this is a myth. We were
put into the Congo for two purposes only - or three. The first4one was to get the
Belqian soldiers out, the second one was to preserve the territorial integrity of
the Congo and the tﬁird one was to help the Government to establish its authority
and to run the country - and we did that. |
QUESTION: Including the training of an army?.
ANSWER: Including training the army. Well,‘actuaily we failed on that
oney &W&meﬁu;&&l_tm_dm_u There was
9N '
a massivelfjvilian operation there. - We»did, in fact, at one time more or less run
the country. We spent our whole lives trying to hand it over as soon as possible
to the Congolése. We did achieve, with enormous difficulty, a legitimate
Government in Leopoldville. We did manage to get Tshombé to make his peace with
that Government. And I don't think that‘given the appalling difficulties of that
particular country, that this was by any means a negligeable record. ery
C‘&ﬁﬂei‘eé—wh-eﬁ—-l——sead_tha%—-—I—ga-ink_tha-e/qt was the Soviet Union which has
delibefately, for obvious reasons, pursued the qiece of disinformatibn that this
was a disaster - and for them it was something of a disaster, because they didn‘t

Ammw :

manage to take the Congo over, nor did the United States. Instead{they got an

extraordinarily inefficient third-world administration under Mobutu, which survives
to this day. I don't personally think that necessarily keeping the Congo all as

one country was such a good idea and I don't think it,s a very dgood idea now
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either, but that is what we were told to do and that's what we did. And maybe it
was better that letting it split up and adding bits and pieces of it to the other

very complicated situations in Africa - the struggle in Apgola, the whole Rhodesian

N : wiab=<
problgm wdith Ratanga as part of the Rhodesian kind of(?afasg/;anitaire under Ian
Smith., I think this would have made a terrible further complication in tha£
alreédy very difficult situation, so maybe it wasn't so bad after all.

QUESTION: How do you account for the persistent léck 6f enthusiasm on
the part of most of the other African countries for this kind of operation?

ANSWER:

v+ I think the Africans
. ) W)

in the first stage were very proud of taking part in it - this i the most
effective peace-keeping operation they've ever taken'patt in. But then they
discovered; of course, that in an African country of the complexity of the Congo,
that the Africans themselves are not united. We had on the one side basically some
of the more radical francophone countries; on the other.siae most of the .
English~speak ing African countries - and there was a massive difference between

their views. They didn't like that and I think they were right not to like that.

I don't think that they were disillusioned with & UN peace-keeping operatiquas

such; they were disillusioned with the extraordinary confusion of the Congo and the

way it reflected African differenceé and they didn't like that and ﬁéth&nk—thay"
WSTT> it's very understandable why they didn't like it.

QUESTION: I would like to ask you one or two more questions about the
fringes of this matter and then turn back to what we said we would discuss when ve
stopped last time and that is the difficulties with public information, the role of
the mass media and so forth. One of the questions I want to put to you has to do
with the task of training an army. The United States and Belgium principally
conferred on this matter and apparéntly decided that there was no real UN role and

that it ought to be a US~Belgian technical role.
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ANSWER: This was much later, wasn't it?
QUESTION: This was August 1964,
ANSWER: Yes, that's right.
- QUESTION: Were you in on that?
ANSWER: No, by that time we had‘more or less pulled out. We pulled out,

(g¢
as I remember, in June or Jui%ﬁﬁyﬁe had left simply a civilian operation. Skis—was

a * 80
QUESTION: You really haﬁ given up on the poSsibility cee

ANSWER: We had started - we had made a very good start on training the

~army in 1960, with a very larqe training group from Morocoo)and they were

first-—rate. That was blown up completely by the political crisis,m because at that

poxnt the army became spllt on tribal and political lines and you couldn't train
Qert C

one or the other without being accused of being partisan and therefore you couldn't

train any of them.

QUESTION: So you really couldn't get on further with that training
mission and you couldn't resume it either, I t;ake it?

ANSWER:‘ Well, >it was difficult to resume because, of course, the érmy
didn't come back together aéain until a year later, by which time a whole lot of
other priorities had entered in - that would be the Ratanga priority - and we
didn't ever get backﬁo—-ﬁ&aﬁvrnezaw&ek to it. We did have training teams
but there was nothing on the scale that was originally started and which was, in my
View, 4 very promising and a great lost opportunity, because ’I think that the
Moroccans would have got the Congolese army into a shape whére they would have been
able tp Stay out of politics, which was one of the great curses of the Congo.

QUESTION: Do you think that U Thant's decision to énd the involvement in

the Congo was a correctly taken decision and did it take into account all of the

possibilities?
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ANSWER: Yes, I think it was. It was extremely unpopular in the West ang
there was a great deal of kicking and screaming. Bﬁt if we'd stayed there there
was no logical reason why we shouldn't have stayed there for,eve;,;nd—%he;e—was~a~v
I think U Thant réasoned that the Congo wésn't mak ing any progress on its.own as
leng as it had this greatdééézrcrutch to lean on, We were getting royally sciewed
in one way or anbther by various factions in the Congo. rWe—were—‘qe‘tt-mg——\ML were
taking a great deal of nonéense from the Soviet Union, the‘United States, the
Belgians, the French and the British., It was a constant source of bickering and it
really wasn't proving anYthing any more. There wasn't a very dangerous situation
in the Congo in 1964, with the one exception of the situation in the Orientale
province, in Stanleyville, which was a situation which we couldn't control anywéy.

Th@yiyas a mnercenary-led army trying to advance on the capital and that finally

~got sorted out. We couldn't control that. We didn't have enough troops to do it

anyway and I think U Thant was quite right. He thought that the Congo had better

try to sort itself out and stand on its own feet. It had four years to get ready

for it after all. ﬁF5&an;t:tnznﬁfix:was=sa#h;» I think it was a good decision.

| QUESTION: Alright, now, in November 64 a new ihcident occurred in the
Congo which attracted a very great deal of attention. This is ‘an incident that
also ties in to the subject of public relations. This is the drop of 600 Beigian
paratroops from US air-transport planes near Stanleyville to_save some hostages,
most of whom were missionaries from what was thought to be their des truction.

There is a tremendous political row over this. Dpig you have anything to do with
. . e :

this?
ANSWER: Well no, very little, except I remember sitting in the Security

Council while this was going on. It just so happens that particular meeting of the
Security Council is the only meeting of the Security Council which anybody fired a

bazocka at and the bazocka was fired in fact by the Cubans from the other side of
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the East River to distract attention from the Assembly hall where Che Guevara was
mak ing a speech‘in order to get the security guards out of the AssembLy hall so
that an assassination sgquad could fix Che Guevara, The‘only trowle with that waé
that the assassination squad had reckoned without the traffic conditioné in New
York city and had got stuck in the Lincoln tunnel, where it was subsequently
discovered by the FBI. But that was the only thing I femember about that. I can't
remember even what happened to ‘the hostages.

QUESTION: The hostages were goﬁten out.

ANSWER: They were got out by the parachutists or by some other means?

QUESTION:.'NO, they weré gotten out by the troops. They came in
afterward and by 28 November the& got the last 76 outy 1,800 whités and 300
Congolese had been rescued by the time it was over, according to’my notes. But you

don't think this was a major incident?

ANSWER: Well, it was a very important political incident, apart from

- anything else.

QUESTION:  All right, what was the political importance of it
ANSWER: well, thris—after—all—+wasagainst—the— Stanleyville had always
been a eort—ef great place for insurgency, it was Lumumba's headquartérs and the

somewhat fire-breathing spirit of Lumumba lingered on and it Wa S wmecPmbirdrrk—it—was

: " | . .
,xhenJS*zeQQa~tha%—wasr- Gize‘ga's headquarte:s and Gizefjga was running a rather

desperate kind of splinter Government backed by a series of mercenaries, incluéing
a-quy called Black Jack Schrammer, as I remember, hle was a Beigian. The ocbject was
-a four-pronged attack on Leopoldvillé, God help us all;'buf one-of the prongs LST-D
o rHEd—— led by somebody called Mike Hoare,kmad Mikg\Hoare, who beneath‘all this
nonsense about being a mercenary was quite a sensible chagzzfnd he suddenly decided
that it was not a good idea, so he turned round and fought for Tshombéjanstead of

being one of the insurgents, And this put a eempiete spike in the whole'opération

\
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and the Stanleyv111e bu51ness, as 1 remember it, was a sort of last gasp of this

MPr—w# % .
whole thing. Tshombe then became established for a bi ut then of course he lost

out too and went into exile, Mobutu having once again surfaced. He's a great

surfacer, Mobutu, he'd been surfacing all this time and has survived - miraculously

A

I don't know how - and Tshombé was out. Tshombé r&z of course started to plan his

own insurgency from Madrid and in a very ingenious kidnapping plot orqanizedQ’)«aAL\J\re.ﬁXB

something by the CIA —~others—donit— was kidnapped over the Mediterranean in a
Lear jet and taken to Algeria, where he subsequently died, I think of naturai
causes.

QUESTION: How much infornatim do you get on ‘matters liké this? .

ANSWER: On the kidnapping thing? |

QUESTION: Yes.

ANSWER: .Wel'l, there was a very éood book published about it actually.
It was< € s » ; —~ it was an
interesting case, because it was a very carefully preparerd kidnapping. ca;ried out
by a Prench convicted homicine called Bauden;:‘,’—who posed as a youth leader and
tried to get Tshombd to sponsor the European-African Youth Federation ~d Tshombé

got very exclted about all this - he was very easily taken in I must say - and then

the guy also got him interested in real estate in ——whtt‘ﬁe—aame—oé-eha-t—xs&maﬁ

mﬁ—“almmv—ehe—éashmb}@m Ib1za and arranged for -

Tshombé to fly down and look at some pcoperties and then they artanged to kidnap
Tshombé on this flighj:, which théy did. sSort of James Bond stuff.

QUESTION: Well let's turn back now to your earlier comment made in the
last session and hinted at again in this session, that you had a persistent problem
with mass media, that this is n matter which has .concerned you a great deal, youtve

thought a lot about it and I take it that you have opinions on it without having

any real way over some of the difficulties. Do you want to talk a bit about how
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this impinged on the Congo matter and any generalizations you want to make on it
that go be&ond that, especially this goes with regard to the peace-keeping function
in the general third-party settlément of disputes. |

ANSWER: Yes, I think that in the first place, the UN is very baé at
public relations .and always has been and still is, ﬁ} fact it is 1amentabie. In
the second place, I think it's in a very bad position to practice good public
relations; it's not a sovereign organization, it has in everything always to
consider a huge multiplicity of différent points of view and it's not supposed to
claim the credit for anything. I mean, if anything goes wrong it's our faults if
anything goes right it's some bright leader in some Government who's fixed it and
that's.still the rule.k But I think in the Congo we were up against a whole lot of
things we weren't eifike ready for, qealdy. 1In the first place, I don't think
aﬁybody understood what was at stake in the Congo when we éot in - certainly I
didn't and I'm Sté;§§2§§ sure that Hammarskjold didq'tu ﬂe nege?irealized what a
total mess the Congo was, he never realized how very complicated’not only the white
attitude towards the Céngolesa was, but the Congolese attitude was towards the
whites)and he certainly didn't foresee early enough that the thing was likely to
break down on East-West lines very quickly through the personalities of Lumumba and

- o
Rasavubu, which it did. ’ i = i tef%?§>;;re doing

extremely well for the first two months, we got a fantastic press.'cft—i§,£}s I

R Sy s

said the other day, it was the only time in my whole 40 years here when we &Ctually

ran something ourselves without being interfered with, We weren't interfered with
|

because the place was so bizarre and so distant and so violent that nobody could
interfére,‘they didn't know how to do it, iThat broke down cqmpletely when  there
was the constitutional split between Lumumba and Rasavubu and the wholé thing
became polar ized East-West, not to mentiQn polarized with one African group against

another and one tribal leader against another in the Congo. It was a completely
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disastrous mess. I think Hammarskjold did the only thing he could possxble do in
keepfﬁg'going. Nobody really tried to understand - in the Western press certainly
- what he was trying to do, because by that time we were up against the public
relations people of Tshombé anddénion Miniére and we were beiﬁg por trayed all over
the world by them as~ee§t=9§ communist destroYers_of a great established peaégPﬁaé
guite colonial empire‘awé£¥t the same time we‘were'being descr ibed by the Soviet
Union as imperialist running dogs of the CIA. It was really a peachy situation, I
must say. It was very irritating‘sometimes. We didn't manage to cope with that.
We also, I think, had quite a bad set-up latterly in the Congo. We had virtually
no civilian head after Dayal had left - Linné/was a very weak operator - the‘
military command was a series of muddles. Wwhen the disastrous General Von Horn
left at the and of 1960 - he was perhaps the mast disastrous peace-keeping
commander there'S-everAbeen - 4% he was succeeded by a much more genial but
equally confused military administration. In my experience the military in the
Congo at all times were never capable of mak ing the kind of informed apprec1ation
which is necessary if you re going to do very difficult military operatlons. They
just were all over the place; they reacted to whatever happened; they didn,t'react
very often; they didn't have a plan - not necessarily their fault, it was a very
difficult place to have a plan in, but I think a bettet commander and a better
staff woqld have got a much better result. And that‘is pro#ed by the fact that
when we finally did manage to get a good cammander and a good staff into
Elisabethville, they-simpiy—- everything just simply collapsed before them, they
didnlt_haxe—xo—de—ah;:hing_aaélat was a great-eye;opener to me, the degree to which

a proficient, politically conscious military command is essential in these things.

QUESTION: But then the media was reportlng the real situation, that

there was confusion, there wasn't a ...
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ANSWER: Well, the media, you see, were very helpful. <I-mesn, we §5}

examplgfi;d David Halbetstam,~who was on his first foreign assignment for the

New York Times, who was a great friend of mine. His reporting was wonderful, It
wasn't bad at all. We had all the chaps from the various English papers; we had
David Holden, for example, from The Times of London, who was a wonderful

XV 24N
correspondent; we had Gavin Young and Patrick olDono&gh from the Observer, they

_were absolutely first-rate. But then-yea—gee‘in Elisabethville during the fighting

‘}ESereSpondents couldn't circulate, in fact, we had to rescue quite a ﬁumber of
them from various places where they'd had to hole up - and there the Tshombéﬁg’
apparatus was very good at feeding through the European consuls and througﬁ vérious
stringers to the news agencies the line they wanted to get out to the worid, and

they did it. And that was of course eagerly picked up, first of all by Tshombé's

~ own public relations apparatus, by the Tanganyika Concessions and Union Miniédre

people in London, by Senator Dodd and his boys in Washington and by people in

LR )
Eur ope, ; = 1 thin%zfﬁféjan astoundingly bad job of

public relations and that's one df'the reasons why the Congo operation is still

regarded as a failure., It seemg to me, though it was very cos;ly and we lost a lot

. . o . 6 SuaPasUAly conmdarelie
of people, that in fact it was, in the circumstances, aﬂeaston;;gégg(ﬁﬁaiéggT——ﬁg/
actually kept that country going and we preserved it as a country, whicb is
certainly a good deal more than I thought we'd ever be able to do.

QUESTION: wWhy did you have so much difficulty in countering this pubiic
relations?

| ANSWER: ' Well, the UN.has never gone in for public relations fo; a sﬁart,

I mean, it believes in telling the truth as it‘khows it to correspondents, which—is
el .

QUESTION: More than 15 per cent of the budget goes for it.
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ANSWER: Yes, exactly. Well I think this is a great mistake. Don't
start me on that, I shall say something extremely disloyal, <--pean, I've always
thought that the UN public information set-up is nobody's fault, it's based on a
completely false pattern, it's based on the Ofice of War Information of the United
States in}gpe—warb This was a propaganda agency in a war when there was almost

total censorship. This is completely different from what you need in an

organization which is sort-of a shoestring operation all over the world trying to

do very difficult things in unforeseem situations. i~&ast—%héak—ét—was—hepeless«
65 Oobos L1 fernatim Depertmerd”

I don't think [¥is ever v—@«hasta hope in hell of meeting w1th thls kind of

challenge\aqa I have made a great number of suggestions-over the last 15 years for
changing it, but nobody e§er pays any attention, so there you are.

QUESTION:v Well I think'yOu ohght to talk about the kinds‘of changes you
think are necessary, because it refers'direcily back to your experience over.the
years. |

ANSWER: Yes, but you see now we're getting - we're straying away from
oral history into a subject where I shall hurt the feelings of.my colieaques and
I've no wish to do thaﬁ. ¥

QUESTION: Let me ask you a few questions that willlbe fairly neutral.
Were you able to keep confact with the press in Ratanga province?

ANSWER: Well, I've never perscnally had much trowle with this.

QUESTION: Who did then?

ANS?ER: But the difficulty‘is it's one thing for a'solitafy chap to be
pressing on against the powers of darkness or whatever it iss itfs quite another

thing to try to explain what in the hell this great gallumphihg world organization

is supposed to be doing in a mess like the Congo and we never never were able to

get it across.
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QUESTION: Was it because of your fault or is it because of your
listeners' fault?

ANSWER: Well, I don't think you can'blame fbe listeners. The listeners
are manipulated by the most skilful manipulafor'After all, Fmean—took—at———weliz—I.
w ! i = itt

QUESTION: But weren't you then in a position in the Congo where youfre
really at the mercy of those who can do pdlifics better than you could do?

| ANSWER; Well, I think we were atvthe mercy of some extremely skilful
people who ran Tshombéﬁhnd they weré, after all, people with a lot of money also,
which makes a difference. I THINK that ttwes—very—difficulT = you sem, %u 've got
to remember that all the time we were tryihq to deal with the Western media, we had
this uninterrupted blast comihg from our good old chums in Moscow, who'wete
blasting us for beihg exactly the opposite, foribeing these horrible imperialists,
lackeys and running dogs of Wesﬁern intelligence'agencies, which is something of a

, B woupls ) : '
laugh if you come to think of it,'becaﬁsert now turns out N\for-example, that the
CIA's efforts_to assassinate Lumumba were ftdétrated 106 per cent by none'other

than the good 0l@ UN - it came out in the Church report, a very interesting

revelatiog to me, I'd never dreamed that they were trying to do it, but it—was W=

\ X '
frustratg?Z/faa:,but for—gifferertpolitical reasons everybody’héﬁ‘}(bh had
General De Gaulle blasting the whole thing, because the general thought that

Hammar sk jold was aspiring to be a great man like him, ¥T-mean;—it—was—realIyv tire

You had‘the

money people in London and New York blasting it., XNow-thig .r

QUESTION: So your real opposition in the public relations field was

back in the capitals and it had very little to do with what was happening in the

Congo?
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ANSWER: Well, you-eould.take - igt's take a single incident, for
example. When I was kldnapped there was a momentary surge of anoyance largely
because‘hg;Q(EBHE“TE—;;:n Senator podd was there and this made the Senator look
like a bloody fool, which he was anyway . {here was no necessity to make
Senetor Dodad look'like a bloody fool, he was one. But none the less they did:it.
fle was very embarassed, the Senator. I, in fact, tried to get the Senator to come
to lunch with me the day after the kidnapping. 1I wasﬁ't in very good shape, but
none the less I was prepared to do it a§§$g/’just ran, he didn't want to have
T o
anything more to do with : he was scared, he just got the hell out, something
that I was never able te catch up with him about because I thought it was
disgraceful, After all, he was t—seme—extemwt a large contributor to the trowmble.
The moment we‘openedAfire on anybody there were screams of rage in the Western
press. O'Brien had been completely clobbeted by the Western ptess for simply
trying to do his job in a rather flamboyant manner. There was simply no way that
we seemed to be able to deal with this and if good repdrters like Halberstam and a
few people like that wrote stuff saying "Look here, this isn't quite like that" and
"These people are trying to do a job" and "Guess who's trying to look after the
Baluba tefugees, 96,000 of them in Elisabethville alone and so on - these peopl e
are doing it under shell fite' - which we wefe, nobody paid.any attention, didn‘'t
: SO » .
want to hear that. It(Eeeame an BEast-West thing, i-beecame,~yon know;—it-was
Lumumbi)and at some points the centralvGovernment were supposedly in some way

Russian-oriented and we were the amanuenses of the central Government and therefore

We were on the Soviet side, which is quite a laugh considering the amount of time

we spent trying to stop them from getting into things too. Hrwas—a—very—I-think

MMWHWM@F leng as

Hammarskjold was alive it remained to some extent manageable, because he was very

famous. After that it became very unmanageable. What we could have done to change
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it I'm not quite sure. I think we should have all been much more outspoken, =F—

think—we—shouldhave -~ gn those days we weren't ;giéaggiié/;alk to the press, &4
meanr I was not allowed, for exaﬁple; to say to one or a grbup of cor:espondénts *If
you chaps want to know what the truth is, it's thg following " amd-zii—the Test -
th{s—ﬂas—actna;éy—eanch,Eﬁt was the whole'idea of the then Department of Public
Inforﬁation that persons in the Secretariat didn't talk to the press; I think it
was a colossal mistake. *F—meen it seems to me to be much worse than getting it
wrong, because everything goes by default in that caée, you--donit-—get— I think
we've improved a little bit since then, but not necessarily too much,

QUJEST ION: -Did you have a public that knew'whatvyou were doing?

ANSWER: Well, the trouble is you know, that the Congo was so far away
and so mysterious to most people fhat it was extremely ﬁard even to explain what it

was like. :i—mean,—yea—knou4;gf you start talking about the Bakongo or the Baluba

or the tran5por£ system or ...

QUESTION: Or KRasai.

ANSWER: - or Kasai nepedyrs people look at you as if you were a looney*
<EH_—_d1dn 't know about 1t¢.it's a whole world all by itself, the Conqo aaé::;

QUESTION: Why didn't you get some help from the Belgians? They has
peopie available,

KNSWER: No, the Belgians were not exactly very pro-UN. The Belgians
were in a state of great pique until the Spaak Government came in. The Belgians,
since they had failed, wished to see us fail. I think"iﬁ's as simple as that. I

_ b
don't blame them.

QUESTION: But there were people ...

ANSWER: When the Spaak Government came in it changed and they tried very
hard.

QUESTION: They did.
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ANSWER: But by that time it was very very late.

QUESTION: But there were a number of Belgian experts who contrlbuted to
the Spaak point of view when he eventually came in. They were available in the
early days, but you had no contact with such people? Some of them were people in
the Church, some of them were scholars, ...

ANSWER: Well, I think it's true that the Church was alweys very

helpful. The people: at Ldvanium, for example, were very helpful. A lot of the

- missionaries were very helpful and they were helpful because the§ were on the

receiving end of the kind of things that we could deliver and they were very

pfo-UN, because they were the ones who were being helped by us and they needed it.
Sl , \

But it was a very messy oceasion and I think it's a pity in a way that it's been

portrayed the way it has~becanse—T—don*t—honest}g—ehiﬁk—=—i—meen I think the onl§
question to be asked is wheéher it was smart evee to have got into it in the first.
place. But if we hadn't got into it, supposing then a vacuum had been 1efe which
the United States and the Soviet Unibri both tried to fill, how far would that have
taken everybody?  So i think one ﬁas to admit that it hag te be done.

| QUESTION: Did you get any assistance on public relatiene from any of the
Governments? | |

Aﬁswzé: Well the Americans actually, under‘theernnedy‘Administration,

made an enormous effort and it made a great difference. We had remarkable sﬁpport
from Rennedy, partially from Dean Rusk though not altogether, from the American

Ambassador in Leopoldville whose name - who's an old ola friend of mine but now his

. \
name's escaped me. EM 8&&1 d\/\

QUESTION: Timberlake?

ANSWER: No, no, no, Timberlake was the first e quy who

was: the head of Fletcher afteiwa

QuesTTon:

s

at the hell is he called? -

Head of what?
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ANSWER: He was the head of the Fletcher Schoaol afterwards. I can't
remember—his Trame;ft wilti—come—back—to—me. And they were very helpful. They had

decided that you had to get the Congo together, that you had to deal with the
secession of Ratanga otherwise you were going to rﬁn the whole thing into a much
bigger problém in Africa, which I think is right, and that was their decision and
they were very very helpful I must say, including providing way-beysnd the—call-of.
duty—if air support and thatﬁind of thing. I have a tremendous regard for the
Rennedy policy in the Congo. I think they were very good and I think they were
far-sighted too.

QUESTION: Did they help reporters to come in and hélp journalists to
learn about this And to understand?

ANSWER: I don't think they were really called on to do that. I mean
there were enough joﬁrnalists there anywéy. "The trouble really was at any giveﬂ
point to be able to communicate with them. I-mean, Kf‘you have, as I had during’
the second round of fighting in Katanga, ysa=have your headqharters ‘under 24 hour a
day mortar fire, very few 5ournalist§ are going to show up for press cofxferences,.
they-really-ere. So Gwn—gi«eb?{mﬁ\e(‘altemétive of going out to look for
the poor buggers and of course they're mostly hiding in basements, so it isn't a
very satisfactory way of doing things. it's very difficult to communicate.

QUESTIQN: ’I'm going to ask you one or two more questions along this
line, because we're rabidly running out of time. One thing that I would like to
put to you is this: you portray a picture of a public relations campaign which was
directed against you by thg mining interests in Ratanga province and by people who
were sympathetic to that. This is, however,- central Africa, verging on southern

Africa. Down below there you had the benign influence of the South Africans. How

much did you see of that?
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ANSWER: ~ge3d Very little. I-think-a—lot—of momey—probablyy~but—rwyelri
mesn, the eaaap%gg:aggﬁff_gs_aazgragainst us as it was to legitimize Tshombé, the
great slogan being that the only place where there is peace and éuiet in the Congo
is in Ratanga under good old Moise with his Western advisors. This is why  they.
were so annoyed when there was this bust-up, when I got kidnapped when‘Senatof Dodd
was there, because Senator Dodd was scared stiff. BHe saw about the most disorderly
scene he could possible imagine and it wasn't at all what he'd been told. He was
s0 stupid that he didn't really haul it in, but none the less there it was., I
think that that was the basis of that. The idea was to legitimize Tshombéf%ﬁﬁz{.

QUESTION: You were in the way.

ANSWER: And we were in the way. fRnﬂ—%u;%he&moréT—we—kept—gei&qda+

Rovements,  Governments are very nervous of secessionist movements because whoever

you are, you're quite likely to have one. I mean the British have got the Scots

|

and the Welsh; the Americans alreédy had their little go at secession last_
century. Everybody}s got it. The Soviet Union have got God knows how many and
most African countries have bits and pieces which ére likely to fall off,.not to
mention all other countries., " So everybody is very touchy about taking sides on
secession. On thg other hand, if you can put across thié enormous ly tich area as a
haven of peace and quiet, you can get people.to sort of hedge the secession
businesﬁ and say "Now look, you mustn't be nasty .to Tshombé{zhe's a good gﬁy,—héés
got - his quard is dressed in Napoleonic uniforms®., 1It's a lot of bullshit, _but
you can get away with it and they did get away with it up to a point. The fact
that-ga was suppressing about three~quarters of the inhabitants of Katanga and had
<
more or less clcbbered the Baluba igzgéeeS'is neither here nor there and he was

getting away with that too. He was getting away with plenty. But he just managed

it a hell: of lot better than we did:
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QUESTION: That suggests another aspect of your work there. You wgre,
aftef ali, in an environment where the people didn't understand very much about
what you were doing, they haad never - .

ANSWER: Not at all, none at all.

QUESTION: - they had little contact with the outside during the yearsvof
the Belgian colonies. What did you do about local public information? |

ANSWER: Well virtually nothing. Frankly I don't tﬁink that would have
made too much difference because‘the‘medium of information in the Congo, which.we
QOuidnft get into at all because it was interference in internal affairs, was
demagoguery on the radiq. That was ;he big political medium. Most people couldn't
read and didn't read newspapers. 30~whax_you_haé—-<qsis is why Lﬁmumba was so
impor tant; Lumumba was a demagogue of genius and his addresses, either in French or
in Lingala, were famous. fsmeaﬂ,:at was a tremendously emotive afiairﬁggz he could
get peopie out on‘ the streets in hundreds of thousands and that's why people were
o scared of him. Tshombé wasn't very good at that, uﬁénéo Qas quite good at
i;.. @gtb&é éouldn't compete with that. And‘I don't think we shbuld have eiﬁher.
that would have a been a gross interference. I don't think tﬁat would have been
any good. What we could have done, I think, would have been to have done a muqh
better job with opinion abroad. because actualiy when it’came to it, mostiof the
Congolese were very anxions to be‘helped'by us, including Tshombé; We éid a great
deal for him, including getting him legitimized, which he was quite‘grateful for.

Of coourse, that all went wrong too, because the moment he became legitimate

everybody else started to plot against him, sothgx=-vwhich was gg;g:>for the
coursey 7.
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QUESTION: wWhat about the impingement of the other provinces in the Congo
on what you were doing there? Did events that occurred elsewhere in the Congo -
there was always unrest in Stanleyville, there was a pretty disastrous situation in
Kasai most of the time that you were there -
ANSWER: And there was a very bad situation in Rivu ‘at one point too, we

lost a lot of people there.

QUESTIon- - and a pretty bad situation in Rivu. How did that impinge on
you and did it complicate your public-relatlons work? A

ANSWER: Well, no, it didn't really. Ratanga always commanded a special
place, cer;ainly in'the Western press, I*mean—you-could7h &é‘lost our whole
Italian hospital at one point in Rivu. 1I mean, tﬁey wererliterally killed. It was
a terrible thing. And it really didn't create much of a stir. If it had been in
Katanga it would ha&e been headlines.‘—ﬁatanga—-—YOﬁ—kﬂe#—;—ehéy—had,i#&th their
public relations and all of the legends about ihe great‘wealth of Ratanga, they'd
sort _of upped the ante. *I-t—va-s—m-ta-es-t—mg

| QUESTION: 'All right. The last qhestién is supposing we admit all that

you've said about your difficulties in public rélationé._ Did it really make any

diffetence?

ANSWER: Irdon't k now. i thinkvthat everything in the UN; unless you do
something to stop it, contributes to the what I call the fashionable cynicism in
the Western world about the UN ever since they lost the automatic majority in the
Assenbly. irthiﬂk—thatf——yea—knowr_¥0u~still_heax_pEQpléf— E}ery now and then some
looney somewhere br'othéf comes up with "Whét about the a;rocities in the Céngo?‘-
and you say "What atrocities?". "ch, your Indian troéps killed ..." - I forget
what and you still hear it. This was - I think this is a lasting legend which is
very hard to get rid of. The legend is:. a. - that we shouldn't have been there,

which is crazy; b. -~ that we didn't do a very good job, which is not true because

ppies
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we did what we were told to do; and c. - that we managed in some way to win some

. . . ‘ 6 CeM AN AR
gold medal for barbarism and that kind of thing, i there were

people killed but there were a hell of a lot of our people killed too, it was a

~very rouqh - this wasn't South Rensington or Wisconsin or somewhere, th1s was a -

- quite rough and rather marginally evolved tribal area, it was very tough stuff., o

mean-;—-yeu—knsw* (lt wasn't much fun in the Congo. Heaﬂ‘-f—‘wa‘—-_people_l_j,k.a_p_-p_g; UJ-Q

I gpent a geea-t—dea-l of time getting arrested or gettmg put up in front of a
firing squad or something. It was just Wfor the course ang you had to talk
your way out of it. It wasn't a very orderly place, but in some way that has been
parlayed over the years into a minus for the UN, My view is that it was a
remarkable effort which deserved to succeed better than it did and in fact did

Succeed quite a bit. And I doubt if we shall ever do anything like that again.,



